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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 
At the request of the Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Kentucky 

Archaeological Survey conducted archaeological excavations at the Jewell (15Mf372) and 
Elkins (15Mf373) sites.  This work was undertaken to mediate adverse impacts to the East 
Fork School site (15Mf374) that occurred in conjunction with a stream restoration project 
undertaken by the Department of Fish and Wildlife.  Fieldwork was conducted between 
March 29, 2016 and April 19, 2016, coordinated with Daniel Boone National Forest 
archaeologist Wayna Adams. The work was directed by Dr. Kim A. McBride, with field 
assistants Sophia Jamaldin, Daniel Sea, Emily Phillips, and Josh Thomson.  

 
In addition to analyzing the material recovered from the Jewell and Elkins sites 

during the course of this study, materials recovered by Daniel Boone National Forest 
archaeologists in 1985 from both sites as well as the East Fork School site (15Mf374) were 
examined.  The East Fork School site also was included in oral historical and documentary 
research. The three sites included in this study are located at the confluence of Big Amos 
Creek and the East Fork of Indian Creek, about 4.8 km southwest of Frenchburg, Kentucky 
(Figure 1.1).  Figure 1.2 shows many common place names referenced in the study. 

 
The first archaeological investigation of the project area was conducted in 1984, 

when Forest Archaeologist Gary Knudsen conducted a survey of a 7.3 m wide linear strip 
for a planned road, beginning at the bridge on Forest Service Road 9B near the confluence 
of Little East Fork of Indian Creek and going along the East Fork of Indian Creek, to the 
confluence with Big Amos Creek and up Big Amos Creek about 30 m. Knudsen 
acknowledged the area was known to have been commercially logged in the early twentieth 
century, but the survey did not result in the collection of any artifacts from this activity. 
The bed of the logging railroad along Big Amos Creek was noted but described as very 
disturbed by a “volunteer road” (Knudsen 1984).  

 
Another archaeological survey was conducted in 1985 by Cecil Ison, Kimberley 

Owens, and Gary Knudson. This work resulted in the recording of three sites (Jewell, 
Elkins, and East Fort School) near the confluence of Big Amos Creek and the East Fork of 
Indian Creek.  The National Register status of the sites was not assessed but the potential 
for additional work at these sites to contribute to an understanding of the logging history 
of the area was noted.  

 
The 2016 excavations resulted in a good understanding of the structure of the Jewell 

and Elkins site, and collection of a representative sample of artifacts from both sites.  When 
combined with archival and oral history data, analysis of the recovered artifacts was used 
to address questions about life in rural Kentucky from the late nineteenth to mid-twentieth 
centuries, identify sequences of site occupation and the histories of the families involved, 
and to gain a better understanding of the commercial logging industry and socioeconomic 
contexts that led to the abandonment of these sites in the mid-twentieth century.  





3 

differences could be seen from the top to the bottom of the deposits, and because the 
deposits are relatively shallow.  Subsequently, units at the Jewell site and all units at the 
Elkins site were excavated by cultural zones identified by soil color and texture.  All shovel 
probes and units were excavated to sterile subsoil, with soils screened through 6.35 mm 
hardware mesh. All artifacts were collected except coal and charcoal, which were sampled. 
Flotation samples were not collected as no refuse features were identified. Representative 
profiles and all features were recorded by measured drawings and photographs. 

 
Laboratory 

 
Artifacts were brought to the University of Kentucky Archaeology Laboratory in 

Lexington, for washing, sorting, identification, and cataloging. Select items were 
conserved via electrolysis. Emily Phillips assisted in these efforts and conducted the 
ceramic vessel analysis. Chert flakes, the only chipped stone artifacts from the earlier 
Native American occupation of the project area, were identified and analyzed by Eric J. 
Schlarb. Faunal remains were identified and analyzed by Bruce Manzano.  Artifacts and 
field records are curated at the William S. Webb Museum of Anthropology.   

 
Archival and Oral History:  Methods and Sources 

 
The archival and oral history research required both old and new methods.  The 

deed records at the Menifee County Clerk’s office in Frenchburg provided important 
historical data, not just on land ownership but also on lumbering and leasing to oil 
companies. Marriage records from the Menifee County Clerk’s office and state land and 
personal property tax records (on microfilm at Kentucky Department of Library and 
Archives, Frankfort), and federal census records also provided important historical data on 
the families that lived at the Jewell and Elkins sites. Federal population census records are 
now easily accessed and searched by names via Ancestry.com, as opposed to older methods 
of scrolling through microfilm, or searching published census records.  The original census 
enumerations provide more complete household data than most published sources, as the 
geographical relationships between households is preserved in these records.  This 
relationship is usually lost in published census records, because they are typically 
organized alphabetically. Agricultural schedules for Kentucky still must be accessed for 
Kentucky via microfilm, though those from some states have been added into the 
Ancestry.com files. Some other records that were very useful from Ancestry.com were 
birth and death records, and World War I and World War II draft cards. The latter were 
useful as they gave the person’s place of residence, occupation, and sometimes who they 
worked for and a contact person, and because the entire file for Menifee County could be 
searched, not just an entry for one person by name. Another online source that was very 
helpful was Newspapers.com. This source gives access to thousands of newspapers. This 
source is searchable by names, dates, and newspapers. Local records were limited. 
Published cemetery listings provided data on the Jewell and Elkins families, with the best 
collection at the Menifee County public library in Frenchburg. No Menifee County school 
records for the early 1900s were located, though superintendent’s reports are preserved at 
the Kentucky Department of Library and Archives.  Many local places in Menifee County 
are referenced; these are shown on Figure 1.2 
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Figure 1.2. Community names in Menifee County referenced in study (1911 

Rand McNally map, from MyGeneologyHound.com). 
 
Local historians were very helpful as always.  Don Fig, former ranger for the Daniel 

Boone National Forest with a strong interest in local history (Fig 2007, 2008), provided 
information about the Apperson railroad stop, the East Fork School, and the Jewell site, for 
the site forms compiled in 1985.  As part of this study, two visits were made with Don Fig 
and his wife Susie.  Staff at the Menifee County Public Library put us in touch with local 
genealogist Dorothy Hunter, who helped locate many persons, resolve some mysteries, and 
immediately recommended then 96-year old Alpha (Pitts) Wells for her general knowledge 
of Menifee County. Alpha’s daughter Barbara (Wells) Ingram had published several local 
genealogy books.  Little did Dorothy know that Alpha not only had this general knowledge 
but also had personal memories of the Jewell site from visits with the family of her 
grandfather Anderson Pitts, who married into the Jewell family and lived at the Jewell site 
from circa 1929 to 1935.  Alpha also provided critical information on the Ruth and Eli 
Elkins family, and she and her cousin Kenneth Pitts, provide invaluable data on the artifacts 
recovered from the Jewell and Elkins sites.  

 
Ads placed in the Stanford, Mt Sterling, and Menifee newspapers located several 

contacts.  A lecture at the Menifee County library organized by Wayna Adams was also 
helpful. The collections of the Montgomery (the Union City Lumber and Red River Valley 
Railroad lawyer was based in Mt. Sterling) and Clark County historical societies, and Clark 
County library (since Leslie Jewell was from Clark County) were useful.  
 

Strategies were needed because of the long span since the sites were occupied (since 
the early 1940s), because most domestic occupation of the region was suspended when it 
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was incorporated into the Cumberland National Forest, and especially since many of the 
occupants had permanently migrated to Ohio in search of work.  Communications with 
Jewell or Elkins families in Menifee or Powell County, listed in the phone book or in online 
search services, were not successful.  No one had heard of family members living along 
the East Fork of Indian Creek. Searches for Leslie Jewell on Ancestry.com eventually 
turned up a family tree that included Leslie Jewell, and from here some descendants could 
be identified. However, they could not be easily located, since most had moved out of state 
years ago.  A combination of using Ancestry.com files to find names, and to contact anyone 
posting about the family via Ancestry’s messaging system was very helpful, as was 
searching for names on obituary postings.  The obituaries are especially useful since they 
often list the descendant’s place of residence, or names of a spouse, which can be used in 
online people searches.  Facebook.com also was used to locate people, again using the 
messaging functions and persisting through false leads until successful matches were made.   

 
Successful connections were made to descendants of the Jewell and Elkins families, 

and early East Fork school teacher Maude Palmer. Maude’s family was located through a 
happy coincidence that many of her descendants followed her into education, and a school 
posting led to an email address as the first point of contact for her great granddaughter 
Shannon Longman. Shannon, her mother Debbie Bruner, and five other family members 
made the trek (Shannon and Debbie from Ohio, but some from as far away as Chicago) to 
see where their ancestor had taught school (Figures 1.3 and 1.4). Local history leads also 
led to interviews with family of the last teacher of the East Fork School, Lexie Phelps, in 
Frenchburg. Most contacts with descendants were by Ancestry.com or Facebook.com 
messaging, email or telephone, with copies of photographs and other documents shared by 
email or mail. Daliaha Turner, the youngest daughter of Eli Elkins, who lives in Florida, 
was interviewed in person. Several visits were made in Frenchburg with Alpha Wells, and 
her cousin Kenneth Pitts. Interviews were not recorded, but detailed notes were taken. 
 

The data provide by these interviews and Ancestry.com files and marriage and 
death records led to the construction of detailed family trees for the Leslie and Mary Jewell 
family, and for the Harve and Nettie, and Eli, Elkins family, with links to the related 
Branham and Moore families from Pike County, Kentucky (see Chapter 3). More limited 
family trees were constructed for the Anderson Pitts family, since Anderson Pitts married 
Leaner Jewell, the widow of Abner Jewell, and brought many of his children to live at the 
Jewell site. A limited tree also was constructed for some members of the Morrison family 
who lived near the project area and had links to the Jewell site. Persons from these families 
who provided data are highlighted within these family trees. 
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 Figure 1.3. Site Visit with Descendants of East Fork School Teacher 
Maude Palmer: left to right, granddaughter Debbie Bruner, Daniel Boone 
National Forest archaeologist Wayna Adams, and KAS archaeologist Kim 
McBride. 

 
Figure 1.4. Handouts at Site Visit: Left to right, 

grandson Joe Crabtree, Wayna Adams, Kim McBride, great 
granddaughter Shannon Longman. 
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
 
The project resulted in the collection of a wide range of documentary and oral 

history data that provide an overview of the history and economy of Menifee County and 
the formation of the Cumberland National Forest, and a detailed look at the Jewell and 
Elkins and related families and their occupation at the mouth of Big Amos Creek, since at 
least 1898.  The research showed that the histories of the Jewell and Elkins sites were 
linked by the marriage of Emeline Jewell, daughter of founders Leslie and Mary Jewell, 
into the Branham family from Pike County, Kentucky. Other extended members of the 
Branham family included Harve and Nettie Elkins, who in 1911, bought part of Leslie 
Jewell’s estate and moved from Pike County to establish a farm on this land. Three years 
later, in 1914, Alex Moore, another relative from Pike County connected to the Branham 
family, bought an adjacent section of the Leslie Jewell estate. He let Harve and Nettie’s 
son Eli and Eli’s wife Ruth (married in 1921) live on his land.  

 
The research suggests that both the Jewell and Elkins families had a domestic 

economy based on farming, with supplemental logging. The Jewell family took in persons 
working in the lumber industry as boarders.  The Elkins family economy also included 
moonshining as a significant source of income. The project provided detailed information 
on the Union City Lumber Company and Red River Valley Railroad, and its terminus at 
Apperson, the nature of logging in the East Fork of Indian Creek area, a history of the East 
Fork School, and a broader analysis of socioeconomic trends in migration and employment, 
and education in the region up to the abandonment in the mid-1940s with the formation of 
the Cumberland National Forest. 

 
Shovel probe and unit excavation at the Jewell and Elkins sites resulted in the 

recovery of late nineteenth/early twentieth century material culture assemblages, and 
generated data about how the farms were organized and possible structure locations. The 
archaeology also generated evidence of short-term Native American use of the Jewell site 
area, as inferred from the presence of a light scatter of chipped stone artifacts. Neither of 
the sites contained evidence of earlier or later permanent historic domestic occupations. 
This is one of the strengths of both sites, that they are short-term single component sites, 
with links to documentary and oral history resources.  
 

Temporally diagnostic artifacts recovered from both sites have date ranges that 
matched well the archival and oral history occupation span of 1898 to 1941 for the Jewell 
site, and 1921 to mid-1940s for the Elkins site.  In general, the recovered assemblages are 
consistent with what one would expect at a domestic site, with kitchen and architecture 
group artifacts accounting for most of the cultural materials. Those assigned to the kitchen 
group consisted primarily of plain white tablewares suggesting limited spending on fancy 
consumer items.  Some differences between the Jewell and Elkins site in the ceramic forms 
and types, mostly the higher proportion of flatwares, ironstones, and serving vessels at the 
Jewell site, may reflect its function as a boarding house in the early 1900s. Architecture 
group artifacts were mostly window glass and nails.  The architecture materials from both 
sites are suggestive of a boxed house on piers with glass windows and rimlocks on the 
doors.  The lower artifact density documented for the Elkins site is likely a result of several 
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factors, including a shorter occupation at the Elkins site, small household size, lower 
socioeconomic status, and more post-depostional site disturbances relative to the nearby 
the Jewell site.  

 
The historic artifacts revealed full participation in the market economy in terms of 

acquisition of up to date commercially produced household goods, but with some 
limitations from a lack of cash, especially for the Elkins family. The artifacts suggest that 
the families preserved the foods they raised and utilized both domestic livestock and wild 
animals and fish as part of their diet and farm economy. Some of the tools from the Jewell 
site may relate to Abner Jewell’s occupation as a carpenter, and the saw blade from the 
Elkins site may reflect Eli Elkins work in cutting timber. The artifacts recovered also 
provided a limited view into family activities at the Jewell site, such as playing horseshoes 
and music.  

 
The limited artifact assemblage recovered in 1985 from East Fork School suggests 

that it was a wooden structure with windows.  Students and teachers would have brought 
food in glass jars and consumed it from ceramic dishes. A glass marble testifies to students 
playing this common childhood game at the school.  

 
The archaeological investigation of the Jewell and Ekins sites demonstrated that 

though these sites have experienced some ground disturbances, they still contain data that 
can be used to address research questions, such as the economic strategies of the occupants, 
site layout and architecture, and material culture acquisition.  Additional archeological 
work at these sites would generate a larger artifact sample and lead to a better 
understanding of site structure.  It is recommended that the sites be preserved, and not be 
reopened to camping or other potentially destructive activities.  Any “surface cleaning” or 
other efforts undertaken to benefit recreational visitors should be conducted or supervised 
by Forest Service archaeologists. Public interpretation of the sites also is recommended. 

 
 

REPORT ORGANIZATION 
 
Following this introduction, Chapter 2 provides an environmental background.  

Chapter 3 presents a historical context for the Jewell, Elkins, and East Fork School sites, 
and Chapter 4 describes the results of the field excavations.  This is followed by detailed 
overview in Chapter 5 of the historic artifacts recovered from these three sites.  Chapter 6 
provides a description of the Native American chipped stone materials recovered, and 
Chapter 7 provides a description of the faunal remains. In Chapter 8, the Jewell and Elkins 
sites are contextualized within a broader context related to issues of education, local 
economy, migration, site layout and architecture, and material wealth. Chapter 9 provides 
a summary and recommendations for site preservation and interpretation.  Appendices 1 
and 2 provide a listing of the ceramic vessels recovered from the Jewell and Elkins sites.  
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CHAPTER 2 
ENVIRONNMENTAL BACKGROUND  

 
 

This chapter provides background on the environmental setting of the project area, 
which includes information regarding the physiography, geology, soils, climate, flora, and 
fauna in the Menifee County area. Menifee County is at the western edge of the Eastern 
Kentucky coal field (McGrain and Currens 1978:55).  It is composed of an upland area that 
is well-dissected by normal stream drainage.  The terrain in the northern and western parts 
of the county is characterized by cliff-lined ridges.  In the southeastern parts of the county 
cliffs are found in the bottoms or midpoints of the valley walls at lower elevations.  
Ridgetop elevations of 335 to 396 m above mean sea level.  The ridges are commonly 
narrow; however, many are flat-topped.  Valleys are cut 30 to 152 m below the uplands.  
The valley of Red River is 60 to 152 m deep and the upper part of the valley wall is rimmed 
with nearly vertical cliffs.   
 
GEOLOGY AND HYDROLOGY 
 

The project area is underlain by rocks from the Lower and Middle Pennsylvanian-
aged Corbin Sandstone member of the Lee Formation and the lower tongue of the Breathitt 
Formation, as well as the, Mississippian-aged Renfro and Nada members of the Borden 
Formation, and Newman Limestone Formation (Hoge 1977).  The Corbin Sandstone is 
composed of sandstone, conglomeratic sandstone, conglomerate, and minor amounts of 
shale.  The lower tongue of the Breathitt formation is primarily made up of shale and 
siltstone.  Sandstone, conglomeratic sandstone, and minor amounts of coal also are present 
(Hoge 1977). 

 
 The Renfro member of the Borden Formation is composed of dolomitic limestone, 
siltstone, and shale.  The Nada member contains shale and siltstone (Hoge 1977).  The 
Neman Limestone consists of the Upper, Ste. Genevieve, and St. Louis members.  These 
members are made up of limestone, chert, and minor amounts of dolomite.  The chert from 
this formation would have provided Native Americans within the project area with raw 
material that was utilized in the manufacture of chipped stone tools. 
 
 The project area is primarily drained by the East Fork of Indian Creek.  Minor 
tributaries, such as Hall Sink Branch, Amos and Big Amos Creeks, and the Little East Fork 
of Indian Creek also drain the project area. 
 
 
SOILS 

 
The soils for all three sites are from the Skidmore series, a part of the Rigley-

Brookside-Steinburg soil association (Avers et al. 1974). The Skidmore series soils are 
well-drained soils on flood plains that formed in gravelly aluminum washed from soils 
derived from siltstone, sandstone, and limestone. The typical profile is of a surface layer 
of brown (10YR4/3) gravelly fine sandy loam to about 15 cm, underlain by a dark 



10 

yellowish-brown (10YR4/4) gravelly loam and gravelly sandy loam subsoil extending to 
about 81 cm, followed by a substratum of dark yellowish brown (10YR4/4) very channery 
sandy loam, followed by bedrock at about bedrock at about 177 cm. 

 
CLIMATE 
 
 The climate of Meniffe County is temperate.  The winters are moderately cold and 
the summers are warm and humid.  Seasons are marked by weather fronts and associated 
centers of high and low pressure, which can cause significant variation in temperature 
between areas with more hilly terrain (Avers et al. 1974:83).  Precipitation is fairly evenly 
distributed throughout the year, with the most rainfall occurring in July.  Total rainfall for 
the year is approximately 45.9 inches.  During the winter, snowfall is variable, with some 
years having very little snowfall.  Average depth of snowfall totals around 3 inches per 
year (Avers et al. 1974: 84).  The climate in Menifee County supports a variety of plant 
and animal life. The growing season averages 166 days until the temperature drops to 32 
degrees Fahrenheit (Avers et al. 1974:83). 
 
FLORA AND FAUNA 
 
 Menifee County is part of the larger Mixed Mesophytic Forest regime (Braun 
2001).  This forest regime includes a wide variety of tree species regulated by elevation, 
slope, and aspect including red and white oaks, chestnut, tulip tree, basswood, beech, birch, 
black cheery, sugar and red maples, pines and hemlocks (Braun 2001). 
 
 Local fauna consist mostly of small mammals, such as the cottontail rabbit, 
opossum, and squirrel.  Other fauna currently residing in the area include raccoon, turkey, 
striped skunks, muskrats, minks, red foxes, eastern chipmunks, woodchucks, river otter, 
beaver, white-tailed deer, and a variety of waterfowl.  Historic records suggest animals 
formerly common in eastern Kentucky, but now considered absent or rare, include elk, 
wolf, mountain lion, black bear, and passenger pigeon (Shelford 1963).  
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CHAPTER 3  
HISTORIC CONTEXT  

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 This chapter provides a historic context for three archaeological sites, Jewell 
(15Mf372), Elkins (15Mf373), and East Fork School (15Mf374), located within the Daniel 
Boone National Forest at the confluence of Big Amos Branch and the East Fork of Indian 
Creek, in Menifee County, Kentucky. The area had been called Apperson by the Union 
City Lumber Company and was the end of the line for their logging railroad, the Red River 
Valley Railroad. The chapter includes an overview of the history of Menifee County and 
the formation of the Cumberland National Forest (after 1966 the Daniel Boone National 
Forest), of the Apperson logging community and its founders, and of the history of the land 
ownership and occupation of the three archaeological sites. 
 
 
MENIFEE COUNTY HISTORY 
 

This summary of Menifee County history is taken largely from Ingram (1986) and 
Craig (1907). Addition data were obtained from select primary sources, such as federal 
censuses and draft registration cards. Kentucky’s historic settlement was achieved amidst 
conflicting Native American land claims and the tumultuous events of the Revolutionary 
War.  Following exploration by hunters and land agents from the east in the 1760s, active 
European American settlement of the Kentucky frontier began in the 1770s (McBride and 
McBride 2008). The land that became the Commonwealth of Kentucky in 1792 was 
originally part of Kentucky County, Virginia. Ingram (1986) has little specific history on 
the eighteenth or early nineteenth century European American settlement of the county, 
but states that the county was so sparsely settled to be largely unaffected by the 
Revolutionary War and War of 1812 (Ingram 1986:28). Though the population of Menifee 
had grown by the beginning of the Civil War, and with residents serving in that war, there 
were no major Civil War actions within the county. Slavery only played a small part in the 
Menifee County economy, perhaps being most important in early industries, such as 
tanneries.  
 

Menifee County was formed in 1869 from Powell, Bath, Wolfe, and Montgomery 
counties, with Frenchburg, on Beaver Creek, as the county seat. Frenchburg was named 
for Judge and legislator Richard French, and Menifee County was named for lawyer and 
politician Richard H. Menefee of Bath County, though the spelling of the county name 
changed the “e” to an “i. More detailed population statistics from U.S. census records are 
given in an analysis of migration in Chapter 8 but ranged from 1,986 in 1870 to 6,358 in 
2015. The area of the East Fork of Indian Creek was initially part of Powell County, which 
was formed in 1852 from Clark, Estill, and Montgomery counties. The 1870 industrial 
schedule of the federal census, too early to show the effects of commercial logging, shows 
just a couple of blacksmith shops and grist mill as industries in the Frenchburg district. No 
industry was listed on the East Fork of Indian Creek. 
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Menifee County Judge W. D. Craig (1908) history provided a characterization of 
Menifee County in 1907, during the time of the Union City Lumber Company’s operation. 
Judge Craig describes Menifee County’s rich resources, such as many rivers (Licking and 
Red) and smaller streams (Beaver, Indian, Slate, Gladie, Blackwater, and Salt Lick creeks), 
limestone springs, and productive soils. In her history of Menifee County, Ingram (1986) 
cited farming, much of this at near subsistance level, as one of the main economic activities 
of Menifee County, in tandem with the lumber industry. She listed tobacco, corn, oats, 
grasses, hay and cane for sorghum as among the most important crops, and cattle, sheep, 
geese and turkeys as the most important livestock. 
 

County Judge Craig (1908) praised Menifee County for its minerals, such as iron 
ore, and oil and the gas reserves. Beaver Furnace (1819), situated northwest of Frenchburg, 
is a reminder of the local iron industry from the early nineteenth century. Many areas of 
Menifee County also produced charcoal up until the 1850s to feed the iron furnaces. The 
community of Fagan, now under Cave Run Lake, was named for the process of making 
charcoal (Fig 2007, 2008; Scholarworks n.d., entry on Fagan).  

 
Regarding the oil and gas industry, Judge Craig (1908) boasted in 1907 that 

Menifee County was supplying Mt. Sterling, Winchester, and Lexington with gas to heat 
their houses, stores, and run machinery. Much of this activity was probably due to the 
Central Kentucky Natural Gas Company, founded in 1905 and leasing 16,500 acres in 
Powell and Menifee Counties, with 86 gas wells, in 1918 (Moody 1918:859). Offices of 
this company were in Lexington, Kentucky and in Oil City, Pennsylvania, the home base 
of most of the officers and board members. The Menifee gas field was first discovered in 
1904 by the New Domain Oil and Gas Company near Rothwell, on the E. and J. Mynhier 
farm several km south and west of Rothwell (on present day Route 460 west of 
Frenchburg). Gas was found at a depth of 135 m in coniferous limestone, and by 1906 a 25 
cm diameter pipe was taking gas as far away as Lexington. By 1911, 115 wells had been 
drilled, of which 90 were producing wells (Munn 1913:9). The greatest daily production 
there was 710,000 cubic meters reported by Central Kentucky Natural Gas Company on 
June 1, 1912 (Munn 1913:9; Waples 2005:117). A map of the field (Munn 1913, Plate IV) 
shows an area about 13.5 km long by 7.2 km wide, and hugging the western edge of 
Menifee County, and more along the main branch of Indian Creek than the East Fork. But 
in later times, oil exploration did spread into the East Fork of Indian Creek, and both the 
Jewell and Elkins families leased their land for oil and gas exploration (see below).  

 
Sulzer (1967:65) describes that “carloads of drilling outfits and other machinery 

were shipped in [to Rothwell]. The old field became exhausted in 1931, and the equipment 
was just as promptly shipped out.” Sam Williams, a grandson of Norma and Chester 
Williams who ran the freight station and store at Rothwell, knows of a small building today 
in ruins at Rothwell that was built and used by the Standard Oil Company during this oil 
boom. The Swiss Oil, parent company of Ashland Oil Company, also was active in Menifee 
County, mostly in the Tarr Ridge and Denniston areas (Ingram 1986:19). Fig (2007, 208) 
suggests the oil and gas industry operated until about 1965.  
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Employment in the oil and gas industry was indicated by 27 Menifee County men 
(out of a total of 1,104 men) when they filled out their World War I draft cards in 1917 and 
1918. These draft registration cards (available on Ancestry.com) have a space for employer 
and for place of employment. Variation in how these cards were filled out suggests that 
some men might have given the place of employment as the office of the company and 
some as the field location where they worked. So, there may be some discrepancies that 
only more detailed research would resolve. Still, these cards offer valuable insights. Eleven 
men from Menifee County listed employment by the Central Kentucky Natural Gas 
Company, with Menifee County locations given as Means, Fagan, Tabor or just Menifee 
County, or Mt. Sterling. Two Menifee County residents listed work in the oil and gas 
industry under J. M. Cash of Denniston, Menifee County, and four persons listed 
employment by W. O. Back, an independent oil driller of Mariba, Menifee County. Oil and 
gas related companies listed once each are as follows: Kentucky Pipeline Company, 
Menifee County; L. C. Miller Oil and Gas, Mt. Sterling; Mt. Sterling Oil and Gas, Spencer, 
Montgomery County; Ohio Oil Co, Powell County; W. W. Williams of Torrent, Wolfe 
County; J Arch Ross, Powell County; Federal Oil, Furnace, Estill County; Cumberland 
Petroleum, Lee County; Upchurch Bros, Lee County; Floyd Cornwell of Rothwell; and 
Standard Oil, Winchester. The draft cards suggest a large and varied pool of operators. 
Another company not mentioned here was South Penn (for Pennsylvania Oil Company) 
that the Jewell family had a lease with (see below). 

 
Ingram (1986) suggests that Menifee County has always been on the fringe of major 

transportation routes, from the Native American Warrior’s path to American roads, 
railroads, and finally to modern interstate I-64. Ingram characterizes that transportation 
facilities can almost always be described by use of the word “nearest,” which has hindered 
industrial development (Ingram 1986:23). During the period of occupation of the East Fork 
of Indian Creek, dirt roads, riding horses or in wagons, or walking were the primary 
transportation modes.  All could be quite difficult in wet weather. Judge Craig (1908) 
described the roads as worked under the old system of “calling out the hands.” In this 
system, landowners were required to furnish labor, typically males over 18 and under 50 
years of age, to work on the roads, with the work organized by an overseer appointed by 
the county. Persons from the East Fork of Indian Creek area, such as Abner and Thomas 
Jewell or Alex Moore (see discussed), served as road overseers from McCausey into the 
East Fork of Indian Creek. Multiple local residents have pointed out that the old logging 
railroad beds have often been reused as the base of road beds, such as in the areas of 
McCausey and Amos ridges.  

 
With transportation to the county seat of Frenchburg often difficult, the many small 

communities of Menifee County were very important to the rural residents for supplies and 
access to mail. The two communities closest to the East Fork of Indian Creek are McCausey 
(see history of the Union City Lumber Company) and Tabor. The latter town post office 
was typically the one listed for the Jewell and Elkins families on deeds or other official 
documents. Tabor was situated along Indian Creek at the mouth of Bear Branch, about 2.1 
km northwest of Apperson. It had a store, post office, and grist mill run by Alexander 
Buchanan, who moved there ca. 1880 (Ingram 1986). While the distance given from 
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Apperson to Tabor is direct, the route the residents of Apperson would have taken was 
longer, involving either crossing or going around Amos Ridge.  
 

Coal mining was not as important in Menifee County as in lands further east, but 
there were coal mines in Menifee County. Several deeds in the East Fork of Indian Creek 
refer to a “coal bank” that at least would have been used sporadically by residents. The 
World War I draft cards for Menifee County include only one person, Andy Johnson, who 
was a Mine Operator, and his address was Fagan, Kentucky. Another two men were listed 
as mining coal at Fagan. Several Menifee County men were listed as mining coal in Hazard 
or Jackson, but with their permanent address still in Menifee County. Making illegal 
whiskey, other spirits, or moonshine was an important part of the economy.  

 
Moonshine production is mentioned by local historians as an important source of 

income (Ingram 1986). The Lexington-Herald ran the following story on June 16, 1916: 
 
Deputy Collectors Madigan, Hart and Wells and Deputy Marshal Porter 
Eubanks made a raid on a moonshine still on the east fork of Indian Creek 
in Menifee County Wednesday and destroyed one of the largest wooden 
stills seen in years and the largest copper worm on record. The officers also 
destroyed a number of gallons of ‘singlings.’ The operator was away and 
no arrests were made.” (The Herald, Mt. Sterling, Kentucky, June 15; cited 
from www.genealogytrails.com/ken/ menifee/news_crime.html). 

 
The Logging Industry 

 
Menifee County is part of the heavily forested Cumberland Plateau and contained 

tremendous hardwood resources that could exploited for commercial lumbering. The best 
summaries of commercial logging in the region are in Don Fig’s A History of the Logging 
Industry in the Red River Gorge (Fig 2008) and Tales of the Red River Gorge (Fig 2007). 
Don Fig (Fig 2008:11) documented commercial logging as early as 1854 by Powell Rose 
in the Gladie Creek area. It was not until the early 1880s that commercial logging began in 
earnest, and continued into the 1930s, though many areas were cut over by the 1910s. Judge 
Craig (1908) estimated in 1907 that a good deal of timber land was still left in Menifee 
County, ranging from $10 to $30 per acre, with timbered land going for from $2 to $4 per 
acre. Logging in Menifee County continues today. 

 
During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, much of the commercial 

logging took place south of the East Fork of Indian Creek area, on main Indian Creek and 
other tributaries of the Red River (Fig 2007, 2008). The lumber was moved via a 
combination of trams and railroads and streams to the mills at Clay City, which by the late 
nineteenth century had evolved into one of the larger mill centers in the United States. 
Much of region’s logging history is preserved at the Red River Historical Society’s 
museum in Clay City. Unfortunately, their holdings do not include anything on the Union 
City Lumber Company operations. The larger and more famous companies include the Big 
Woods Lumber Company, the Red River Lumber Company, which later became Inman 
and Swann, and then Swann-Day Lumber Company; the Kentucky Union Lumber 
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Company; the Center Lumber Company, which later became the Climax Stave and Tie 
Company, and then Loveland Garret and then Broadhead-Garrett Lumber Company; 
Taylor and Day Company; and the Dana Lumber Company who built the famous Nada 
tunnel (Fig 2007, 2008).  

 
The major company to log the East Fork of Indian Creek was the Union City 

Lumber Company (see below). The last commercial logging in the vicinity of the East Fork 
of Indian Creek was by McCausey resident Opal Smallwood.  His logging operation 
continued into the 1960s (Fig 2007). His sons Ralph and Jackie helped with the logging 
and provided information on the Apperson area.  

 
A review of 1917-1918 World War I draft cards identified 42 of 1,104 Menifee 

County males as having occupations related to the logging industry. Of those involved with 
logging, four were teamsters who did not list an employer, perhaps because they worked 
sporadically for a variety of loggers. The remaining 38 men did identify their employer, 
with seven being employed by Broadhead and Garrett, based in Powell County, five by B 
F. Perry Lumber Company of Lexington, with some working around Fagan in Menifee 
County, three by McClone Lumber of Morehead, and three by Jarrett Manufacturing in 
Salt Lick, Bath County, with A. G. Armitage being their manager. All the other employers 
were listed only once. Those employers for which the place of employment was in Menifee 
County or very close were W. T. Sample, Means; Willie Cornwell, Rothwell; William 
Heizer, Pomeroyton; Elza Ratliff, Pomeroyton; P. E. DeRossett, Tabor; Dock H. Hale, 
Mariba; C[?] Sexton, Mariba; Sam Donelson, Bath County; Sam Kerrick, Irvine and 
Torrent, Wolfe County; Shug Townsend, Lee County; E. H. Robison, Pike County; J. Fell 
Company, Pike County; and Turkey Foot Lumber Company. No location was given for the 
Turkey Foot Lumber Company entry, but this company was based in Lexington, and owned 
the Kentucky, Rockcastle and Cumberland Railroad based in Lee County. They also logged 
in Jackson and Owsley counties (Anonymous 1914a:82; Cook n.d.).  

 
Four men were working in West Virginia, one each for West Virginia Pulp and 

Paper, Pocahontas County, West Virginia; American Columbus Lumber, Boone County; 
Huntington Lumber and Supply, Fayette County; and Kirby Lumber Company, Raleigh 
County. These records show the importance of small local operators who are rarely 
mentioned in historical accounts. The records are a snapshot at one time, and a very 
different list would probably be documented for five years before or after. One local 
employer who is not mentioned in those records is Grant Eggleston. He ran a sawmill on 
McCausey Ridge. Kenneth Pitts recalled that his father Steve Pitts worked there and 
boarded with the Eggelston family when Steve was not living at the Jewell site. 

 
Establishment of the Cumberland National Forest 
 

The 1937 establishment of the Cumberland Forest (renamed Daniel Boone National 
Forest in 1966) had a significant impact on the settlement and economic history of the area. 
The creation of this forest followed nearly 40 years of work by local, state, and federal 
agencies and interested parties, and is a fascinating story as told by former U.S. Forest 
Service employee Robert Collins (1975). Collins (1975:184) reproduces many interesting 
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segments from a 1907 report justifying the creation of national forest reserves. Just a few 
are listed here.  

 
The sentiments of the local people of the southern Appalachians were 
almost universally in favor of the formation of a National Forest Reserve 
when they had finished cutting the timber.  

Logging in the mountains was expensive. Many large tracts of excellent 
timber could not be logged at a profit at prevailing timber prices and were 
being held until such time as prices reached the level where logging was 
economically feasible, or until a buyer for land and timber was found who 
would pay the owner's asking price. 

The inaccessibility of the timber was partly due to rough mountain terrain 
and partly to the unsuitability of most of the headwaters streams for driving 
the logs to mill. 

Most timberland owners were favorably inclined to sell their land to the 
government at a reasonable figure, if they would be allowed to cut and 
remove certain species of timber above a specified diameter limit, the most 
frequently quoted diameter limit being 12 to 14 inches. The average price 
quoted for such an arrangement ranged from three dollars to five dollars per 
acre. 

The southern Appalachian streams offer many opportunities of benefitting 
a great number of people living along them, provided that they are properly 
cared for and that the watershed is so managed that the springs which feed 
them maintain a steady flow. 

Key to the establishment of a protected forest reserve in Kentucky was the 
willingness of lumber companies who owned large acreages where the timber was largely 
exhausted to sell to the government at reasonable rates. In the case of the Cumberland 
Forest, one of the more influential timber operators willing to sell and to lobby the 
government, other companies, and local landowners for creation of a national forest in 
Kentucky was Green G. Garrett of Lexington (originally from Powell County), president 
of Broadhead-Garrett Lumber Company, based out of Clay City in Powell County (Collins 
1975:190). Although the focus of the national forest reserves was on heavily forested areas, 
the lands needed to not be heavily invested with minerals, such as coal, which would drive 
up the value and make individuals less likely to sell to the government. The presence of 
coal ruled out acquisition of many former timber lands further east in Kentucky and 
influenced the shape of the final acquisition of the Cumberland Forest as a thin linear 
shaped area along the western edge, or sometimes called Highland Rim, of the Cumberland 
Plateau (Collins 1975:198). Menifee County was pretty much right in the middle of the 
area to be acquired.  
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W. E. Hedge, a forest service land specialist and evaluator who in 1930 
recommended the creation of this new forest in Kentucky, characterized the land as mostly 
sub-marginal for farming, with 12 percent of land cleared for farming already abandoned 
(Collins 1975 196). This report, and a description of local settlement patterns within the 
forest lands (Collins 1975:212-214, author not identified), are no doubt factual, but still 
require contextualization within the agency’s need to remove tenants and small owners for 
the acquisitions. A1937 description of the settlement of the Cumberland Plateau reads as 
follows: 

The people of this area of Kentucky were classified as: the average family 
consists of 5.6 members, varying from two to 12 persons; 75 percent of the 
families have received relief within the past three years; the average family 
diet consisted of fried potatoes, beans, fat salt pork, onions at all meals, 
strong black coffee, an occasional fried pie, and very occasionally some 
sweet dough cake, invariably cornbread or hot biscuits, water gravy, and 
whatever other meat they could acquire such as rabbits, squirrels and fish; 
it was estimated that 75 percent of the families were undernourished and 
were chronic cases of malnutrition, with pellagra widespread; very few 
families would call a doctor in case of illness, relying primarily on home 
remedies; 75 percent of all births were handled by midwives whose normal 
charge was $5.00; 75 percent of the women had some chronic disorder, due 
principally to overwork and poor care at childbirth; 50 percent of the 
families were Baptist — 50 percent belonged to the Church of God; 30 
percent of the children attended school regularly up to the sixth grade; 90 
percent of the family heads were illiterate; 80 percent of the families owned 
their farms and called themselves farmers; male workers in the family have 
usually had experience in coal mining and in work in the woods; the annual 
cash income per family varied from $40 to $280 per year, with an average 
of $200 to $1400 over the past five years; there was very little recreation of 
a community type, with the exception of an occasional apple cutting, bean 
stringing, quilting bee, and log rolling — young people generally traipsed 
around and many got into trouble because of lack of sufficient interesting 
and wholesome diversion, and the women folk in the family usually made 
from one to three trips to town in a year, while the male members of the 
family usually got into town about once every two weeks.  

The homes these people lived in were measured thusly: 98 percent of the 
dwellings were of log and pole construction; a one to three-room house with 
outbuildings consisting of a pole barn and crib; only 25 percent of the 
dwellings were ceiled, the ceiling when used being a rough board or paper 
or both; all dwellings had fireplaces of mud and stone construction and a 
small, cheap, iron cookstove of the two to four-lid variety; 50 percent of the 
dwelling roofs leaked badly; 10 percent of the dwellings had no windows; 
only 2 percent of the dwellings had screens; only one out of every 10 
farmsteads had a toilet of any description, and those were extremely poorly 
constructed and were usually built over an open creek or drain; only 10 
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percent of the farmsteads had wells — the balance were served by springs 
where water for the home use must be carried from 200 feet to a mile; the 
washings were usually done at the spring or near a stream, sometimes in 
cold water, other times boiled in an open kettle over a wood fire; household 
furnishings usually consisted of two or three iron or rough-hewn wooden 
beds with straw or shuck mattresses and perhaps a feather bed; a few straight 
chairs made at home, a small washstand, a kitchen table with oil cloth, board 
shelves on the kitchen walls; and perhaps an old organ; kitchenware 
normally consisted of a cast iron tea kettle, cast iron skillet, one or two sauce 
pans, a large kettle, a well-worn and blackened coffee pot and the cheapest 
kind of cutlery; practically all of the dwellings are encircled by a picket or 
stake fence; livestock on the average farmstead usually consisted of one 
very poor cow, one heifer and a few chickens; only 10 percent of the 
families had a mule; 85 percent of the families had at least one pig; the usual 
garden truck raised consisted of both Irish and sweet potatoes, cabbage, 
beans, cucumbers, red beets, carrots, lettuce, radishes and perhaps rhubarb; 
the principal field crop was corn; food purchased at the store usually 
consisted of lard, flour, salt, sugar and a very cheap grade of coffee; 15 to 
20 percent of the families could not be reached by roads; 75 percent of the 
families lived in overcrowded conditions; 30 percent of the houses had lice 
or bed bugs, or both; most dwellings averaged 20 to 30 years old; vegetables 
such as potatoes, carrots and turnips were usually stored by burying them in 
the ground during the winter; home canned foods were usually kept under 
the beds, and meat was usually preserved by salting down (Collins 
1975:212-214). 

 Acquisition of lands for the Cumberland National Forest began with 409,567 acres 
in February 1937, with goals set then for a total of 1,215,142 acres (Collins 1975:203). 
These figures do not include the Red Bird expansion. Further acquisitions occurred 
incrementally, and still occur today. The Leslie Jewell site was acquired in 1939 but the 
adjacent Eli Elkins and East Fork School sites not until 1991.  
 
 
THE UNION CITY LUMBER COMPANY, THE RED RIVER VALLEY 

RAILROAD, AND THE APPERSON STATION  

The confluence of Big Amos and the East Fork of Indian Creek was called 
Apperson, being the terminus of the Red River Valley Railroad created by the Union City 
Lumber Company of Grand Rapids, Michigan. The lumbering industry in Michigan had 
begun much earlier, in the 1850s, and most of the best forests, at least of lower Michigan, 
had been cut by 1890 (Michigan History n.d.). New sources of lumber were needed, and 
the hardwood forests of Kentucky just needed improvements in railroad transportation for 
the extraction of timber. Railroad construction was an area of expertise by lumber 
companies from Michigan, and they could bring an essential ingredient often missing in 
Menifee County, large reserves of capital. Similarly, the well-capitalized Stearns Company 
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of Michigan came into McCreary County around 1900 and built one of the largest mining 
and lumber operations in the United States.  

The Union City Lumber Company does not commonly appear in Kentucky records. 
Articles of incorporation are undoubtedly in Grand Rapids, Michigan. Some information 
on company directors is available from a 1910 certificate recorded in the Menifee County 
courthouse in 1914. This certificate, discussed in more detail below, was authored because 
the company was in effect ending its operation. It revealed that the directors of the Union 
City Lumber Company, included J. W. McCausey, W. O. Hughart, and G. W. Perkins 
(Menifee County Deed Book 4:159). The certificate specified that W.O. Hughart was 
secretary. The first two men are also directors of the Red River Valley Railroad, formed in 
1898 to provide rail transportation for the Union City Lumber Company.  
   

Since the Red River Valley Railroad was formed as a Kentucky corporation, more 
is known about its formation and directors. An article in the Louisville Courier-Journal 
(Newspapers.com), on May 20, 1898 stated that 

 
 The Red River Valley Railroad Company, with a capital stock of 

$25,000, filed articles of incorporation with the Secretary of State today. 
The road runs from Rothwell, Menifee County, to a point near Salyersville, 
through rich mineral lands, a distance of forty-five miles. Ten miles have 
already been completed. The incorporators are James Muir, Florence N. 
Muir, Alfred French, Charles B. French, William Hubbard, Jr, Joseph 
McCausey.  

 
An announcement in Railway Age magazine (Railway Publishing Company 1898), 

gave a bit more detail on the founding officers elected at Mt. Sterling (likely at the office 
of lawyer Lewis Apperson) identifying J. W. McCausey of Union City, Michigan as 
president, A. L. French of Fort Wayne, Indiana as vice-president, W. O. Hughart of Grand 
Rapids as treasurer, James Muir of Grand Rapids as manager, and Tyler and Apperson of 
Mt. Sterling as general counsel, with headquarters at Rothwell, Kentucky. An account of 
the 1909 Railroad Commission (Railroad Commission 1909) showed that the $25,000 
stocks had been issued in 250 shares of $100, and listed J. W. McCausey, still as president 
but then residing in Detroit, and W. O. Hughart, as both secretary and treasurer, and still 
residing in Grand Rapids, Michigan.  

 
Rothwell Depot 

 
Rothwell was a pre-existing depot for the Kentucky and South Atlantic Railway, 

founded in 1875 as the Mt. Sterling Coal Road, a narrow-gauge line meant to haul coal and 
timber to Mt. Sterling, and markets elsewhere. The company went through several 
reorganizations and the line was widened to standard gauge in 1895. Sulzer (1967:64) notes 
that “although the Kentucky and South Atlantic was acquired by the Chesapeake & Ohio 
Railway in 1892, it was July 1, 1907, before the K&SA was formerly deeded to the C&O, 
two intermediate steps pointing to this merging having taken place in 1902 and 1904, 
respectively.” That Lewis Apperson, attorney for the Red River Valley Railroad, also 
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The second household as headed by Eliza Bird’s mother Agnes Rothwell, age 67 
and widowed. Her husband William L. Rothwell had died in 1899. Agnes’ household was 
composed of her daughter Laura, age 27; her son-in-law R. L. McIlvaine, age 41 and 
occupation laborer, tie inspector; her daughter Nannie McIlvaine, age 38; boarder Richard 
Fox, age 48, born in Michigan, occupation tie inspector; and Oliver O. P. Hughart, age 39, 
born in Pennsylvania and occupation clerk.  Oliver was the brother of W. O. Hughart of 
Grand Rapids, who was secretary of the Union City Lumber Company (Ancestry.com 
records; see below).  

 
The third household was headed by William O. B. Remy. William, age 51, was a 

physician, born in Kentucky, and enumerated with his wife Mary P. and their five children. 
Remy may have been born in Breathitt County, but his wife Mary P. Wells was born in 
Menifee County (Ancestry.com files). She was much younger, born in 1874. The ages of 
children in the household (one to 18) suggest that Mary was William’s second wife. Remy 
may have been employed by the Union City Lumber Company as a doctor. It was not 
uncommon for lumber or mining companies to employ a physician.  

 
William R. Tabor was appointed the postmaster at Rothwell in 1900, 1902 and 1904 

and his wife Eliza Bird Rothwell Tabor was appointed postmaster at Rothwell in 1908. 
Sam Tabor who had been appointed postmaster at Rothwell in 1897, seems to have been 
reassigned to McCausey in 1900 (Assistant to the Postmaster General n.d.). William R. 
Tabor served at Rothwell as the freight agent for the C& O. World War II draft cards (from 
Ancestry.com) indicate that in 1917 his assistant freight agent was his son-in-law Chester 
A. Williams. Chester was from Montgomery County, and was married to Norma Tabor, 
daughter of William Russell and Eliza Bird Rothwell Tabor. William Russell Tabor died 
in the fall of 1917, and Norma and Chester Williams took over the store and agent work. 
The C&O depot closed in 1932 (Sulzer 1967:64-65), but the store continued. After Chester 
died in 1956, Norma ran the store until 1983. The Rothwell-Tabor-Williams family served 
as freight and passenger agents for the C&O from 1875 to 1932 (Scholarworks n.d., entry 
for Tabor, Kentucky, Ancestry.com files). (Norma and Chester’s son Edgar Williams of 
Means has some freight records from the Rothwell depot. He and his nephew Sam Williams 
provided historical information.) 

 
Directors of the Union City Lumber Company and Red River Valley Railroad 
 

Research on the directors of the Union City Lumber Company and the Red River 
Valley Railroad was partially successful. No personal history was found for William 
Hubbard Jr., Alfred L. French, or Charles B. French. W. O. Hughart [Jr], Secretary of 
Union City Lumber Company, was a prominent businessman from Grand Rapids, serving 
as president and general manager of the Grand Rapids and Indiana Railroad, and a director 
of the Farmers and Merchants bank of Grand Rapids (Baxter 1891:534, 685). Ancestry 
files show he was born in Pennsylvania. His father William O. Sr was born in Kentucky in 
1826 but was in Grand Rapids by 1880. James Muir was a secretary for the Detroit, Grand 
Haven and Milwaukee Railroad (Baxter1891:528). This pattern of association and office 
holding with established banks and railroads probably held for the other directors as well.  
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and was one of the vice presidents of the Baltimore and Southern Railroad.  Lewis 
Apperson was described in Johnson’s History of Kentucky and Kentuckians as “one of the 
leading legists and jurists in Montgomery county, being extremely quick of perception and 
well versed in the minutia of the law” (Johnson 1912; Louisville Daily Courier, December 
25, 1852 from Newspapers.com). 
 

Figure 3.4. Judge Lewis Apperson (from Elise Boyd). 
 
Lewis Apperson was an attorney for the C&O Railroad, which owned the Kentucky 

and South Atlantic line depot at Rothwell, where the Red River Valley Railroad and Union 
City Lumber Company were headquartered. The Tyler and Apperson law office in Mt. 
Sterling, immediately across from the Montgomery County courthouse (address 26 
Broadway), was likely where many of the Red River Valley and Union City Lumber 
Company director’s meetings were held. The building today is still owned by a descendant 
law firm. Mr. Apperson was involved in the timber industry both before and after his work 
with the Union City Lumber Company. The earliest land transfer found to Lewis Apperson 
in Menifee County was in 1891, seven years before the founding of the Union City Lumber 
Company. This was for 486 acres on Slate Creek (north of Indian Creek) that Lewis 
purchased in a settlement of debts owed to the Mt. Sterling National Bank and the J. M. 
Robinson Company (Menifee County Deed Book E:416). In 1915, Lewis Apperson spent 
$91,500 to purchase the mill, timberland and railroad of the Roper-Reece Lumber 
Company of Morgan County, Kentucky, then in bankruptcy, as covered by the Hardwood 
Record (Anonymous 1915).  

 
The best description of the construction of the Red River Valley Railroad comes 

from Sultzer’s (1967) Ghost Railroads of Kentucky, and Don Fig’s (2007) Tales of the Red 
River Gorge. Sulzer explains that the Red River Valley Railroad was started in 1892 or 
1893 by another company, with two and half miles of line from Rothwell to the top of a 
ridge, involving four switchbacks. This earlier company (name not given) failed and was 
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purchased by the Union City Lumber Company, which, having acquired considerable 
acreage on Big Amos Creek, wanted to extend rail lines into this land.  Sulzer notes that 
“In 1899, a five-mile branch line was constructed, which made a junction with the main 
line at a point about two miles west of McCausey named Amos and ran in a southerly 
direction from Big Amos Creek to Apperson, for an additional five miles.” An article in a 
bicentennial edition of the Menifee County Journal on the McCausey community, based 
on information provided by local McCausey resident Ova Phelps, suggests that the railroad 
track was extended to McCausey (and probably on to Apperson) under the supervision of 
Joseph McCausey, a Mr. Day, and a blacksmith named Hall (Menifee County Journal 
1974:12). A schematic of this rail line and its stations is shown in Figure 3.5.  

 

 
   Figure 3.5. Red River Valley Railroad Stops,  
8 = Red River Valley Railroad, 9 = Kentucky and 
South Atlantic Railway (from Lierman et al. 2010). 

 
Union City Lumber Company Land Holdings 
 

Fig (2007:23) suggests the Union City Lumber Company amassed a holding of over 
6,000 acres in Menifee County. The unnamed company that Sulzer (1967) and Fig (2007) 
refer to as predecessor to Union City Lumber acquisitions was likely the Menifee Mining 
and Lumber Company. The Mt. Sterling Advocate on April 26, 1892 (newspaper.com), ran 
a notice “Commissioner’s Sale of Valuable Timber Land, Menifee Circuit Court, 
Shackelford Miller, Assignee etc, Plffs. Menifee Mining and Lumber Company, etc, Deft.” 
The notice described over 4,000 acres to be auctioned on May 2, 1892 because of a March 
1892 Menifee Circuit Court judgement. The land was described as on the waters of Indian 
Creek and Red River, and involved multiple tracts totaling over 4,000 acres. The land 
descriptions mention corners of deed calls to Leslie Jewell and Daniel Morrison (a known 
neighbor to Leslie Jewell, see below), further evidence that this was the land that made up 
the initial holdings of the Union City Lumber Company. The highest bid was $2000 made 
by S. J. Hobbs for the Louisville City Bank (Menifee County Deed Book F:119); 
unfortunately, no resale was listed in the deed indexes under Hobbs or the bank, so the next 
transfer could not be found.  
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The Menifee Mining and Lumber Company was founded on March 1, 1882 
(Commonwealth of Kentucky 1882). L. M. Flournoy, Warren Green, and Isaac Palmer 
Caldwell were named as the principals, and $500,000 dollars of stock was specified. More 
information was found in a January 18, 1882 article in the Louisville Courier-Journal 
(Newspapers.com). This article reported on a discussion in the state legislature over the 
bill entered by Mr. Frederick of Louisville, for this incorporation. “Objection was made to 
the bill because it not only exempted their railroad from taxation, but all their other 
property. Senator Hays thought the opposition came of the fact that the incorporators live 
in Louisville….” Knowing the founders were from Louisville helped in finding something 
about them. 

 
L. M. Flournoy was described as “for years a leading banker and railroad president 

of Paducah, and later a resident of Louisville…” when he died in 1900 (Louisville Courier-
Journal, June 10, 1900, Newspapers.com). Warren Green was vice president and secretary 
of the Louisville Steam Forge Company in 1882 (Caron 1882). Isaac Palmer Caldwell was 
a prominent Louisville attorney, and his clients included the Louisville and Nashville 
Railroad. From 1869 to 1886, he was president of the University of Louisville 
(www.louisville.edu/president/home; Pewee Valley Historical Society n.d.). 
 

An announcement in the Louisville Courier-Journal in April of 1882 
(Newspapers.com) reported that “A mass meeting of representative citizens was held here 
last night in the interest of the extension of the Kentucky and South Atlantic-a narrow-
gauge railroad extending twenty miles east of here to the coal-fields. Speeches were made 
by Judge W. H. Holt and by Isaac Palmer Caldwell, who has an interest in a mining 
company on the road. The speeches were effective, and resolutions were adopted 
recommending a tax of $30,000, and a committee was appointed to confer with the officers 
of the road.” 
 

Despite this show of local support, and the possible tax incentives that may have 
been offered, the company seems to have had financial difficulties. In June 9, 1885, the 
Louisville Courier-Journal (Newspapers.com,) ran an announcement of the assignment of 
Isaac Palmer Caldwell’s stock in “the Menifee Mining Company, which is said to be 
insolvent and in the hands of an assignee.” It took from 1885 to 1892 for the Menifee 
Mining and Lumber Company’s legal matters to be settled and the land auctioned. Then it 
was not until 1898 that the Union City Lumber Company had sufficiently extended the rail 
lines to begin harvesting the timber from their East Fork of Indian Creek lands.  
 

Ingram (1986:19) suggests that the Union City Lumber Company cut timber from 
Indian Creek, McCausey Ridge, and Hawkins Branch. Deed indexes in the Menifee County 
courthouse show no land sales to the Union City Lumber Company, but six sales are shown 
to one of the directors, Alfred L. French, totaling 4,190 acres. These acquisitions are in 
1897 for 600 acres from John B. Phipps; in 1898 for 123 acres on Indian Creek from Montz 
Bettmann heirs et al.; in 1898 for 150 acres on Indian Creek from Newt Brown et al.; in 
1898 for 150 acres on Indian creek from Laura B. Ross; in 1900 for 150 acres on Adams 
Branch from John C. Day; in 1901 for 50 acres on Amos Branch from John C. Day, and in 
1902 for 2600 acres from J. Will Clay and wife (Menifee County Deed Books G:311, 
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H:407, H:433, I:123, I:145, I:171, and K:524). The deed from the Montz Bettmann 
(Menifee County Deed Book I:123) heirs also included mining interest in 100 acres near 
“Coal Bank.”  

 
The deed from the Bettmann heirs specified that some timber previously sold to J. 

Will Clay was not included (Menifee County Deed Book I:145). Lewis Apperson joined 
A. L. French in the large purchase cited above, and for an additional 2600 acres purchased 
in 1902 from J. Will Clay and wife Lizzie, for $800. This tract was made up of several 
combined tracts in the East Fork of Indian Creek drainage (Menifee County Deed Book 
F:525). Later, in 1918, French gave up his half interest in the agreement with J. Will Clay 
to Lewis Apperson (Menifee County Deed Book 7:396).  
 

The 1902 transfer from J. Will and Lizzie Clay to Lewis Apperson and A. L. French 
suggests that some of the parcels making up the 2600 tract had been assembled by J. Will 
Clay in partnership with Lewis and French, and others in Clay’s own name. Clay is listed 
in the Menifee deed indexes for many parcels all over the county, some as early as 1897, 
and for some much later than the Union City Lumber Company’s involvement in the area, 
in the 1920s. Another lumber-related transfer involving J. Will Clay was his 1903 purchase, 
for $1000, for all the merchantable saw and tie timber excepting the black oak from Shelby 
Palmer (who built the first East Fork School) on Shelby Palmer’s home tract of 233 acres 
on Indian Creek and his 50-acre tract at the mouth of Leatherwood Creek (Menifee County 
Deed Book G:189). The deed gave J. Will Clay “the right to build tramways, and to 
establish mills, mill sites, and lumber yards necessary to remove said timber and to 
manufacture the same into lumber.”  
 

J. Will Clay was a farmer from Mt. Sterling who grew tobacco, was active in 
business and civic and political affairs, and was involved in the timber business. By 1914, 
he had served as a receiver of the Montgomery County Court, a member of the Mt. Sterling 
City Council, two terms in the House of Representatives, and one term in the Kentucky 
Senate (Kavanaugh 1914:206).  Probably Clay acted as an agent for the Union City Lumber 
Company. It was common for out of town companies to need the assistance of local agents 
to acquire land or timber rights, and J. Will Clay likely served in this capacity. He also 
worked with B. F. (Benjamin Franklin) Day, President of the Kentucky Land and Supply 
Company, who may have logged in the East Fork of Indian Creek (see Figure 3.14). Clay 
is listed in land sales in Menifee County as early as 1895, when he paid $1,000 for two 
tracts, one 715 acres, and the other 510 acres, from a sale mandated by a circuit court case 
lead by plaintiffs Turley et al. against W. L. Ragland.  The land in question on the East 
Fork of Indian Creek, and the description mentions Leslie Jewell’s line and “a branch called 
by Jewell the Log Branch” so it must have been close to the Jewell lands. The plaintiffs in 
this case included another 22 persons, including Lewis Apperson, for himself, and as 
executor of his father Richard Apperson (Menifee County Deed Book F:588). In 1905, J. 
Will Clay held a mortgage on C. H. Loveland’s railroad, which ran from Bath County into 
Menifee County. To facilitate the sale of this property and release of the lien, J. Will Clay 
(and with the Oneota Lumber Company of St. Louis County, Minnesota, who perhaps also 
had a lien? Van Burnt 1921:111) gave his Power of Attorney to B. F.  Day of the Kentucky 
Land and Supply Company (Menifee County Deed Books L:239; L:245 and L:247).  
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 Two deeds for purchase of timber by the Union City Lumber Company (by 
directors McCausey, French, Hughart, and Muir) in 1897 shows preparations being made 
even before the Red River Valley Railroad was incorporated (Menifee County Deed Book 
G:308-312). The first purchase was from John C. Day of Morgan County (brother of B. F. 
Day), by his attorney John Phipps of Mt. Sterling, Montgomery County, on February 22, 
1897, for $1, for all the timber on a 2100-acre tract of land. The description indicates the 
timber was on Adams Branch and further south into the East Fork of Indian Creek drainage, 
with a corner of the deed calls to Leslie Jewell’s property mentioned.  

 
The Union City Lumber Company was to have ten years to remove the timber. 

Wood needed by tenants for fences and cabins was reserved, as was all timber on four 
smaller parcels, the last one of which was a 50-acre tract on the East Fork of Indian Creek 
occupied by Bluford Jewell (son of Leslie Jewell). The 2100 acres was almost certainly out 
of the 2300 acres that John C. Day had received in 1896 for $1 from the Kentucky Land 
and Supply Company, on Beaver Creek, and the East Fork of Indian Creek and described 
as east of Leslie Jewell’s lands (Menifee County Deed Book G:292). B. F. Day bought so 
much land in Menifee County in the 1880s and later that his purchases take up three pages 
of the grantee (buyer) index books at the Menifee County clerk office, a highly unusual 
circumstance. Interestingly, none of the sales to B. F. Day were from the Jewell family. 
These purchases for $1 satisfy a legal requirement of some transfer of funds and suggest 
that other financial arrangements were made between the companies. No sales from the 
Jewell family to the Union City Lumber Company have been found though several sales 
are recorded from the neighboring Morrison family. The Morisons also sold land to the 
Kentucky Land and Supply Company or the Spaws Creek Land Company (Menifee County 
Deed Books I:150; K:31, K:194, N:2318). 

 
B. F. Day was president of the Kentucky Land and Supply Company. He and his 

brother John (or Jno.) C. Day were born in Morgan County, sons of Archibald Day, a land 
surveyor, farmer, and merchant (Ancestry.com files). B. F. Day moved to Frenchburg in 
1869, was in the mercantile business and elected County Judge from 1872 to 1880.  He 
was elected to the state legislature in 1879, and in 1882 he moved to Mt. Sterling. Johnson 
(1915:1392) describes his practice as follows:  he “devoted a great deal of time and 
attention to land law and for the last fifteen years has dealt largely in mountain land, among 
his possessions being a fine farm in Montgomery county.” County Judge B. F. Day would 
have known Judge Lewis Apperson, both of Mt. Sterling, and other leaders of the Union 
City Lumber Company. An entry in the Mt. Sterling Advocate on March 17, 1891 noted 
that “Judge Lewis Apperson, Col. Z.T. Young, Judge James H. Hazelrigg, Col. A. T. Wood 
and Judge B. F. Day were attending the Menifee Circuit Court this past week” 
(Newspapers.com).  

 
Jno C. Day was listed in the 1897 deed as from Morgan County. He was listed as 

Sheriff of Menifee County in 1889 in Menifee County Order Book 3 (page 415). The 1900 
and 1910 federal censuses enumerated him in Frenchburg, and Johnson (1915:1391-2) 
noted that he resided in Menifee County in 1915. Possibly the 1897 deed was in error, or 
he had briefly moved back to Morgan County, where he was born. By the 1920 census, he 
was living in the household of his brother Judge B. F. Day in Beans, Montgomery County. 
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He was by then age 71, and his occupation is listed as farmer. Jno C. Day died in 1928 in 
Marion, Grant County, Indiana (death certificate, Ancestry.com).  

 
Five days after the timber sale from Jno C. Day to the Union City Lumber Company 

Directors, by John Phipps as power of attorney, John and his wife Allie J Phipps deeded 
more timber to the Union City Lumber Company Directors (McCausey/French/Hughart, 
and Muir), this time in their own right, and again for the minimal legal requirement of $1. 
This timber was on a tract described as 600 acres on Big and Little Amos Branches of East 
Fork of Indian Creek, so part of it was very near the Jewell property at the mouth of Big 
Amos Creek. In this case, the timber had to be removed within seven years, and 
McCausey/French/Hughart and Muir had the right to build haul roads and railroads and do 
all things necessary to remove said timber.  As in the previous deed from Jno C. Day, John 
and Allie Phipps reserved the use of timber needed by any tenants to build fences or cabins. 
 

The only deed providing details on timber removal by the Union City Lumber 
Company was an agreement /warranty deed from Judge Lewis Apperson (general counsel 
for the Red River Valley Railroad) to Abe Carl on August 27, 1900 (Menifee County Deed 
Book J:299). This agreement may be unusual, since no others were found to account for 
the timber on the other 6,000 or so acres owned by the Union City Lumber Company. In 
this case, Abe Carl paid $12,000 for all the timber suitable for ties or lumber on two tracts 
of land totaling 1,245 acres on Indian Creek. J. Will Clay was once again mentioned as 
having been involved in the purchase of at least one of these tracts.  

 
Abe Carl was to have all of the lumber hauled out on the Red River Valley Railroad, 

for which he was to receive a special freight rate (not specified, unfortunately). He also 
was to honor a previous contract Lewis Apperson had made with Bert Chester to saw the 
timber, and Carl was to reimburse Apperson for anything Apperson paid Chester in sawing 
the timber from these tracts. The initial agreement specified that all the timber had to be 
removed within three years, but a supplement to the agreement on December 22, 1900 
specified that Carl had eight years to initiate the work, though the timber had to be removed 
within three years of the start of this work. No further information was found for Abe Carl 
or Bert Chester, either in published histories or the files of Ancesty.com.  A 1903 deed 
conveying timber rights from Wilson Branham (Branham was related to the Elkins family) 
to the Big Woods Lumber Company (one of the bigger companies operating in the project 
area) for timber on Tarr Ridge near Gladie Creek specified payment of $1.75 for every 
thousand board feet of timber, to be measured on the skids at the mill by the Doyle and 
Scribner log measures (widely accepted rulers with accompanying formulas to estimate 
board feet from logs).  

 
Don Fig (2007:24) suggests that J. Will Clay hired Mort Powell and Tom Wells to 

cut timber for him. Whether J. Will Clay was doing this as part of the Union City Lumber 
Company is not known. Mort Powell was not found in the 1900 census, but he was listed 
as living in Lee County, Kentucky in the 1910 census. Tom Wells was in the 1900 census 
in Menifee County, age 17, in the household of his father George, and then in 1910, age 
28, in the household of his widowed mother Mary. Mort Powell was born in 1871 and Tom 
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Wells was born about 1883, so both men would have been of young to early middle age by 
the early 1900s, when the Union City Lumber Company was most active.  
 

Besides the possible use of wood for chairs, the main documented product of the 
Union City Lumber Company (as well as other lumber companies in the area) was railroad 
ties. A January 1902 newspaper article in the Journal-Gazette of Fort Wayne, Indiana 
(Newspapers.com), home to Red River Railroad Company officer A. L. French, stated that 
a new rail line from Muncie to Fort Wayne, Indiana would be built with ties from the Union 
City Lumber Company and steel rails from Carnegie Steel. Ties produced by the company 
were likely used in many locations, and many of the directors had connections with railroad 
companies. One mile of railroad track could require up to 3000 ties (Fig 2007). Tie 
production was a major enterprise of many of the lumber companies and mills in the area, 
and especially at Clay City (Fig 2007, 2008). 

 
Red River Valley Railroad 
 

It is almost certain that the Red River Valley Railroad did not reach the 45 miles 
announced in 1898. In 1900, a Kentucky Railroad Commission (Railroad Commission 
1900) account showed the line being valued for 13 miles, which at $2000 per mile equaled 
$26,000 and then with another $1500 of property. A 1907 account from the Official 
Railway Guide listed the line as 14 miles, ending at Apperson. Another 1907 source, a 
summary of the assets of Menifee County by County Judge W. D. Craig, described the Red 
River Valley Railroad having around 20 miles of narrow gauge (36” between rails) rail 
lines, and being a “large shipper” (Craig 1907).  The Union City Lumber Company put the 
rail lines and all equipment in the name of the Red River Valley Railroad on October 1, 
1898 deed (Menifee County Deed Book 6:636). This property is described as follows: 
 

 “That portion of the Rail Road and of Rail Road line extending from 
Rothwell Station in Menifee County, Ky in a Southeasterly direction 
including the road-way, right of way, track, siding, structures, depots, 
grounds, station houses, engine houses, car houses, freight houses and water 
stations, workshops, machine shops, buildings, bridges, tools, machines, 
fixtures, locomotives, tenders, rolling stock, equipment, and all other 
property belong to its used in operating and constructing the rail road and all 
the rights of way and transits and all rights and privileges which have been 
heretofore acquired or owned by said first party pertaining to said Rail Road 
extending from Rothwell in Menifee County to a station known as 
McCausey and also extending to a station called Apperson in Menifee 
County in all about 14 miles of Rail Road.”    
 
The Union City Lumber Company and Red River Valley Railroad did not spare 

expense in outfitting this railroad.  It is not unclear if they acquired any rolling stock from 
the earlier failed Menifee Mining and Lumber Company. Joseph McCausey was involved 
in other lumber operations in Michigan and Wisconsin, and other directors were involved 
in railroads in the Midwest, so that they might have had access to railroad equipment 
through these connections.  







33 

been President of the Union City Lumber Co. He is now to give his entire 
attention to the Michigan State Life Insurance Co of which he is President. 
His friends in this section will regret his departure. Mr Pinney has been 
associated with him in his interests in Menifee and is well qualified to 
continue the business. Messrs Tabor and Lyons are popular hustling 
business men and we wish for them much success. 

 
S. S. Pinney was born in Colerain, Ohio (just north of Cincinnati) in 1869 

(Ancestry.com records). By the 1900 census he was living in Mt. Sterling and his 
occupation in 1900 was grocery salesman.  He lived in the Mt. Sterling region until his 
death in 1956.  By the 1910 census he was identified as a lumberman and he was 
superintendent for the Red River Valley Railroad (see also Sulzer 1967:65).  The 1920 
census lists him as a bookkeeper in a toll warehouse, and 1930 census as a postmaster.  

 
Dick [Richard Guerrent] Lyons had cut timber for the Union City Lumber 

Company at a sawmill he established himself (Fig 2007:24). He was listed in the 1910 
federal census as living in Frenchburg.  At that time he was a lumberman. William Russell 
Tabor, was listed in the 1900 census as a merchant and freight agent at Rothwell, was still 
there in the 1910 census, by then working as a wholesale and retail merchant.  

 
How long the Rothwell Tie Company operated is unknown. In 1914, W. R. Tabor, 

S. S. Pinney and R. G. Lyons, of the Rothwell Tie Company appointed Marcus Mynhir of 
Menifee County as their attorney to release them from liens of the Red River Valley 
Railway Company to the American Metallic Packing Company of Lexington (Menifee 
County Deed Book 5:436). Although this release does not necessarily mean that all efforts 
of the Rothwell Tie Company ceased in 1914, they were not found in more recent records. 
The last entry found for them was in a 1913 Report of the State Forester of Kentucky under 
the category of “Tie, Pole and Pile Buyers” (Barton 1914:131).  
 

According to Sulzer (1967:65), three Red River Valley Railroad Climax 
locomotives were shipped outside Kentucky. A listing of Climax locomotives by location 
in Kentucky shows two listed for the Union City Lumber Company, No. 1 and No. 2, in 
Rothwell, with shop or tracking numbers of X42 and X43, respectively, and two 
locomotives for the American Metallic Packing Company of Lexington, with shop or 
tracking numbers X373 and X374 (Vasser 2007). Sam Williams, a descendant of W. R. 
Tabor, was told that one engine ended up in a train museum in Wisconsin. Joseph 
McCausey had lumber interests in Wisconsin. 

 
Just what the Union City Lumber Company and Red River Valley Railroad built at 

Apperson is never described in any documentary records. Don Fig, MaryEtta Day, and 
Ralph Smallwood mentioned that there was a roundabout for the trains to turn on. The 
larger depot at McCausey, up on the ridge, included a depot and lumber yard, hotel, houses, 
and a post office, which was moved to Frenchburg on February 28, 1918 (Assistant to the 
Postmaster General n.d, Menifee County Journal 1974:12). Though Apperson was listed 
as a mail delivery station (Figure 3.7), no listing for a postmaster was found in the Menifee 
County postmaster log for 1893 to 1930 (Assistant to the Postmaster General n.d.).  There 
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Figure 3.15. Jewell Family Tree. 
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Figure 3.16. Ben Jewell (Son of Leslie) Marriages and Children. 
 
Leslie Jewell’s first land purchase in Menifee County was in 1873, for 100 acres 

from the John Hudson heirs. This was followed by his 1877 purchase of a 490-acre tract 
from the P. O. Robert heirs. Later transactions show that this is the tract that contains the 
Jewell site. Leslie made another purchase of 150 acres from the McGowan heirs in 1893. 
The Roberts, Hudson, and McGowan families were the original patent holders for the land, 
and none are thought to have had any occupation in the project area.  
 

That Leslie Jewell’s purchase of the 490-acre track that gets passed down to his 
heirs did not occur until 1877 does not necessarily mean Leslie and Mary Jewell moved 
there after 1877.  Nineteenth century deeds and surveys were often not recorded in a timely 
manner, or sometimes not at all. In fact, the census records suggest that Leslie and Mary 
might have been in the area as early as 1860. In 1860 (and until 1869), this land was part 
of Powell County. No deeds for Leslie Jewell are recorded in Powell County. Table 3.1 
shows the 1860 enumeration of census of Leslie Jewell household of Leslie and his wife 
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Mary, and neighbors on that census page. For this and other censuses below, the entire 
page that the Jewell and or Elkins families are listed on is included. This is needed to show 
how the Jewell family compared econimcally to others in their neighborhood.  

 
Table 3.1. 1860 Census. 

Dwelling#/ 
Family # Name Age Occupation 

Value real 
estate 

(dollars) 

Value 
personal 

estate 
(dollars) Birthplace 

103/103 Ingram, July A 7    Ky 
 “, Garnett 3    Ky 
 “, Thomas C 1/12    Ky 
104/104 Ingram, Thomas 33 Farmer   100 150 Ky 
 “, July A. 25    Ky 
 “, Mariah 15    Ky 
 “, George A 12    Ky 
 “,Nancy J 9    Ky 
 “, Loriah B 6    Ky 
 “,Eliza J 4    Ky 
 “, Marshal 3    Ky 
105/105 Ballard, Auguston 26 Farmer   100 150 Ky 
 “, Amanda 26    Ky 
 “, Jno H 6    Ky 
 “, Benjamin 4    Ky 
 “, Wm F 3    Ky 
 “, Tincy C 1/12    Ky 
106/106 Hudson, Benjamin 84 Farmer   250 120 Ky 
 “, Lidd 45    Ky 
 “, Jno 21    Ky 
 Bermes, Manera 12    Ky 
107/107 Cosi, Rell 23 Farmer   100 150 Nc 
 “, Lucinda 19    Ky 
 “, Malinda E 2    Ky 
108/108 Jewell, Leslie 43 Farmer     40 300 Ky 
 “, Mary M 21    Ky 
109/109 Rose, Wm 22 Farmer 1500 600 Ky 
 “, Elizabeth 20    Ky 
 “, Adela 2/12    Ky 
110/110 Eaton, T H 27 Farmer   700 300 Ky 
 “, Mary E 19    Ky 
 “, July 1    Ky 
 “, Jas 23 Brick maker 1700 200 Ky 
111/111 Powell, Tatton 53 Farmer   700 150 Ky 
 “, Lucinda 48    Ky 
 “, Mathindas 22    Ky 
 “, Malinda 18    Ky 
 “, Romilus 16    Ky 
 “, Palina 14    Ky 
 “, Daliana 13    Ky 

 
The only historical map found with the Jewell name on it is an 1876 geological map 

(Figure 3.17). The lack of labels for most streams makes it difficult to be sure of locations, 
but the name Jewell could be interpreted as roughly the same area as the Jewell site, at the 
confluence of a small stream (which could be Big Amos Creek) and the East Fork of Indian 
Creek. The name on the map is Jess Jewell and no one of this name has been found in 
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Table 3.2. 1870 Census. 

Dwelling#/ 
Family # Name Age Occupation 

Value real 
estate 

(dollars) 

Value 
personal 

estate 
(dollars) Birthplace 

78/74 Jackson, Isaac 21 Farmer   300  Va 
 “, Harriett 22 Keeping House   Ky 
79/75 Morrison, Dan 36 Farmer 1200 1100 Va 
 “, Mary 33 Keeping House   Ky 
 “, Sarah 12 At School   Ky 
 “, Jane 9 At School   Ky 
 “, James 10 At School   Ky 
 “, Amanda 5 At Home   Ky 
 “, Samuel 2 At Home   Ky 
 “, Pern 6 At Home   Ky 
80/76 Ingram, W J 22 Farmer   Ky 
 “, Nancy 24 Keeping House   Ky 
 “, Mary 1 At Home   Ky 
81/77 Morrison, William 23 Farmer 300  Ky 
 “, Mary 20 Keeping House   Ky 
 Willie, Benjamin 35 Farm Hand   Ky 
82/78 Jewell, Leslie 52 Farmer   300   100 Ky 
 “, Mary 31 Keeping House   Ky 
 “, Margaret 3 At Home   Ky 
 “, Cynthia 1 At Home   Ky 
 McPherson, Wm 14 Farm Hand   Ky 
83/79 Powell, Jackson 65 Farmer 1000   500 Ky 
 “, Elizabeth 53 Keeping House   Ky 
 “, Morton 20 Farm Hand   Ky 
 “, Cynthia 18 No Occupation   Ky 
 “, Thomas 16 Farm Hand   Ky 
84/80 Powell, William 32 Farmer   400  Ky 
 “, Sarrilda 21 Keeping House   Ky 
 “, John 3 At Home   Ky 
 “, William 1 At Home   Ky 
85/81 Means, William 35 Farmer   Ky 
 “, Lucinda 28 Keeping House   Ky 
 “, Mary 12 At Home   Ky 
 “, William 10 At Home   Ky 
 “, Catherine 4 At Home   Ky 
 “, Infant 1 At Home   Ky 
86/82 Hudson, Ben 85 Farmer   150   100 Sc 
 “, Lydia ann 55 Keeping House   Ky 
 Hudson, John 36 Farmer   Ky 
87/83 “, Elizabeth 38 Keeping House   Ky 

 
Tax records, preserved at the Kentucky Department of Library and Archives, vary 

tremendously from year to year in their data categories and do not give as nice a snapshot 
as the 1880 agricultural census. But they do provide some useful data, especially on land, 
and in the later years also on personal property values. The acreages listed for Leslie Jewell 
vary from a low of 375 acres in 1870 to a high of 1000 acres in 1899, 1891, and 1892. 
Personal property is valued at $104 in 1888, $107 in 1889, $133 in 1891, and $99 in 1892. 
Value of clocks and listed are $5 in 1891 and $3 in 1892. The total assessed taxable value 
was at a high in 1891, when it was $2,133.  
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Table 3.3. 1880 Census. 
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200/216 Bansford, Mary Daughter 12   x Ky Ky Ky At Home 
 “, Miles Son 7    Ky Ky Ky  
201/217 Jewell, Leslie head 62    Ky Va Ky Farmer 
 “, Mary Wife 38  x x Ky Ky Ky Keeping House 
 “, Elizabeth Daughter 15  x x Ky Va Ky At Home 
 “, Sintha J Daughter 10  x x Ky Va Ky At Home 
 “, William B Son 8    Ky Va Ky  
 “, Benjamin Son 6    Ky Va Ky  
 “, Catherine Daughter 4    Ky Va Ky  
202/218 Powell, William Head 32  x x Ky Ky Ky Farmer 
 “, Sarilda Wife 31  x x Ky Va Va Keeping House 
 “, John K Son 13 x x x Ky Ky Ky Laborer 
 “, William C Son 11 s x x Ky Ky Ky Laborer 
 “, Mort  8    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Rosie L Daughter 5    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Callie D Daughter 4    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Boon D Son 3    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Florence Daughter 10/12    Ky Ky Ky  
 Brooks, Surilda Niece 4    Ky Ky Ky  
203/219 Brooks, Calvin L Head 25    Ky Va Va Farmer 
 “, Mary A Wife 22   x Ky Ky Ky Keeping House 
 “, William M Son 4    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, James H Son 1    Ky Ky Ky  
204/220 Kelly, Marion Head 40    Ky Ky Ky Farmer 
 “, Louisa Wife 35  x x Ky Va Va Keeping House 
 “, Susan Daughter 22   x Ky Ky Ky At Home 
 “, Marion H Grandson 4    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, George W  Grandson 5/12    Ky Ky Ky  
 Centers, Harry Brother 13  x x Ky Ky Ky Laborer 
205/214 King, Thom Head 45  x x Ky Ky Ky Laborer 
 “, Enus Son 23  x x Ky Ky Ky Laborer 
 “, Parrie Daughter 11  x x Ky Ky Ky At Home 
 “, Press Son 8  x x Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Biron Son 6    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Allie Daughter 2    Ky Ky Ky  
206/222 Hale, William C Head 56  x x Ky Ky Ky Farmer 
 “, Jane Wife 58   x Va Va Va Keeping House 
 “, William son 18  x x Nc Va Va Laborer 
 “, Alice Granddaughter 7    Ky Va Ky  

 
The dominance of corn is seen in most farms in the 1880 census, but some farms 

produced oats. No acres were listed for flax or hemp for the Jewell farm or for any of the 
other nine farms enumerated on that census page. It is likely that the Jewell farm would 
have produced more than needed for the subsistence of the eight members of the Jewell 
household. In most of the categories, the Jewell farm had the highest entries of the 10 farms 
listed on that page, with the exceptions of horses. The lack of horses or mules in this census 
may be misleading, as tax records for Leslie Jewell, available for Menifee County from 
1870 to 1892, often do include a mule or horse. His tax listing in 1873 included 50 pounds 
of hemp so he did produce this staple Kentucky crop at least periodically. At least parts of 
the Jewell farm may have been badly damaged in a horrific flood in late June 1882. On 
June 30, 1882 the Cincinnati Enquirer ran the following article: 
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Table 3.4. Leslie Jewell in 1880 Agricultural Schedule. 
Category Value 
Tilled land 25 acres 
Permanent meadows, pastures, orchards, vineyards 10 acres 
Woodland and forest 1150 acres 
Value of farm, including land, fences, and buildings $8000 
Value of farming implements and machinery $20 
Value of livestock $300 
Estimated value of all farm productions for 1879 $400 
Grassland mown 5 acres 
Grassland not mown 5 acres 
Hay harvested 3 tons 
Milch cows on hand June 1, 1880 4 
Other cows on hand June 1, 1880 3 
Calves dropped 1879 3 
Cattle sold living 1879 1 
Butter made on the farm in 1879 300 pounds 
Sheep on hand June 1, 1880 14 
Lambs dropped 1879 8 
Lambs sold living 1879 18 
Lambs slaughtered 1879 3 
Lambs killed by dogs 1879 1 
Lambs died of stress of weather 1879 1 
Fleeces clipped spring 1880 5 
Weight of fleece 60 pounds 
Barnyard poultry on hand June 1, 1880 exclusive of spring hatchlings 12 
Eggs produced in 1879 20 dozen 
Indian corn planted in 1879 7 acres 
Indian corn produced in 1879 300 bushels 
Sorghum planted in 1879 1 acre 
Sorghum molasses produced in 1879 16 gallons 
Maple sugar produced in 1879 40 pounds 
Maple molasses produced in 1879 3 gallons 
Dry beans produced in 1879 5 bushels 
Irish potatoes produced in 1879 150 bushels 
Irish potatoes produced in 1879 5 bushels 
Tobacco produced in 1879 25 pounds 
Apple orchard 4 acres, 250 trees 
Apples produced in 1879 250 bushels 
Peach orchard 3 acres, 250 trees 
Peaches produced in 1879 10 bushels 
Total value of orchard produce sold or consumed in 1879 $40 
Honey produced in 1879 100 pounds 
Wax produced in 1879 10 
Wood cut in 1879 10 cords 
Value of all forest products sold or consumed in 1879 $10 

 
Mount Sterling, Ky., June 29. – In the flood of Monday in Menifee County, 
the residence of Leslie Jewell, on Indian Creek, was washed away, and Mr. 
Jewell, his wife and seven children, who were in the house, were all 
drowned. When the waters began to rise a young son of Mr. Jewell decided 
that it was not safe to remain in the house, and took to the hills, advising the 
family to follow suit, which advice they did not heed, and he escaped, while 
the balance of the family were drowned. 
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All of the crops, fencing, etc, in the bottoms were swept away. Great rocks, 
logs and trees were swept from the hills into the valley below and piled up 
in one common heap. This will give some idea of the terrific force of the 
flood. The bodies of the women drowned at Frenchburg have all been 
recovered and buried (Newspapers.com).  

 
This article is problematic, since it notes that the entire Jewell family was killed; 

genealogical research (see especially the family chart [Figure 3.15]), suggests that no 
family members died in 1882, and this flood was not mentioned by any family member. 
Yet, the article is useful for corroborating the family’s presence in the area, and that they 
had a house near Indian Creek. Even if the remains of the 1882 house are extant at the 
Jewell site situated along the East Fork of Indian Creek, it would not be surprising for the 
paper to abbreviate the detail of the location to just Indian Creek. Possibly this newspaper 
article confounded flooding of the Jewell home with the June 27, 1882 flooding of Beaver 
Creek in Frenchburg, when many buildings were washed away, and six people drowned. 

 
Only very few areas of the United States have the 1890 census available, since most 

copies burned in a fire. This is unfortunate as it would be interesting to see if any of the 
family members were involved in early logging activities. In 1894, Leslie Jewell conveyed 
the 490-acre property to his wife Mary. Leslie died in 1899, without a will. The next 
transaction for the 490-acre tract was in 1898, when Mary Jewell sold the Union City 
Lumber Company a 30-foot wide railroad right-of-way. Since this transaction was just for 
$1, it is likely that other financial arrangements were made.  

 
Ben Jewell as Head of Household 

 
The entire 490-acre tract next passed in 1901 from Mary to her and Leslie’s second 

son Ben. The deed for this transaction says it was “agreed to between both parties about 3 
years ago when Ben Jewell commenced building a house in which all now live and said 
Ben Jewell would not have built said house unless his mother Mary Jewell agreed to deed 
land to said second party [Ben].”  It is not known if the new house was built over an earlier 
structure at the Jewell site, but the property’s location ensured that the family was at the 
center of the logging and railroad terminus of Apperson, which was just getting started 
when the house was built. If there is any credence to the newspaper article of a flood, 
perhaps the family was living from 1882 to 1898 in a very damaged or temporary house, 
creating the incentive for Ben to build this new house in 1898. Ben Jewell would have been 
only 15 or 16 years old when he built the house (Figure 3.15).  
 

Unfortunately, no photographs of the house Ben built have been located. Our best 
description of it comes from Alpha (Pitts) Wells, who was born on Spas Creek in Menifee 
County in 1920 and visited this house in the 1930s (Figures 3.15 and 3.18). Alpha recalled 
it as a plain plank (or boxed) construction, unpainted, built on stacked rock piers, and with 
four rooms on the first floor and four rooms on the second floor, and a front porch. The 
house was oriented to face the creek with the mountainside in the back. She recalled at 
least one fireplace but that the family cooked on a Home Comfort brand wood stove.  There 
was a well in the backyard, and a privy, also in the backyard up against the mountain, and 
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outbuildings, such as a barn and chicken/turkey house, that had poles for the animals to 
roost on some distance from the house. A spring situated not far from the house was 
enclosed and used to store milk and butter. 
 

The next land transaction was in 1902 when Ben and Lou (Rainey) Jewell executed 
a 10-year oil and gas lease on the property to S. S. Miller of Pittsburg, whose leases were 
all turned over to the South Penn (for Pennsylvania) Oil Company (Menifee County Deed 
Book :24). As was common with these instruments, Ben and Lou were assured the right to 
connect to wells and use a portion (here one tenth) of the product, and further rents should 
any gas wells produce a payable amount of gas. Gas lines could not be run within 300 feet 
of structures, and any crop damage had to be covered. 

 
In the 1900 census (Table 3.5), Ben Jewell is enumerated as a farmer, heading the 

household that included his mother Mary, and his six younger siblings. The two youngest 
siblings, George N. and Pearley M., do not appear in any of the land records or later 
censuses; perhaps they died soon after this census. Ben Jewell’s child from his third 
marriage was named Pearl (Figure 3.16), possibly after the Pearley M. infant listed in the 
1900 census. Several persons with connections to Ben Jewell’s daughter Pearl were 
contacted in hopes of locating a photograph of Ben Jewell, but this was not successful.  

 
The 1900 Jewell household was quite large, in addition to the Jewells, a cook (19-

year-old Rosie Jewell, relation to Leslie and Mary unknown), and three boarders. Thus, it 
appears that the house Ben built was functioning as a boarding house. Likely it was smaller 
than the boarding house located at Band Mill Bottom and run by Joseph and White Ledford 
(Fig 2007, 2008). The occupations of the boarders in the Jewell household, sawmilling or 
lumbering, and their birthplaces in Michigan, Canada or New Hampshire, testify that they 
were part of the Union City Lumber Company work force.  

 
This 1900 lodging arrangement had permanent ramifications for the Jewell family, 

for Lula (Louly Mary in the census) later married C. H. Tiffany, one of the boarders listed 
in the census. Ben was listed in the 1900 census as a farmer and his younger brothers, ages 
10 to 17, were listed as farm laborers. Perhaps they were considered too young to work in 
the lumber industry, or rather their labor may have been essential to the family farm. With 
the exception of the Jewell males, all the other occupations are in the lumber industry 
(Table 3.5).  

 
The Jewell Farm is Divided 

 
Important changes in the family dynamics happened in 1904, when Ben Jewell 

married Hannah Lou Buchannon Rainey. In July 1904, Ben and Lou Jewell conveyed their 
interest in the 490-acre tract to Ben’s siblings Buford, Abner, Thomas, Elizabeth, and Lula 
Jewell Tiffany, and Newton Ingram (the son of another sibling Sintha Jane Jewell and her 
husband John William Ingram) (Figure 3.15). Lines of property division were not given. 
The transaction is for just $1, the minimum required in a land transfer.  
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Table 3.5. 1900 Census. 
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96/96 HH 
of Pete 
Waltz Smith, Dick Boarder 35 M    Ky Ky Ky Day laborer 
 Rothwell, Nolan Boarder 22 M  x x Ky Ky Ky Teaming 
 Dennis, Jessie Boarder 25 M    Ky Ky Ky Teaming 

97/97 Woodard, Barney Head 30 M    Mi Mi Mi 
Head 
sawyer 

 “, Augustia Wife 16 M    Ky Ky Ky  
 Hardy, J Boarder 18 S    Ky Ky Ky Day laborer 

 Miller, Bill Boarder 49 S    Ky Ky Ky 
Running 
sawmill 

 Marten, John Boarder 17 S    Ky Ky Ky Day laborer 
98/98 Slusher, Lee Head 30 M    Ky Ky Ky Engineer 
 “, Ida Wife 22 M    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Dewitt Son 4 S    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, ?Ebarile Son 8/12 S    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Bidie Daughter 9 S     Ky Ky Ky  
 Reed, B Boarder 20 S    Ky Ky Ky Mill laborer 

 Snyderman, Arthur Boarder 22 S    Oh In Oh 
Mill 
employee 

 Cumpten?,Wm Boarder 22 S    Ky Va Va Day laborer 
99/99 Strong, Nathan Head 49 M    Mi German Oh Sawmilling 
 “, Isabelle Wife 44 M    Ny Scotland Scotland  

 
Stephens, Andrew 
A Son 22 S    Mi Mi Mi 

Grocery 
clerk 

100/100 Jewell, Benjamin Head 26 S   x Ky Ky Ky Farmer 
 “, Mary Mother 61 W    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Louly Mary Sister 19 S    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, James A Brother 17 S    Ky Ky Ky Farm labor 
 “, Abner Brother 13 S    Ky Ky Ky Farm labor 
 “, George N Brother 10 S    Ky Ky Ky Farm labor 
 “, Pearley M Sister 6/12 S    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Rosie Cook 19 S    Ky Ky Ky  
 Tiffany, C. H. Boarder 45 S    Mi Oh Mi Sawmilling 
 Sutton, Joseph Boarder 58 S    Canada Scotland England Lumbering 
 Taten, S J Boarder 27 S    Nh Ireland Ireland Sawmilling 
101/101 Hatton, J H Head 28 M    Ky Va Ky Engineering 
 “, Laura Wife 28 M    Ky Tn Va  
 “, Mabury Daughter 12 S 1   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Mary A Daughter 18 S 1 x x Ky Ky Ky  
 “, John R Son 8 S 1   Ky Ky Ky  
102/102 Tallent, William Head 34 S    Nc Va Va Sawmilling 
 “, Elisabeth Mother 60 S    Va Va Va  
 “, Willie Brother 13 S 5   Ky Ky Ky Farm labor 
103/103 Wolf, James Head 23 M    Va Va Va Farmer 
 “, May Wife 18 M    Va Va Va  
 “, Leonard O Son 3/12 S  x x Ky Va Va  
 “, Bell H Cook 30 S    Ky Ky Ky  
 Hall, Henry Boarder 19 S    Ky Va Va  
 Sargeant, Joseph Boarder 38 M    Mi Mi Mi  
104/104 Smith, Z B Head 44 M  x  Va Va Va Farmer 
 “, Bell Wife 35 M    Ky Va Ky  
 “, Nora E Daughter 17 S 1   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, John P Son 15 S 2   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Fralan Son 10 S 2   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Earnest Son 7 S 2   Ky Ky Ky  
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This deed specifies that the siblings are to assume care for Ben’s mother Mary 

Jewell, including providing her with food, medical care, a home at the homestead 
(emphasis added), and a decent burial. Siblings Emeline or Catherine (Figure 3.15) were 
not mentioned. Ben was allowed to remove timber he had sawed, and lumber prepared for 
market, and to tend to crops till January 1, 1905. Other deeds for Ben Jewell buying and 
selling land in the Menifee County records appears to be west of the Jewell site, such as on 
Leatherwood Branch; Ben and Lou likely had moved to one of these tracts. 

 
 Several lines of evidence suggest that Ben never returned to live at the house he 
built in 1897. When Lou Jewell died in 1912 from “heart failure the effect of post-partum 
hemorrhage,” her death certificate listed her address as Tabor, Kentucky. After Lou’s 
death, Ben married Arbra (or Arby) Smallwood, a sister of the Opal Smallwood who was 
involved in logging activities in the East Fork of Indian Creek area. Ben and Arbra were 
listed in the 1920 census in the Leatherwood area, with children from Ben’s first marriage. 
Arbra died in 1921 from acute peritonitis, and neither of the two children she had with Ben 
survived infancy (Figure 3.16).  
 
 Ben remarried again in 1922 to Elsie Phillips, but neither Elsie nor their daughter 
Pearl, born in 1923, are with him in the 1930 census, when he was enumerated as the sole 
member of his household, again in the Leatherwood area. Ben died on January 25, 1931, 
and his death certificate indicates that he and Elsie were divorced. She later remarried and 
moved to the Dayton, Ohio area. Ben’s cause of death was listed as septic meningitis as a 
complication of cervical cellulitis and (sic), and tonsillitis. Ben’s death was reported by 
Laura Jewell, daughter of his son Butler from his first wife Lou. Laura seemed to have no 
idea of the birthplace of her grandparents Leslie and Mary Jewell, for they were listed as 
born in Paris, France. This lack of knowledge may suggest a lack of interaction between 
Ben and his children, and the rest of the Jewell family. 
 

Soon after Ben and Lou deeded their interest to six of Ben’s siblings, several of the 
Jewell siblings sold their shares of Leslie’s estate to other siblings (Figure 3.14). In July 
1904, Emeline Jewell and her husband William Branham sold a track of unspecified 
acreage for $50 to Emeline’s sister Lulu Jewell’s husband Charles H. Tiffany. This is the 
the same Charles H Tiffany who was one of the logging workers boarding with the Jewells 
in the 1900 census. At the same time, Charles and Lula Jewell Tiffany also sold for $50 an 
adjacent tract (again acreage not specified) to a William Hager (Menifee County Deed 
Book M:188).  

 
Though no kinship could be established between the Jewell family and William 

Hager, in the 1910 census William and his wife Tennessee are living in the Mariba area of 
Menifee County (several miles from the Jewell family), with his children, including three, 
Mary, Pearly, and Sintha, with names used in the Jewell family. If the William Hager 
family is not related to the Jewells, maybe Mr. Hager was working in the lumber industry 
with Jewell family members and had established a strong relationship with them. The 
William Hager family does not stay in the area, and by the 1920 census they are in Morgan 
County.  
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In August 1904, Elizabeth Jewell sold her one sixth interest in the 490-acre tract to 

her brother Abner for $5. Then in June 1905 Lulu Jewell Tiffany, sold 100 acres (specified 
as her one sixth interest in the Leslie Jewell estate), to William Branham (husband of Lulu’s 
sister Emeline) for $65. Thus, it appears that sisters Lulu and Emeline Jewell “swapped” 
tracts, both in the Halls Branch area west of the Jewell house, or sometimes referred to as 
the Halls sink area of the Jewell holdings. The tract that went from Lula to Emeline will be 
discussed in more detail below as it eventually went to the Harve and Nettie Elkins family, 
who were connected with the Eli Elkins site.  

 
In 1906, Thomas and Abner Jewell sold a half acre tract to the Menifee County 

School District No. 36 for the East Fork School. This land was described as coming out of 
the McGowan tract, which means it was part of the land purchased in 1873, not the 490 
acres purchased in 1877 on which Ben built the house (Figure 3.14). No deeds were found 
to show what happened to the school house lot once the East Fork School was discontinued.  

 
By the 1910 census enumeration (Table 3.6), Ben Jewell headed his own household 

with Lou and their children, and Leslie’s wife Mary Jewell was enumerated as the head of 
her own household, with sons Thomas (age 26) and Abner (age 22), listed as farm laborers. 
Mary’s older son William Bluford and his wife Nannie’s household were enumerated 
adjacent to Mary’s household. Bluford was listed as a farmer who rented his land. The 
location of Mary Jewell’s household next to the David Kidd household helps establish that 
this household was still situated near the mouth of Big Amos Creek.  The David Kidd heirs 
are shown as adjacent owners to the Jewell tract on U.S. Forest Service maps (Figure 3.12). 
This is useful data, as Bluford Jewell later lived on McCausey Ridge and elsewhere in the 
Red River Gorge area. Jewell Rock near Gladie is named after him (Fig 2007). Mr. Edgar 
Williams of Means recalled hearing his father Chester Williams, the last operator for the 
C&O Station at Rothwell, tell of Bluford Jewell bringing wool to be shipped out.  Bluford 
thought his wool was so finely established in reputation that it did not need to be graded. 

 
Thomas and Abner Jewell 
 

In 1910, Abner and Thomas Jewell married sisters, Leaner Allen and Nannie Allen, 
respectively (Figures 3.15, 3.19, and 3.20). The next land transaction was on September 
14, 1914, when Abner and Leaner, Thomas and Nannie, and Mary Jewell conveyed 50 
acres to Elex (or Aleck, Alec, or Alex, hereafter Alex) M. Moore of Menifee County, for 
$150. This parcel is where the Elkins site would be located. This deed suggested the land 
came out of a parcel conveyed to the Jewell family on the same day, Sept 14, 1914, by J. 
C. Day. The deed from J. C. Day indicated the land was conveyed to him in 1896 by the 
Kentucky Land and Supply Company, with J. C’s brother B. F. Day as president. In 1918, 
there was another land transaction with J. C. Day to settle a boundary dispute, but the deed 
gives little details on where the land came from.  It likely had originally been Jewell land. 

 
The next two transactions suggest ongoing efforts to settle Leslie Jewell’s estate 

among his children. Survey calls are not complete enough to attempt to plot the parcels in 
question. The calls often follow the meanders of creeks or cliff lines, but they do give some 
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Table 3.6. 1910 Census. 
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123/123 Amburgey, Mary A Head 55 Wd   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Joseph C Son 21 S   Ky Ky Ky Laborer, odd jobs 
 “, Troy Son 18 S   Ky Ky Ky Laborer, odd jobs 
 “, Lulie Daughter 16 S   Ky Ky Ky  
124/124 Darosette, Pete Head 44 S   Ky Ky Ky Grocery merchant 
 Tackett, William Head 27 M   Ky Ky Ky Farmer, rents 
 Tackett, Rosa A Wife 25 M   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Virginia M Daughter 4/12 S   Ky Ky Ky  
125/125 Tackett, James W Head 77 M   Ky Ky Ky Farmer, owns 
 “, Dulcena Wife 54 M   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, George Son 20 S   x Ky Ky Ky Farm labor, home farm 
 “, Bonnard Son 16 S  x Ky Ky Ky  
 White, Charles P Nephew 19 S   Ky Ky Ky Laborer, odd jobs 
126/126 Perry, Robert M head 47 M   Ky Ky Ky Farmer, owns 
 “, Almida Wife 31 M   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Edgar Son 25 S   Ky Ky Ky Rail road telegrapher 
 “, Leonard Son 18 S x  Ky Ky Ky Farm labor, home farm 
 “, Emery Son 12 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Lillie Daughter 9 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Nora Daughter 7 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Martha Daughter 6 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Denny Son 4 S   Ky Ky Ky  
127/127 Morrison, Purn Head 49 M  x Ky Va Ky Farmer, owns 
 “, Lizzie Wife 41 M  x Ky Va Va  
 “, Ida F Daughter 16 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Elva E Daughter 13 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Amanda Daughter 10 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Carl Son 8 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Arthur Son 5 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Clay Son 10/12 S   Ky Ky Ky  
128/128 Jewell, Bluford Head 35 M  x Ky Ky Ky Farmer, rents 
 “, Nannie Wife 35 M  x Ky Ky Ky  
129/129 Jewell, Mary Head 70 Wd  x Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Thomas Son 26 S   Ky Ky Ky Farm labor home farm 
 “, Abner Son 22 S    Ky Ky Ky Farm labor home farm 
130/130 Kidd, David Head 60 M   Ky Ky Ky Farmer, owns 
 “, Sarilda Wife 48 M   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Robert Son 18 S x  Ky Ky Ky Farm labor home farm 
 “, Oscar Son 16 S   Ky Ky Ky Farm labor home farm 
 “, Nora M Daughter 9 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Granville P Son 5 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
131/131 Branham, George Head 36 M   Ky Ky Ky Farmer, owns 
 “, Mollie Wife 30 M   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Ida Daughter 12 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Kelly Son 10 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Bruce Son 8 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Inez Daughter 4 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Reece Son 2 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Minnie Daughter 2/12 S   Ky Ky Ky  
132/132 Stull, William Head 28 M   Ky Oh Ky Farmer, rents 

 
 
sense of placement and geography. Two transactions occurred on December 15, 1917. The 
first recorded, in Deed Book 7:495, is Thomas’ and Nannie (Allen) Jewell’s transfer of 
their half interest in 100 acres to Thomas’s brother Abner, for $100. This land is described 
as beginning at a corner to Harve Elkins property and including lands between Little and 
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Big Amos Creeks, so it most likely west of the Jewell site. Then on the same day, but not 
recorded until much later, in Book 10:636, Abner transferred a different 100-acre tract to 
Thomas, for just $1. This land is described as beginning at the Mouth of Amos Branch with 
the calls going east with Indian Creek, then north, then west, and then south to the 
beginning. This property almost certainly included the Jewell site. This is the same parcel 
that is later transferred to Leaner (Allen) Jewell Pitts and her second husband Anderson 
Pitts (Figures 3.15 and 3.18) and ultimately to the U.S. government as Tract 1328 (Figures 
3.12 and 3.14).  
 

The 1917 transaction from Abner to Thomas suggests that the latter was given legal 
title to what might be considered the homestead tract, where the Jewell site was located. 
Yet in the 1920 census (Table 3.7) it is not Thomas, but Abner, Leaner and their children 
Sylvia, Herbert and Gladys who were living at the Jewell site, (census household #120 of 
District 1 of Menifee County). From the position of this household in between the David 
Kidd household, now headed by his widow Sarelda, and the household of Harve Elkins, 
Abner and Leaner are certainly living at the Jewell site. It is possible that some transactions 
between family members were never recorded, making it impossible to establish a 
complete chain of the transactions.  

 
Further support for Abner residing at the Jewell house comes from the county order 

books, where in the Spring of 1918 it was “ordered by the court that Abner Jewell be and 
is hereby appointed road overseer on that section of road beginning at state road near 
McCausey, Kentucky, and running to the Indian Creek School house” (Menifee County 
Orders 7:442). The county orders typically indicated that roads were to be kept passable 
for a width of 15 feet, ditches on sides for drainage, and with overhanging vegetation 
cleared for 30 feet. 

 
Thomas Jewell headed household #206 in 1920, with his wife Nannie (Allen, sister 

to Abner’s wife Leaner Allen) and their three children, Matie, Mary and Jeff, and his 
mother Mary Jewell, age 87. Local tradition holds that Thomas Jewell and his family lived 
up above the Jewell site, on McCausey Ridge.  
 

A source providing additional information on the occupations of the Jewell brothers 
is their 1918 World War I draft registration cards (Ancestry.com). Ben and Abner’s 
registration cards listed them as farmers. Thomas’s occupation was listed as a sawmill 
laborer, working for P.E. Darosette of Tabor (all their addresses were given as Tabor). P. 
E. Darossette is most likely the Pete Darosette located in the census records, listed in 1910 
as a merchant in Frenchburg, and in 1920 as a farmer. He must have also had a sawmill.  

 
The next land transaction for the Jewell family was in 1920 when Mary Jewell 

deeded 250 acres to her son Abner, for $750. The deed says this land was a part of the land 
deeded to her by Leslie and references the original 1877 sale to Leslie. This is confusing 
as in an earlier deed in 1901 she conveyed all of this tract to Ben Jewell. Possibly there is 
a mistake in the deed. The description suggests this land is located a bit to the north and 
west of the Jewell site.  
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Table 3.7. 1920 Census. 
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117/117 Morrison, P.S Head M 54  x x Ky Va Ky Farmer 
 “, Lizzie Wife M 51  x x Ky Va Va House work 
 “, Carroll Son S 17  x x Ky Ky Ky Laborer 
 “, Arther Son S 14  x x Ky Ky Ky Laborer 
 “, Clay Son S 9  x x Ky Ky Ky Housework 
 “, Oney Daughter S 8  x x Ky Ky Ky Servant 
118/118 Hollin, Walter Head M 23    Ky Ky Ky Farmer 
 “, Amanda Wife M 19    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Elisabeth Mother M 60   x Ky Ky Ky  
119/119 Elkins, Harvey Head M 43    Ky Ky Ky Farmer 
 “, Nettie Wife M 38  x x Ky Ky Ky House work 
 “, Elisabeth Daughter S 19    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Eli  Son S 18    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Caldona Daughter S 13    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Sarah Daughter S 11    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Booker Son S 9    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Lora Daughter S 6    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Harlen Son S 3    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Esther Daughter S 3/12    Ky Ky Ky  
120/120 Jewell, Abner Head M 32    Ky Ky Ky Farmer 
 “, Leann Wife M 28    Ky Ky Ky House work 
 “, Sylva Daughter S 8   x Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Herbert Son S 6    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Gladys  S 2    Ky Ky Ky  
121/121 Kidd, Sarelda Head (female) Wd 57    Ky Ky Ky Famer 
 “, William Son S 34    Ky Ky Ky Laborer 
 “, George Son M 30    Ky Ky Ky Laborer 
 “, Robert Son S 27    Ky Ky Ky Laborer 
 “, Oscar Son S 25    Ky Ky Ky Laborer 
 “, Granville Son S 15    Ky Ky Ky House work 
 “, Amy Daughter in law M 29    Ky Ky Ky  
 “. Florence Granddaughter S 9    Ky Ky Ky  
122/122 Phelps, Volney Head M 24    Ky Ky Ky Farmer 
 “, Bessie Wife M 24    Ky Ky Ky House work 
 “, Lexie Daughter S 3    Ky Ky Ky  
123/123 Phelps, James Head M 47    Ky Ky Ky Farmer 
 “, Lula Wife M 47    Ky Ky Ky House work 
 “, Ova Son S 18    Ky Ky Ky Laborer 
 “, Edward Son S 14 x   Ky Ky Ky Laborer 
 “, Lorna Daughter S 11 x   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Mary Daughter S 8    Ky Ky Ky  
124/124 Miller, Kendall Head M 25   x Ky Ky Ky Farmer 
 “, America Wife M 21    Ky Ky Ky House work 
 “, Walter Son S 4    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Calla Daughter S 2    Ky Ky Ky  
125/125 Back, D J Head M 57    Ky Ky Ky Farmer 
 “, Francis Wife M 57    Ky Ky Ky House work 
 “, May Daughter S 19    Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Nancy Daughter S 14    Ky Ky Ky  

 
Also in 1920, Thomas Jewell deeded his portion, one quarter of one eight of oil 

royalties on a 100-acre tract, likely the tract including the Jewell house, to R. O. Cash, for 
an unspecified payment. This 1920 deed likely had roots in the 1902 oil lease from Ben 
and Mary described above and suggests the royalties from the 1902 oil lease passed to 
Ben’s siblings when Ben conveyed the 490-tract property to them in 1904. 
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Abner Jewell was listed in the 1920 census (Table 3.7) as a farmer, as were most 

Jewell family members. Family tradition is that he was a quiet, soft spoken man who was 
a skilled carpenter, supplying both furniture and coffins to the local neighborhood. His role 
in making coffins is perhaps ironic, for his life ended in 1926 tragically and violently at the 
early age of 38. This attack was recorded in several newspaper accounts, and family 
members provided more details  
 

On September 26, 1926, Abner Jewell, his brother Ben, and Ben’s son Butler Jewell 
were attacked by their neighbors Conn and Carl Morrison while cutting railroad ties on 
land to the west of Abner’s house. Abner Jewell died on September 30th from a gunshot 
wound in his abdomen (according to his death certificate). This event was covered by the 
Cincinnati Enquirer (two articles) and the Louisville Courier-Journal (five articles).  
 

One of the longer accounts is reproduced below (Louisville Courier-Journal, 
September 29, 1926, Newspapers.com): 
 

4 Wounded in Fight Over Mountain Land. Family Found Cutting Timber 
by Other Claimants; Guns and Ax Used. Special to the Courier-Journal, 
Frenchburg, Ky, Sept. 28 –  
 
A long standing row over land, confined to argument for twenty years, 
broke out in gun play and ax wielding on Indian Creek this afternoon, and 
three members of one family are in the hospital here tonight as a result, 
while a fourth man, member of another family, is believed to be dying at his 
home. 
 
The fifth contended in the battle escaped with slight wounds. 
 
The men in the hospital here are: 
 
Ben Jewell, 54 years old, shot four times, once in side, one in shoulder, and 
twice through the leg. 
 
Butler Jewell, 22, son of Ben, shot in the face and head. 
 
Abner Jewell, 40, brother of Ben, shot through the left lung. 
 
Con Morrison, 33 member of a family who land adjoins the Jewells, is 
believed to be fatally injured. He received cuts on the head, legs and arms 
when one of the Jewells is alleged to have wielded an ax. Clay Morrison, 
20, a cousin, escaped unharmed. 
The battle occurred about 2:30 o’clock this afternoon when the Morrisons 
are said to have come on the Jewells while the latter were engaged in cutting 
ties from timber standing on the disputed tract of land. 
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Ben Jewell bought the tract from Frank Day [Judge Benjamin Franklin, 
President of Kentucky Land and Supply Company, or his nephew Frank 
Day], Mt. Sterling, it is said more than twenty years ago. The Morrisons 
claimed the tract was included in their holdings by an earlier grant. Several 
threatened quarrels between the two families, both prominent in Menifee 
County, had been averted before. 
 
The old argument broke out anew this afternoon, according to the members 
of the Jewel family in the hospital here. Words were followed by blows, it 
is claimed, and then, according to reports, Clay Jewell [this is in error, it 
should be Clay Morrison] produced a pistol. His bullets felled Ben Jewell, 
it is said, but one of the other members of the family seized an ax and went 
for Con. 
 
In the fracas that followed, two others of the Jewells, who claim they had 
no guns, were wounded, while the ax inflicted what are said to be fatal 
wounds to Con Morrison. 
 
Officials here were told of the shooting a short time after it occurred. The 
victims were brought here late this afternoon, after a three-mile ride over 
the rough roads.  

 
An account in the Cincinnati Inquirer (September 30, 1927, Newspapers.com) 

reported that Clay Morrison had shot Abner Jewell, and that both Clay and Con were 
recovering. Other newspaper accounts suggest that both Conn and Clay Morrison were 
arrested (Louisville Courier-Journal, September 18, 1927, Newspapers.com). 
 

Brothers Wounded in Duel In Menifee. Shot Fired Over Mother’s Shoulder 
Hits One; Other in Hills, is Report. Special to the Courier-Journal. Mt. 
Sterling, Ky Sept 17 – 
 
Near Rothwell, Menifee County last night, Conn Morrison, 50 years old, 
and Floyd Morrison, 45, became engaged in a quarrel at their home and a 
shooting affray resulted. Mrs. Morrison, the aged mother of the boys, is said 
to have tried to separate them. Floyd Morrison then is said to have reached 
across his mother’s shoulder and shot his brother. The bullet went through 
the shoulder blade and ranged downward into the back. After being 
wounded, Conn Morrison, it is alleged, drew his revolver and shot Floyd 
several times. 
 
Following the shooting, Floyd Morrison escaped into the mountains and has 
not been located. It is not known how badly he is wounded. Conn Morrison 
was moved to the Presbyterian Hospital at Frenchburg. It is not thought that 
the wound will result fatally unless complications result. 
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Conn Morrison is under indictment to appear for trial at Frenchburg next 
Wednesday on a charge of murder, it being alleged that he killed a man 
named Jewell in a fight near the Jewell and Morrison homes last spring 
[error, this was in September of 1926].  

 
A search for a land sale from Frank Day to Ben Jewell was not successful. Frank 

Day was a son of John C (Calvin) Day, who in 1914 sold the 100 acres tract that eventually 
contained the Eli Elkins Site to Abner, Thomas and Mary Jewell (Figure 3.14), for $1 
(Ancestry.com). J. C. Day had received this land from the Kentucky Land and Supply 
Company, also for $1. The President of the Kentucky Land and Supply Company was 
Judge B. F. Day of Mt. Sterling, an older brother of J. C. Day.  

 
Descendants of Abner Jewell provided the Jewell family perspective.  They noted 

that the dispute between the Jewell and Morrison families was more complex than was 
reported in the newspapers. Jewell family members were told that members of the Morrison 
family would not accept Ben and Abner’s claim that they had not provided the authorities 
with information on the stills operated by Morrison family members.  Even if this is true, 
it is not surprising Ben Jewell only mentioned the uncertainty of land ownership as the 
cause of the dispute when he spoke with reporters.  

 
Another possible cause of anger toward Ben Jewell by Conn and Clay Morrison 

may have been Ben’s involvement with their cousin Mattie Morrison (Figure 3.21). On 
July 3, 1916, Menifee County Court filed a charge of bastardy against Ben Jewell, with 
Mattie Morrison (Order Book 7:329). The case was dismissed on September 4, 1916 (Order 
Book 7:341). The Hatton cemetery in Menifee County includes the burial of Annie Jewell, 
infant of Mattie Morrison, born May 14, 1916, died August 27, 1916 (Ingram 1981).  

 
Efforts to obtain court files from the Menifee Circuit Court about the trial 

mentioned in the newspaper article were unsuccessful. Clay was found in the 1930 census 
as a prisoner in the state penitentiary in Frankfort. He is likely the same Clay Morrison 
found in the 1940 census living in Magistrate District 4 of Menifee County, though the age 
(30) seems slightly young. This Clay Morrison had an eight-year-old daughter. If this is 
the correct Clay Morrison, he likely just spent a few years in prison. Conn Morrison was 
not located in the 1930 census but was found in the 1940 census living in nearby Powell 
County, working as a cook at a Veteran’s Camp.  

 
Anderson Pitts and Leaner (Allen) Jewell 

 
Regardless which points of tension between the Morrison and Jewell families led 

to the September 1926 violence, the death of Abner Jewell was devastating for Leaner 
Jewell and their five children. By 1929, Leaner had married Anderson Pitts, a local 
widower, whose wife Jemima (“Mimi”) Profitt had died the year after Abner was killed 
(Figures 3.16 and 3.18). Anderson is shown in Figure 3.22 at a much older age. Alpha Pitts 
Wells, granddaughter of Anderson Pitts (Figure 3.18), recalled that Anderson sold 
Saymans Products (household products, such as spices, soaps, cough syrups and salves 
etc., see Chapter 5) throughout Menifee County at the time he married Leaner, but that 
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In 1929, Anderson Pitts and Leander Jewell Pitts paid $225 to J. R. Caudill, a 
Menifee County lawyer and judge, to clear a mortgage on the property. This deed explains 
that a mortgage to J. R. Caudill had been issued by Thomas Jewell (date not given), but the 
deed was lost and never recorded. Thomas joined Mr. Caudill in 1929 in giving a clear 
deed to this land to Anderson Pitts and Leaner Jewell Pitts. Acreage was once again not 
specified. The payment for this transaction is interesting, and reinforces the difficult 
financial times experienced by Leaner and Anderson. The $225 price was comprised of a 
$125 promissory note, one cow worth $85 and one calf worth $15.  
 

That this property encompasses the Jewell site, at the mouth of Big Amos Creek, is 
confirmed by the 1930 census (Table 3.8), which shows the Anderson Pitts/Leaner Jewell 
family adjacent to Eli Elkins and other consistent neighbors. Leaner and Anderson’s 
descendants confirmed that the family lived there. The 1939 census lists Anderson Pitts as 
a farmer. Their household was composed of Anderson, Leaner and children Steve, Samson, 
Ernie, and Carrie from Anderson’s previous marriage to Jemima Profitt, and children 
Herbert, Gladys, Albert, and Ethel from Leaner’s previous marriage to Abner Jewell (Table 
3.8). Leaner and Anderson would soon have one child together, Betty Pitts (Figure 3.15); 
she lived at the Jewell site for a few years. 

 
Anderson and Leaner sell the farm 

 
When Anderson was elected assistant jailor for Menifee County (circa 1935), the 

Anderson Pitts and Leaner Jewell Pitts family moved to Frenchburg.  At that time, he 
continued his Saymans Products sales, which were easier in town, where customers could 
pick up goods from his house. In 1939, Anderson and Leaner Pitts sold the land on the East 
Fort of Indian Creek to Clay Williams, for $1. Again, acreage is not specified. Leaner and 
Anderson’s marriage had ended by the mid-1940s, when Anderson was living with his son 
Steve. Eventually many Jewell family members, beginning with Sylvia Jewell and her 
husband Obie Profitt, and including Leaner, migrated to Ohio, with many working in 
factory jobs. Some of their experiences are discussed in Chapter 8.  

 
Clay Williams, the last owner of the Jewell site, was listed in the 1910 census as a 

farmer, but by the 1920 census he was listed as a merchant in Frenchburg (Figure 3.23). 
His father, James Harvey Williams, was listed as a merchant in Frenchburg in the 1880 
census, so Clay carried on a family tradition. It is certain that the Leander Jewell Pitts/ 
Anderson Pitts family knew Clay Williams well. In the 1940 census, the Jewell/Pitts family 
was enumerated in Frenchburg, renting a house just a few houses away from Clay 
Williams. One possible explanation for the $1 sale price for the transfer of their Indian 
Creek property to Clay Williams is that Leaner and Anderson traded this land for credit at 
Williams’ grocery store. There is no indication that Clay Williams ever occupied the 
property. Conversations with his granddaughter Charlotte Neftzer (then of Frenchburg) 
confirmed that Clay Williams owned several rental properties that he never occupied, 
always keeping his residence in Frenchburg.  
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Table 3.8. 1930 Census. 
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88/88 Thompson, K. H. Head 58 M   Oh Oh Oh Gager, oil field 
 “, Dona Wife 42 M   Ky Ar Ky  
 “, Otto Son 25 M   Ky Oh Mo Farm laborer 
 “, Edward Son 23 S   Ky Oh Mo Farm laborer 
 “, Arshie Son 21 S   Ky Oh Mo Mechanic, auto shop 
 “, John Son 18 S x  Ky Oh Mo Farm laborer 
 “, Alma Daughter 16 S x  Ky Oh Mo  
 :, Louise Daughter 14 S x  Ky Oh Mo  
 “, Clint Son 11 S x  Ky Oh Mo  
 “, Glady Daughter 9 S x  Ky Oh Mo  
 “, Myrtle Daughter-in-law 22 M   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Bethel Granddaughter 2 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Pearl Granddaughter 1 S   Ky Ky Ky  
89/89 Brannon, Wilson Head 83 W      Farmer, owns 
 Hurt, Frank Boarder 24 M   Ky Wv Ky Farm laborer 
 “, Golden Boarder 24 M   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Edna Boarder 4 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Chalmer Boarder 2 S   Ky Ky Ky  
90/90 Pitts, Anderson Head 55 M   Ky Ky Ky Farmer, owns 
 “, Lee Anna Wife 38 M   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Steve Son 18 S   Ky Ky Ky Farm laborer 
 “, Samson Son 15 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Ernie Son 10 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Carrie Daughter 8 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 Jewell, Sylvia Stepdaughter 18 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Herbert Stepson 17 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Gladys Stepdaughter 12 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Albert Stepson 9 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Ethel Stepdaughter 4 S   Ky Ky Ky  
91/91 Elkins, Harvey Head 53 M   Ky Ky Ky Farmer, own 
 “, Nettie Wife 48 M  x Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Booker Son 18 S   Ky Ky Ky Farm laborer 
 “, Alora Daughter 17 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Harlan Son 14 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Esther Daughter 12 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Livvy Daughter 9 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Alice Daughter 6 S   Ky Ky Ky  
92/92 Elkins, Eli Head 27 M   Ky Ky Ky [says none], rents 
 “, Ruth Wife 27 M   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Maezella Daughter 8 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Clayton Son 6 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Jesse Son 5 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Elwood Son 2 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Marion Son 3/12 S   Ky Ky Ky  
93/93 Taylor, Stanley Head 24 M   Ky Ky Ky Farmer, rents 
 “, Anna Wife 24 M   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Roberta Daughter 2 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Nelson Son 6/12 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Arlie Cousin 23 S   Ky Ky Ky  
94/94 Phelps, Volney Head 34 M   Ky Ky Ky Farmer, owns 
 “, Bessie Wife 35 M   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Lexie Daughter 13 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Helen Daughter 9 S x  Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Walter J Son 5 S   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Alma Daughter 4 S   Ky Ky Ky  
95/95 :, James Head 58 M   Ky Ky Ky Farmer, owns 
 “, Lula Wife 57 M   Ky Ky Ky  
 “, Edward Son 24 S   Ky Ky Ky Farm laborer 
 “, Mary Daughter 17 S   Ky Ky Ky  
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44, and as a laborer in the log woods. Boyd’s Ingram’s household included three of his 
daughters, a granddaughter, and Ruth Elkins, wife of Eli Elkin, listed as a Lodger.  

 
Elkins family tradition is that Ruth Elkins was at this time separated from Eli 

Elkins; she would later marry Boyd Ingram and move to the greater Cincinnati area with 
him (see below in Elkins site discussion and in Chapter 8). Since Ruth Lawson Elkins, 
daughter of Garrett Lawson, was living in the house headed by Boyd Ingram, it is possible 
that Garrett Lawson also lived in the house for a short time before or after 1940, his 
occupation there missed by the one-day snapshot of the 1940 census. That the house they 
lived in might be the Jewell house is supported by the fact that Don Fig was told Garrett 
Lawson was the last occupant of the Jewell house. The occupation of the larger Boyd 
Ingram family might simply have been forgotten by those who passed the information 
down to Don Fig, or Garrett Lawson might have stayed at the house after the Ingram family 
moved out, or he moved in after they left. Regardless, Garrett would have been connected 
to the house by his daughter Ruth. The other renter on the 1940 census page is Dock 
Mullins. He is known to have rented the Harve Elkins log house, discussed in more detail 
below.  Harve and Nettie Elkins were by this time living in Powell County, though they 
had not sold their East Fork of Indian Creek property. 

 
The final transaction for the Jewell/Pitts property was it sale by Clay Williams to 

the U.S. Government in 1941, for $276.68. Finally, after a series of transactions with vague 
descriptions not giving the acreage, a fully surveyed transfer with acreage was involved. 
The land was surveyed to 65.1 acres (Figure 3.12). How the tract had decreased from 100 
to 65.1 acres is not known. Possibly the earlier sizes were only rough estimates, or the 
variance reflects increases in the accuracy of surveying between the early 1900s and 1941.  

 
 

ELI ELKINS SITE LAND OWNERSHIP AND OCCUPATION 
 
To understand the Eli Elkins site, which is located on the tract transferred from 

Abner Jewell to Alex Moore in 1914, the history of another tract owned by an heir of the 
Leslie Jewell needs to be understood. This is the tract that was purchased in 1911 by Harve 
and Nettie Elkins, west of the Jewell homestead. The first transfer of this tract was when 
Lulu Jewell Tiffany sold it, as a 100-acre tract, to William (Billy) Branham in 1905, for 
$65. Billy was the husband of Lulu’s sister Emeline. Family members suggest Billy came 
to Menifee from Pike County, but little else is known of his ancestry. Emeline is the only 
other child of Leslie Jewell other than Abner for which a photograph was located (Figure 
3.24). This photograph shows William Branham and several children in the foreground, 
while Emeline can barely be seen in the background in a doorway. Family members recall 
that Billy Branham delivered groceries by wagon from Frenchburg stores. He may be 
wearing a badge, indicative perhaps as status as a Justice of the Peace or Deputy Sheriff, 
which might give more context for the inclusion of a gun in the photo.  

 
It is not clear if the Branhams lived on this land, since they only held it for a few 

months, from June 1905 to February 1906, when they swapped this 100-acre tract to 
George W. (Washington) Eggelston for land up on McCausey Ridge. Family history 







 

 
Figure 3.27. Elkins Family Tree. 
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The Harve Elkins tract was not traced to the present, but only to 1939 when Harve 
and Nettie conveyed it to their youngest son Booker in return for Booker’s promise to care 
for them. A three-year oil and gas lease made by Harve and Nettie Elkins to J. R. Hicks 
and Wm B. Kash of Frenchburg was found in the Menifee Court Order Book 5:81. Family 
members recall that the oil drilling conducted damaged much of the farm. The last family 
owners were descendants of Harve and Nettie’s daughter Ellis and her husband John 
Centers (see Centers on the plat map of Figure 3.13). The land later passed out of the family 
and is still privately owned today. By 1939, Harve and Nettie had twice moved to Ohio but 
had returned and by 1940 had relocated to the Furnace area of Powell County where their 
son Booker was living. It is likely that the Dock Mullins household enumerated in the 1940 
census two houses from Eli Elkins, next to Boyd Ingram, represents the Mullins occupation 
of the Harve and Nettie log house. Nettie’s grandfather was a Mullins, so Dock may have 
been a relation. Little more is known of Nettie except that she served as a midwife for 
families on Indian Creek. Local residents MaryEtta Day and Ralph Smallwood both 
mentioned that Dock and Ollie Mullins lived briefly in the Harve Elkins house, while Dock 
was involved in drilling oil wells on Indian Creek. The Mullins family was listed in the 
1940 census with $2 monthly rent. Another person who drilled for oil on Indian Creek was 
Sam Rule, as recalled by Eugene Peck. 

 
Alpha Wells, granddaughter of Anderson Pitts who had visited the Jewell/Pitts 

house many times in the 1920s and 1930s, was the first person to identify the occupants of 
Elkins Site as Eli and Ruth Elkins and their children. This information was confirmed by 
Audrey Eggleston Wynn, who lived up on McCausey Ridge and as a child (in the mid- to 
late 1930s) and saw the Eli Elkins house while retrieving cattle that had strayed down the 
steep path following Big Amos Creek to its mouth at the East Fork of Indian Creek. No 
deeds could be found suggesting Eli Elkins owned this or other land in Menifee County, 
and instead this tract traced back to Alex (sometimes Alec, or Aleck, or Elick) Moore, who 
had purchased it in 1914 from Abner, Thomas, and Mary Jewell as a 50-acre tract.  

 
Mr. Alex Moore (Figure 3.28) was, like the Elkins family, from Pike County. When 

he first came to Menifee County is not known, but he was listed in the 1910 census in 
Menifee County, in the 6th Magistrate precinct (post office Mariba, the East Fork of Indian 
Creek area was in the 1st Precinct). Alex Moore was not found in the 1900 census. Alex’s 
September 1918 World War I draft card (Ancestry.com) listed Alex and his first wife Lou 
as living in Furnace, Estill County, with Alex working as a teamster for the Federal Oil 
Company. By the 1920 census, Alex was listed on Upper Beaver Creek of Menifee County, 
and his mother Rebecca Moore was listed in his household with his children, his wife Sarah 
Lou having died in 1919.  

 
It is possible that Alex Moore learned about this land on the East Fork of Indian 

Creek through his connections to the Harve Elkins family. Mr. Moore was a “fictive” if not 
real second cousin once removed to Harve Elkins, via common descent from William “W. 
B.” Branham of Pike County (Figure 3.27). This relationship is complex. Alex’s surname 
Moore came from the maiden name of his mother, Rebecca Moore Branham. Rebecca had 
in 1867 married Wilson Branham of Pike County, a brother to Harve’s maternal 
grandfather James Wesley Branham (Figure 3.27). The 1880 census shows a very unusual 
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situation in that Rebecca Branham was enumerated twice, first listed as “left home” in the 
household of her husband Wilson Branham in Pike County, and then listed as Rebecca 
Branham, niece, in the household of Marshall Mullins Jr. (really her first cousin twice 
removed, the cousin of her grandmother Ollie Mullins) in Wise, Virginia. Rebecca’s five-
year-old son George W. Branham was with her in the Mullins household. Rebecca’s son 
Alex was not yet born at the time of census enumeration but was born June 30, 1880.  It 
seems by his birth Rebecca had resumed her maiden surname, or at least she gave her 
maiden surname Moore to her child Alex.  

 

Figure 3.28. Alex (Eleck) Moore circa 1950 
(from Ancestry.com, mabry meadows tree). 

 
Rebecca’s former husband, Wilson Branham, also moved to Menifee County, 

though the exact date of his move is not known. The name Wilson Branham is frequently 
seen in county records, such as a Circuit Court Commissioner or possible as a Justice of 
the Peace or in other official roles, and in the land records as early as 1894 (Menifee County 
Deed Book K:33). The Menifee County marriage records show a Wilson Branham 
marrying a Martha E. Amburgey in 1897. In the 1910 census, Wilson and Elizabeth 
Branham were listed as hh #121 of Precinct 1, just eight households away from the Jewells 
(Table 3.6). The relationship of the Elkins branch of Branhams (Figure 3.27), to Emeline 
Jewell’s husband William “Billy” Branham (Figure 3.15), also from Pike County, remains 
unknown. Research in Ancestry.com or with family members was inconclusive, made 
especially difficult by the commonness of the name William Branham and Wilson 
Branham, in both Pike and Menifee counties.  
 

Possibly Alex Moore was not an actual blood relative to Harve and Eli Elkins, 
though his half-siblings were. Regardless, Alex Moore’s actions suggested a close social 
relationship, or a fictive kinship (with the social relationships overriding the biological) to 
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Unfortunately, no photograph of the Eli Elkins family has been found in front of 
their house adjacent to the school. Local residents, including Alpha Wells, Audrey 
Eggleston Wynn, Jackie Smallwood, Ralph Smallwood and Ray Elkins (youngest son of 
Eli, age 4 in 1940 census) all recall the house as a small one-story plank or box house. 
Some recalled possibly a chicken house or small shed near it. Ray Elkins recalled that any 
larger barns were located across the creek on Harve Elkins land, which Eli and his family 
helped farm. Eli’s children Daliaha Elkins and Mark Elkins (Figure 3.27) recalled Eli 
telling them he kept cows, mules (the main source of traction for plowing), and chickens 
and dogs when he lived in Menifee County. Eli was known to be very accurate with a gun, 
as was his son Elwood, and both furnished wild game for the family’s meals. 
 

Elkins family history holds that though Eli did some logging, he was known to 
make most of his money by moonshining. He was known for producing a high-quality 
product, which he sweetened with paw paws that grew on the Harve Elkins farm. He was 
known to avoid government agents by hiding in trees, and to have buckshot in his legs from 
less successful encounters with law enforcement officers. Similarly, Eli’s father Harve 
Elkins was known for making peach brandy in a cave on his land, this production protected 
by his practice of providing a share to local revenue agents. At least one deed refers to a 
cave on this land as Withrow Cave (Menifee County Deed Book F:588). 
 

Exactly when the marriage of Eli and Ruth failed is not known, but by the time of 
the next census, 1940, Ruth had moved out of the house and was listed as a lodger in the 
neighboring house of Boyd Ingram (Table 3.9, possibly the Jewell house), a widower 
whom she later married. Records from the Toles family tree on Ancestry.com suggests that 
Boyd may have been widowed three times by 1940, having married first in 1915 to Millie 
Bailey who died by 1930, then in 1930 to Biddy Claypool who died in 1933, and again in 
1933 to Katherine Jones, who died in 1939.  Boyd Ingram and Ruth Lawson Elkins 
eventually moved to the northeast side of Cincinnati. 

 
In 1940, Eli Elkins was identified as head of his household and almost certainly 

still living at the Elkins site, with his sons Clayton, Jessie, Elwood, Marion, and Raymond. 
His occupation is listed as farm laborer, with his son Clayton listed as a farm laborer. Eli 
is listed as owning his home, but it is only worth $50, a very low value compared to 
neighboring houses (see Chapter 8 for analysis of economic data from the 1940 census).  
With the dissolution of Eli and Ruth’s marriage, Ruth left first. Eli and his sons left 
sometime after 1940, certainly by 1945, when Eli married Florine Caudill of Powell 
County. Family history suggests Eli and Florine lived in Powell County for some time 
before moving to the northeast side of Cincinnati, around the community of Loveland, and 
then closer to Middletown, by the late 1950s. Eli, Florine, and daughter Mazella worked at 
the Rossi fireworks plant, and Eli also worked at the Kings Mill Powder plant and 
elsewhere (see Chapter 8 analysis of migration). Eli and Florine had eight children. The 
youngest two children, Joseph Mark and Daliaha, provided important information on the 
family’s history.  

 
It is not likely that anyone else lived in the Eli Elkins house after this family left in 

the 1940s. The house was described as small and not well-built; its attraction for the Elkins
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Table 3.9. 1940 Census. 
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125 $250, Own 
Adams, Robert (head is 
Leonard Adams) Son 12 S x 5 In   

  “, Leonard, Jr Son 8 S  1 In   
  “, Roderick Son 3 S   In   
126 $100, Own Phelps, Jim Head 68 Wd  2 Ky Farmer  
127 S100, Own Hurt, Frank Head 34 M  4 Ky Farmer  
  “, Golden A Wife 34 M  4 Ky   
  “, Edna Daughter 14 S  6 Ky   
  “, Chalmer Son 12 S  4 Ky   
  “, Dortha Jean Daughter 9 S  2 Ky   
  “, Nannie Daughter 7 S  1 Ky   
  “, John D Son 6 S   Ky   
  “, Franklin Daughter 4 S   Ky   
  “, Bonnie Daughter 2/12 S   Ky   
128 $50, Own Elkins, Eli Head 37 M  4 Ky Farmer 30 
  “, Clayton Son 15 S  4 Ky Farm labor 150 
  “, Jessie Son 14 S  2 Ky   
  “, Elwood Son 12 S  1 Ky   
  “, Marion Son 11 S  1 Ky   
  “, Raymond Son 4 S  0 Ky   

129 $5, Rent Ingram, Boyd Head 44 Wd  4 Ky 
Laborer, 
logwoods 124 

  “, Bertha Daughter 16 S  3 Ky   
  “, Ruby Daughter 13 S  4 Ky   
  Bowman, Rylen Daughter 19 M  6 Ky   
  “, Roselynn F. Granddaughter 1 S  0 Ky   
  Elkins, Ruth Lodger 36 M  3 Ky   
130 $2, Rent Mullins, Dock Head 33 M  3 Ky Farmer 200 
  “, Ollie O Wife 38 M  4 Ky   
  “, Reece Son 18 S  4 Ky Farm labor  
  “, Clarence Son 15 S  3 Ky   
  “, Reva M Daughter 13 S  2 Ky   
  “, Shelby Son 11 S  2 Ky   
  “, Sherwood Son 9 S  2 Ky   
  “, Arlie E Daughter 5   0 Ky   
  “, Kathleen Daughter 3   0 Ky   
  “, Kenneth Son 9/12   0 Ky   
  Day, Rose Sister in law 57 S  0 Ky   
131 $100, Own Morrison, Carl Head 38 M  0 Ky Farmer 75 
  “, Anna R Wife 32 M  4 Ky   
  “, Elzie Son 9 S  6 Ky   
  “, Chester Son 5 S  3 Ky   

 
family was its proximity to the Harve and Nettie Elkins house and farm, where everyone 
helped with farm chores and shared in the produce.  But by the early 1940s, Harve and 
Nettie had moved to Powell County to be near their son Booker. Alex Moore died in 1953 
and the land passed to his son Harvey and other heirs, who sold it in July of 1991 to the 
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Nature Conservancy. Family members who had visited the land near the time of the sale to 
the Nature Conservancy do not recall anyone living on the property. 
 

Kenneth Pitts recalled that his father Steve Pitts, son of Anderson Pitts from his 
first marriage to Mimi Profitt (Figure 3.18), had an arrangement to cut timber on the Alex 
Moore lands. Likely the Moore family had arrangements with others to cut timber off this 
land. The sale to the Nature Conservancy gave the parcel size as 30.99 acres; possibly the 
reduction from the original 50 acres specified in the 1914 deed from the Jewell family to 
Alex Moore resulted from the first precise survey of the tract. The Nature Conservancy 
was at this time buying land to facilitate conveyance to the U.S. Government for inclusion 
into the Daniel Boone National Forest, which was completed two months later in a 
September 1991 deed (Figure 3.14). 
 
 
EAST FORK SCHOOL SITE LAND OWNERSHIP AND OPERATION 
 

Very little was found in the deed records pertaining to the East Fork School site, 
and no records are available from the Menifee County Board of Education. The half-acre 
lot for the school was conveyed in 1906 by Thomas and Abner Jewell to the Menifee 
County School District No. 36, for $30. This was the only deed found for the school lot. 
Once abandoned by the school board, probably in the early 1940s, the land likely was 
absorbed into the surrounding tract that had been conveyed by the Jewell family to Alex 
Moore, in 1914. It does show as a separate parcel on the U.S. Forest Service map of the 
Alex Moore tract (Figure 3.13). 
 

The East Fork School was one of many rural school districts in Menifee County, 
with most schools being one room and going up to the eighth grade. Don Fig, in his Tales 
of the Red River Gorge, gives the construction date of the East Fork School as 1900. It is 
possible that several years passed between construction of the school and recording the 
transfer in 1906, but it is just as likely that the oral tradition available to Don Fig was a bit 
vague. This school was a typical one room school. No persons who attended this school 
have been found to provide details on its construction, interior, or curriculum. Betty Pitts, 
daughter of Leaner Jewell Pitts and Anderson Pitts, recalled that her family crossed the 
creek to get to the school on a large flattened log that was laid across the creek; she recalls 
it being so slick that once when she was trying to follow her older siblings to school, the 
water was high and knocked her off. Betty did not attend the East Fork School, her family 
moving to Frenchburg just before she was of school age.  
 

Three photographs of the East Fork School have been located. The first, shown in 
Figure 3.30, was taken circa 1913 or 1914, and provided by McCausey Ridge resident 
MaryEtta Day. MaryEtta received this photograph from her neighbor Opal Smallwood, 
who told her the date and that the child in the front row, fourth from the left, was one of 
his brothers. No other children have been identified, but Mr. Smallwood indicated that 
Jewells, Smallwoods, and Morrisons were among the families who attended. While the 
focus of this photograph is the 44 students and teacher (Maude Palmer), the backdrop of 
the building, a side elevation, provides some detail on its construction. The school is 
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East Fork School Teachers 
 

Limited information on teachers at the East Fork School is available from oral 
history, and the census records. Maude Palmer was one of the early teachers, enumerated 
in the 1910 census. Her descendants, who live in Ohio, identified her as the teacher in the 
circa 1913 photograph of the school provided to us by MaryEtta Day (Figure 3.30). Maude 
was the daughter of local farmer and entrepreneur Shelby Palmer, recorded by Don Fig as 
having built the East Fork School circa 1900 (Fig 2007:25).  

 
The Palmer family lived on the Red River near the mouth of Indian Creek and 

Maude likely boarded with local families during the school week. Maude may have only 
taught a short time, as she married John Garrett and moved with him to Kyle, Ohio (near 
Dayton) in 1914. The seven descendants of Maude Palmer who visited the East Fork 
School site in the summer of 2016 (Figures 1.2 and 3) recalled Maude reading to children 
and quoting them whimsical poetry by Ogden Nash.  
 

Local residents Eugene Peck, Jackie Smallwood, Alpha Wells, and Kenneth Pitts 
remembered another teacher at the East Fork School, Silas Bibb Rainey. Mr. Rainey also 
taught at other area schools such as at the Leatherwood school while Kenneth Pitts’ father 
Steve Pitts was his pupil. Mr. Rainey was known by his middle name Bibb. Alpha Wells 
recalled that Bibb Rainey had graduated from Hazel Green Academy in 1901. Bibb Rainey 
would have been 19 years old. In his later years, Mr. Rainey rented a house from Kenneth 
Pitts’ father Steve Pitts. Kenneth Pitts recalled him as a very unusual man, who typically 
dressed formally in a three-piece suit, and had a nickname as the “bank of Menifee,” 
because he often loaned money to farmers. Kenneth Pitts recalled an excursion to the Band 
Mill Bottom area of the East Fork of Indian Creek, with Mr. Rainey when Kenneth was a 
small boy (likely the late 1940s). The goal of the excursion was for Kenneth Pitt’s father 
Steve Pitts to take Mr. Rainey to a wahoo tree so Mr. Rainey could collect bark for 
medicinal purposes. Along the way, Mr. Rainey told Steve and Kenneth Pitts that he could 
calculate the flow of water through the culvert in the low water bridge on the East Fork of 
Indian Creek and recalled how he had solved a calculus calculation at the Hazel Green 
Academy that had stumped all the other students and even his teacher. 
 

Mr. Rainey’s education at Hazel Green Academy illustrates one-way Menifee 
County residents received a higher education than was available at the local one room 
schools, which typically only went to the eighth grade, or the Presbyterian high school in 
Frenchburg after its founding in 1909 (Ingram 1986). The Hazel Green Academy was 
formed in 1880, chartered by the Kentucky Legislature under the leadership of local Hazel 
Green Senator William O. Mize, a merchant, with much encouragement from his wife Lou 
Cockrill Mize. William Mize was joined by two other Hazel Green merchants, J. T. Day 
and Green Berry Swango, each putting up $500, for the founding of the school. J. W. 
McGarvey of the College of the Bible in Lexington, and R. T. Mathews, who represented 
the Women of Kentucky, also were trustees. The Hazel Green Academy literature referred 
to it as the “Mother Mission School,” as its early date of 1880 was far ahead of most other 
higher education mission schools in the area. It was intended to serve students from Wolfe 
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commenced. This scale of logging required the establishment of sawmills, and construction 
of tram roads and rail roads to get the timber to markets. At that time, logging became more 
commercialized, with the influence of outside capitol initially from local economic centers 
such as Mt. Sterling, and eventually from national level firms.  

 
The Union City Lumber Company of Union City, Michigan came to the East Fork 

of Indian Creek, area in the late 1890s, and logged until about 1910, at which point local 
businessmen continued tie production for a few years. The Union City Lumber Company 
created the Red River Valley Railroad, which was connected to the national level C&O 
railroad at Rothwell, east of Frenchburg. While more research would be needed to work 
out the details, it appears that these large investors, such as Lewis Apperson of Mt. Sterling 
(lawyer for the C&O), B. F. Day and J. C. Day of the Kentucky Land and Supply, 
Company, originally from Morgan and Menifee counties but later from Mt. Sterling, J. W. 
Clay of Mt. Sterling, and the Michigan or Ohio-based directors of the Union City Lumber 
Company, often collaborated in their logging businesses.  

 
The Red River Valley Railroad ended at the mouth of Big Amos Creek at a station 

called Apperson (after Lewis Apperson, lawyer and judge from Mt. Sterling and lawyer 
for the Red River Valley Railroad). Apperson had rail-based mail service at least up to 
1910, and possibly a store. The one-room East Fork School was established from 1906 to 
the early 1940s. The first schoolhouse was a plank building built by local farmer and 
entrepreneur Shelby Palmer, and his daughter Maude was one of the early teachers. The 
schoolhouse was rebuilt by the early 1920s and served the local area students until the early 
to mid-1940s. One of the last teachers was Lexie Phelps, who lived up on McCausey Ridge 
and had attended Morehead Normal School.  

 
The Jewell family may have relocated, or at least rebuilt a house to be near the 

activity of Apperson in 1898. This is the Jewell site excavated as part of this project. A 
great flood in 1882 may have destroyed the first Leslie Jewell house; whether it was at the 
same location is uncertain. The Jewell family at the least participated in the logging by 
providing lodging for persons from Michigan and other states that had come to work in this 
industry. Though no record was found of Jewell family members working for the Union 
City Lumber Company or selling them land or timber, they did give a right of way through 
their land for the Red River Valley Railroad for only $1, suggesting they had some other 
means (or hopes?) of compensation. At least one Jewell family member married one of the 
loggers. This same pattern is seen at the beginning of the Red River Valley Railroad, at the 
Rothwell station, where Laura Rothwell was married to a railroad tie inspector.  

 
Logging was disastrous for the Jewell family, when in 1926 several members 

(Abner, Ben and his son Butler) were cutting timber on land west of the house, which they 
thought they owned, and got into a dispute over ownership with two members of the 
Morrison family, their neighbors to the west. The result of this dispute was the death of 
Abner Jewell, who with his family was living at the Jewell site at the time. Mortgages taken 
out on the farm suggest financial hardships. By 1930, Leaner Jewell, widow of Abner 
Jewell, married farmer and Saymans Products salesman Anderson Pitts, a local widower 
who brought his children into the Jewell house, making for a large blended family. In the 



83 

mid-1930s Anderson Pitts got a job as assistant jailer in the county jail in Frenchburg, 
where the family relocated. They kept the farm for four years but then sold it to Frenchburg 
merchant Clay Williams, who rented it for a couple of years before selling the farm in 1941 
to the Cumberland National Forest. 

 
 Several interrelated families from Pike County, Kentucky moved to the East Fork 
of Indian Creek in the late nineteenth to early twentieth century. These include W. B. 
Branham, who married Emeline Jewell, and Wilson Branham (relationship to W. B. 
unknown), Wilson’s wife Rebecca’s son Alex Moore, and Wilson’s cousin Harve Elkins 
and his wife Nettie and children. Harve and Nettie Elkins bought the 100-acre tract west of 
the Jewell site tract that had been Lulu Jewell Tiffany’s share of her father Leslie Jewell’s 
estate, and built a log house and established a farm here. Their son Eli married Ruth 
Lawson, whose family farmed up on McCausey Ridge, and they established their small 
boxed house across the creek (to the southeast) from Harve and Nettie. The Eli and Ruth 
(Lawson) Elkins house is the Elkins site excavated as part of this project. Eli continued to 
farm his parent’s land, and did some timber work, animal trapping, and hunting. He also 
produced moonshine on a large scale, and his father produced brandy.  
 

Jewell and Elkins family members also leased oil rights during the early twentieth 
century. None of these activities provided enough income. From the 1920s to 1950s, many 
members of the Jewell and Elkin families migrated to work in the Cincinnati to Dayton, 
Ohio corridor. The dissolution of Eli and Ruth Elkins’ marriage in the early 1940s likely 
hastened the abandonment of the Elkins site sometime in the mid-1940s. After this the 
surrounding land (owned by Alex Moore) was used for farming or growing timber, until it 
was sold to the Daniel Boone National Forest in 1991.  
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CHAPTER 4  
ARCHAEOLOGICAL EXCAVATIONS 

 
 

The Kentucky Archaeological Survey conducted archaeological fieldwork at the 
Jewell (15Mf372) and Elkins (15Mf373) sites between March 29, 2016 and April 19, 2016. 
The work was directed by Dr. Kim A. McBride, with field assistants Sophia Jamaldin, 
Daniel Sea, Emily Phillips, and Josh Thomson. This chapter provides a summary of this 
fieldwork. The focus of this discussion is on soils and cultural features, with basic or 
summary information provided on artifacts recovered.  

 
 

JEWELL SITE  
 
 The Jewell site is a small domestic residence occupied by the Leslie Jewell family 
from 1898 to 1941. It measures 60 m north south by 40 m east west, and is located on the 
north and east side of the East Fork of Indian Creek and south of the mouth of Big Amos 
Branch (Figure 1.1). The site is situated on a narrow elevated terrace between the floodplain 
to the west and a steep upward slope to the east. The site is covered with grass, small bushes 
and saplings (Figures 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3). 
 

Two large piles of roughly dressed sandstone pieces mark former chimney locations 
(Figure 4.3). Both were mapped but not excavated. The maximum distance between the 
chimney rock piles in 18 m (59 ft), and the minimum distance is 7 m (22 ft). Ornamental 
vegetation from the domestic occupation, such as lily plants, can still be seen within the 
center of the site.  

 
Several fire rings have been made from these stones by campers (Figure 4.3). 

Campers also have left scattered beer cans and similar refuse. A gravel Forest Service road 
transverses the eastern edge of the site, turning to the west at the northern edge of the site. 
An old recreational four-wheeler two track road cuts through the middle of the site from 
south to north, running near the sandstone piles that mark the chimneys (Figure 4.3). This 
road possibly goes through the area where the front of the Jewell house was located.  
 

Fieldwork began with cutting small bushes and viney undergrowth and moving a 
large pile of previously cut tree limbs. This was followed by excavation of 76 shovel probes 
at a 10 m interval in the lower lying areas and at a 5 m interval within the more elevated 
area near the piles of sandstone thought to be chimney falls (Figure 4.3). The distribution 
of positive and negative shovel probes helped define site limits and helped in placing ten 
larger excavation units. The number of artifacts recovered from the shovel probes points 
to a fairly limited distribution of artifacts (Figure 4.3), with most of the materials being 
restricted to the rise and sandstone pile area. Number of artifacts per shovel probe were too 
low (the highest being 15) for any sort of meaningful artifact density mapping. Artifacts 
are presented in Tables 4.1 and 4.2. 
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Figure 4.1. Looking Southwest across East Fork of Indian Creek to Jewell site. 
 
 

Figure 4.2. Jewell Site after Minor Clearing, Looking Southwest. 
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Figure 4.3. Site Map, Jewell site. 
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Table 4.1. Artifacts from Shovel Probes at the Jewell site. 
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Activities          
  Clay pigeon     1    
  Hook     1    
Architecture,        
window glass  1 2  3 2 1 5 3 6 2  
Nails, wire whole    1 1   2 1
Wire, fragment     1 1 5   2 1
Unid, fragment    1 2    
  Nut or bolt     1    1
Arms,        
.22 long 1       
Kitchen        
Container glass        
  Milk glass     1    
  Aqua  2 2  1 2 3 2 1 1 3 1  7 2
  Clear     1 1 2 1 1 1  1  1 1
  Light green     6   
  Amethyst     1    1
  Tumbler fragment        1
Paneled, pressed        2
Whiteware/Ir,plain     1 2 4  1  1
Whiteware, Ir,decal        
Porcelain        
Stoneware   1  2 1 3    
Cast iron vessel     1    
Spoon bowl     1    
Screw top     1    
Personal,        
Grommet     1    
Harmonica back     1    
Unid metal      1 1   1 
Chert flake     1   1 
Total 1 3 5 2 3 1 11 10 4 7 5 11 1 4 10 15 5 6 15 4
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Activities         
  Clay pigeon     1    
  Tools, Rat tale file     1    
  Fence staple     1    
Architecture,        
window glass  1   4 1    35
Nails, wire whole        6
Wire, fragment  1 1  1 1 4    
Unid, fragment     1 1 1   
  Nut or bolt     1    
Kitchen        
Machine-made        2
Container glass        
  Milk glass     1    
  Aqua        2
  Clear 1 1 1  5 1 1 1 1 1 2 4 1  20
  Light green 3    1 1 1 1    35
  Amethyst     1    
  Tumbler fragment     1    3
Paneled, pressed    1    
Whiteware/Ir, plain 1  2  4 2 1 2 2 4   19
Whiteware, Ir,decal        1
Porcelain 1       
Stoneware  2 2  1 1    1 7
Tin can     1    
Cast iron vessel     1    
Personal        
Prosser button     1    
Transportation        
Railroad spike     1    1
Unid metal      1    1
Chert flake       1 
Total 6 5 6 1 12 4 14 2 1 1 3 1 4 3 9 9 1 1 1 132
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Table 4.2. Artifacts from the Jewell site. 
Historic Units   
Functional Groups 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  F1 SPs Total
Activities (n=65  1.3 percent)     
Saw blade  1    1
Hook 2 1 3 1   1 8
Fence staple 1 2   1 4
Metal strap band 1 3    4
Clay pigeon frags 3 5 2   2 12
Wire 1 3 7 2 2 1    16
Pulley weight  1    1
File frag  3   1 4
Wrench frag  1    1
C clamp  1    1
Metal collar or pipe fitting   1  1
Bar stock  1    1
Chain links  3    3
Ring  1 2 1    4
Very large spike, ? Tether pin?  1    1
3-IN-One oil bottle fragments  3    3
Architecture (n=1826  36.7 percent)) 
Window glass 33 35 76 44 19 80 24 7 5 21 6 66 416
Nails     
  Wire whole 145 71 129 1 13 16 1 4   18 398
  Wire, frag 256 73 271 6 67 21 2 3  9  708
  Machine cut  whole 6 1 11    18
  Machine cut, frag 14 3 11 9   6 43
  Unid, frag  12 71 18 91 10 14 3 7  226
  Roofing  1    1
Screw  1 1    2
Very large nail (40d plus)  5 1 1    7
Nut/bolt/washer 3 1 1 1 1   3 10
Arms (n=21)     
Shotgun shell casing 3 2 1    6
Other shell casing 3 1 4 5 1   1 15
Fuel (n=2, .04%)     
Coal  1    1
Charcoal  1    1
Furniture (n=18  0.4 percent)     
Bracket for a pole 1    1
Lantern globe glass fragment 1 1    2
Collar for kerosene lamp  1    1
Misc brace  1    1
Cast iron stove fragment  1 1 1 1    4
Wire, twisted with end loops  1    1
Rim lock frag  2    2
Clock gear frag  1 1    2
Porcelain castor frag  1    1
Kitchen (N=2959, 59.5 percent))     
Carnival glass fragment  2 10 2   2 16
Machine made bottle base fragment  2 3   1 6
Glass, unspec container fragment 344 260 393 295 53 151 104 6 34 9 24 67 1740
Canning Jar fragment 15 12 19 13 3 10 5 4  1 67 149
Glass handle fragment  1    1
Glass milk bottle fragment  2    2
Zinc canning jar lid   3    3
Porcelain lid liner fragment  1    1
Glass Candy dish, or  ornamental   2 2 3   2 9
Glass pitcher fragment  5    5
Tumbler fragment 10 3 6 8 5 1 2   2 37
Stemware 1 2 1 3    7
Bottle, medicine, fragment 2 1 2 2 1    8
Bottle, condiment, fragment 1 2    3
Bottle, Unidentified, fragment 4 8 1 1    14
Bottle, Saymans Products fragment 2    2
Bottle opener  1    1
Crown cap  2 1    3
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Table 4.2. Continued. 
Historic Units   
Functional Groups 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 F1 SP Total
Kitchen Continued.     
Tin can frag  1   1 2
Plastic bottle cap, recent  1   1 2
Crock, stoneware, sherd 43 2 113 4 22 2  1 21 208
Bowl, redware  1    1
Refined ceramic tableware sherd  140 25 228 31 33 180 7 6 5 2 4 48 709
Wooden knife handle 1 1    2
Spoon frag 1 1   1 3
Knife blade frag  1    1
Metal handle - small pot  1    1
Enamelware vessel frags   5  5
Cast iron cooking vessel frag 3 11 1 1   2 18
Personal (n=48  0.9 percent))     
Button     
  Prosser (porcelain) 2 2 1 2   1 8
  Glass 1 1 2    4
  Metal disk (coin) 1 1    2
  Metal, overall  1 1    2
  4 hole hard rubber  2    2
Clothing, suspender button 1 1    2
Buckle or buckle frag  1 1 1    3
Snap  1    1
Grommet 1 2 1   1 5
Hair comb frag  1 1   2
Plastic hairband frag 1    1
Glass bead (blue)  1    1
Jewelry, glass earring frag  2    2
Doll frag 3 1    4
Toy, metal gun  1    1
Marble, red swirl glass    1 1
Harmonica back frag  1   1 2
Clay smoking pipe bowl frag 1 1    2
Coin, 1919 and 1975 penny  2    2
Cylinder phonograph record frag  1    1
Transportation (n=20)     
Railroad spike (4 are frags)  5   2 7
Wagon singletree clip frag 1    1
Horseshoe (1 of Unit 1 is frag) 2 2    4
Ox shoe frag  1    1
Horseshoe nail whole 1    1
Horseshoe nail frag  2 2    4
Metal animal tag, “8”  1    1
Snap hook  1    1
Unidentified (n=14  0.3 percent)     
Unid metal 2 1 3 2    8
Unid synthetic  1   5 6
Total 1059 523 1442 422 146 661 198 39 63 36 59 325 4973
Faunal 22 1 8 4 3 1 1  40
Native American Artifacts  2 6 7 5    20
Grand Total 1081 585 1456 433 146 669 198 39 63 37 60 325 5028

 
 

Table 4.3. Jewell site Artifact Density by Provenience. 
 Units   
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 F1 SP Site 
Square meters excavated 
 4 2 7 1 4 4 2 2 2 1 0.2 7.6 34.8 
Artifacts per square meter 
 264.7 261.5 206.0 422.0 36.5 165.3 99.0 19.5 31.5 36.0 295 42.8 142.9 
Note, for volume, Unit 3 measures 9 square meters but the well takes up about 2 meters so 7 square meters is used; 
76 shovel test probes estimated at .1 meter each 
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Artifact Assemblage 

 
The excavation units yielded a similar range of historic artifacts as the shovel 

probes as well as 40 pieces of animal bone (Tables 4.1 and 4.2).  As would be expected for 
a domestic site the vast majority of the historic artifacts were assigned to the kitchen (59.8 
percent) and architectural (36.9 percent) functional groups (Table 4.2).  Of the remaining 
functional groups, only activities related artifacts accounted for more than one percent of 
the assemblage (Table 4.2).  Notably rare were tobacco related objects, with only two clay 
smoking pipe fragments recovered.   

 
The railroad spikes were probably associated with the Apperson railroad station but 

brought to the site for use in playing horseshoes (see Chapter 5). Clay pigeons likely 
represent more recent recreational visitors.  Other artifacts that may have been discarded 
by recreational visitors, include gun shells that date after the mid-1940s and a 1975 penny. 
It is likely that some of the undiagnostic and unmarked bottle glass was discarded by 
recreational visitors, but these items are hard to date or assign an affiliation when the 
fragment size is so small so they are kept within the Jewell assemblage. 

 
The remaining artifacts would certainly have been discarded by the Jewell family 

or relate to the construction, maintenance, and repair of the main residence and 
outbuildings.  Kitchen related items consisted primarily of glass container fragments, 
coarse stonewares, and refined whitewares or ironstones. The primary architectural related 
items were wire nails and window glass.  Activity-related objects consisted of primarily of 
clay pigeon fragments, a 3-IN-ONE oil bottle, and tool fragments. Personal items consisted 
of clothing related buttons and buckles, doll fragments, a marble, parts of a harmonica, and 
a record, and smoking pipes.  Artifacts from livestock, such as horse and ox shoes, 
horseshoe nails, and an animal tag were also recovered, as was a part of a wagon singletree 
clip.  

 
Analysis of the small faunal assemblage recovered from the sites, indicated that by 

frequency, pig then cow were the key animals eaten by the residents of the Jewell site (see 
Chapter 7). The Jewell site pig and cow portions possibly represent animals butchered on 
site and possibly use to produce foods, such as headcheese and foot jelly. The rib and 
vertebrae (pig and cow) and forequarter portions (cow) recovered from the site are 
considered high cost meat portions (Lyman 1987; Milne and Crabtree 2001; Schultz and 
Gust 1983). Their presence suggests the occasional consumption of more costly meats also 
took place at the site. The residents of the Jewell site supplemented their diet with wild 
animals, such as rabbit and groundhog,   

 
An analysis of the ceramic vessels recovered from the site (see Table 5.6) indicates 

that undecorated vessels were by far the most common (n=94 or 67.1 percent) at the site.  
The dominance of plain or minimally decorated white ceramics is in keeping with the rising 
popularity of this style by the late nineteenth century (Wall 1999; Wetherbee 1996). The 
decorated types that appeared in small frequencies include relief molded/scalloped (n=19), 
transfer printed patterns (n=2), Flow Blue transfer printed patterns (n=1); applied decals 
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(n=20), slipped (n=1 from the Jewell site), and gilded rim (n=1). That molded relief and 
applied decals, sometimes called decalcomania, are moderately common is not surprising 
since these ware types became very popular in the late nineteenth to early twentieth century 
(Adams 1980; Majewski and O’Brien 1987; Venable et al. 2000; Wetherbee 1996).  The 
plates dominated (63.5 percent compared to 47.7 percent at the Elkins site), but a few 
serving vessels may relate to the boarding house function of the Jewell site in the early 
1900s (Chapter 5 provides more detail). The economic scaling of ceramics (see Chapter 8) 
suggests a very moderately priced assemblage.  

 
Artifacts with absolute dates on them are rare. Two coins were found on the Jewell 

site, a 1919 penny and a 1975 penny, the latter deposited by recreational visitors and not 
used in dating the site assemblage. Artifacts with known beginning and end production 
dates recovered from the Jewell site include the ceramic makers’ marks, a glass makers’ 
mark or embossing on labels, a specific type of glass called carnival glass, a stamped 
overall button, and a cylinder record (see Table 5.10) The ammunition shells were not used 
as many of these could be from recreational visitors. 

 
A mean ceramic date was not calculated for the site, since the most useful ceramics 

for mean ceramic dating were produced from the eighteenth to mid-nineteenth century 
when ware types and decorative styles changed rapidly with the development of new 
technologies (South 1977, see also Noel-Hume 1969a and b; Price 1979). Mean ceramic 
dating is not very useful for sites from the late nineteenth to middle twentieth century, as 
the ware types had stabilized by this time, and because many of the most popular types, 
such as whitewares and ironstones, are still made today. However, the fact that the Jewell 
site ceramic assemblage does not include any mid-eighteenth to early nineteenth century 
ceramics types, such as creamware or pearlware, offers further support of the assemblages’ 
exclusively late nineteenth to twentieth century date. 

 
Other sources of chronology are nails and window glass. The 1898 Jewell house 

produced an assemblage where machine cut nails (circa 1800-1890) made up only 9.2 
percent of the nail assemblage, the rest being wire nails (Table 4.2). The window glass 
thickness for the Jewell site indicated a production date of 1912, using the Moir (1987) 
formula.   The mean artifact production date of 1913.1 for the Jewell site is quite close to 
the mean occupation date from the historical records of 1919.5 (from an occupation from 
1898 to 1941). Since the intensity of the occupation at the Jewell site after the Jewell/Pitts 
families moved to Frenchburg circa 1935 is very uncertain, consisting of tenants under 
owner Clay Williams, it might make more sense to set the end of occupation at 1935 when 
the Jewell/Pitts left. This would give a mean occupation of occupation as 1916.2, even 
closer to the artifact mean of 1913.1. This similarity of artifact production dates to the site 
occupation dates suggests that the Jewell/Pitts and other possible occupants had very up-
to-date material culture, with little use of heirlooms or otherwise older items.  

 
Native American artifacts recovered from the Jewell site consisted of a light lithic 

scatter (n=23) of debitage (see Chapter 6).  Although the chipped stone assemblage was 
small, it can be said that locally available chert was preferred, and tool production and 
maintenance, as well as the processing of plant or animal remains were activities carried 
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E10 and E20 transects) and reflects cyclical flooding (Figure 4.4:Right). Most profiles in 
this portion of the site exhibited an initial humus zone of very pale brown (10YR7/4) sand 
to sandy loam (Zone IC) extending from 8 to 15 cm below surface, followed by a more 
sandy and less silty (compared to the probes on the higher ground) brown (10YR4/3) sandy 
silt (Zone 1D), to about 40 cm below surface, followed by the typical light yellowish brown 
(10YR6/4) sandy clay subsoil (Zone II) (Figure 4.4:Right). This profile corresponds to 
memories of the Jewell family that the area frequently flooded. Another deviation was seen 
in shovel probe N30E45, located within the two-track road, where Zones IA and IB showed 
mottling of the subsoil (Zone II) clay.  
 

The shovel probe results guided placement of ten larger excavation units (31 square 
meters) (Figure 4.3). These units are described below, with adjacent units described 
together. In these descriptions and profiles, the Zone IA (humus) and Zone IB 
(topsoil/midden) used in the shovel probe description are designated Zone I. Three features 
were documented in these units, a small pit in Units 2 and 4 (Feature 1), a dripline in Units 
5 and 6 (Feature 2), and a well in Unit 3 (Feature 3).  

 
The density of the artifacts within the units (Table 4.3) varies from a low of 19.5 

artifacts per square meter in Unit 8 (near a large brush pile, possibly where a tree was 
located), to a high of 422.0 artifacts per square meter in Unit 4, which contained a large 
amount of very small container glass fragments. Units 1-3 and Feature 1, a small pit in 
Units 2 and 4, all yielded a high density of artifacts. The unit descriptions below identify 
the more unusual artifacts from each unit, with totals and the artifact density also presented.  
 
Unit 1  

 
Unit 1 (2 by 2 m) was placed over a shovel probe that yielded one of the highest 

artifact counts (n=14) at the site. The humus and topsoil/midden (Zone I) consisted of a 16 
cm dark yellowish brown (10YR4/4) silt loam, with small charcoal inclusions. It overlaid 
a light yellowish brown (10YR6/4) sandy clay subsoil (Zone II). A moderately high density 
of artifacts (264.7 artifacts per square meter) was recovered from this unit. The more unique 
artifacts included fragments from two horseshoes and an ox shoe fragment, two iron hooks, 
a fragment of a clay smoking pipe bowl, three doll fragments, a metal bracket that may 
have been mounted on a wall to support a pole (such as for a flag), and two fragments from 
a Saymans Products bottle. The three recovered clay pigeon fragments are likely from 
recreational visitors. 
 
Units 2, 4, and 7 

 
Unit 2 (1 x 2 m) was placed on the opposite side of the two-track road from a high 

artifact density shovel probe (Figure 4.3). At the base the unit, a circular stain (Feature 1) 
was apparent in the northeast corner of Unit 2 (Figure 4.6). To more fully expose this stain, 
a 1 x 1 m unit (Unit 4) was excavated. It was placed to the north and east of Unit 2 to 
encompass all of Feature 1 (Figure 4.3). The northeast corner of this unit appears to have 
been disturbed by the two-track road. Unit 7 (1 x 2 m) was placed to the west of Unit 2, to 
sample additional midden in this area. The dark brown (10YR3/3) humus and silt loam 
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The Feature 3 well is 145 cm in diameter and composed of dry laid stacked rocks 
that could barely be seen through the opening going down into the ground to an unknown 
depth. The rocks were not moved, and the well was not excavated. A couple of large sticks 
were put in the opening sticking up, during the backfilling to mark it. The opening is very 
small and hopefully not too dangerous. 

 
Units 5 and 6  
 

Unit 5 and 6 were each 1 by 4 m units placed end to end to form a 1 by 8 m trench 
that extended across the area where the house may have been located (Figures 4.3 and 4.7). 
This trench could not be extended further to the west, beyond Unit 5, due to the two-track 
road having cut very deeply in this area.  

 
The humus and topsoil/midden (Zone I) in Unit 6 extended to 18 cm below surface 

on the eastern side, close to the well, and about 13 cm below surface on the western end, 
where it abutted Unit 5. At the western end of Unit 5 Zone I was still 13 cm thick. The soil 
was a very dark brown (10YR2/2) silt loam in Unit 6, but near the west end of Unit 6 
became lighter, a yellowish brown (10YR4/3) (Figure 4.8) silt loam. One possible 
interpretation of the change in soil color is that most of Unit 6 was behind the house, where 
trash was often deposited, and Unit 5 was mostly underneath the house, and protected from 
midden development. As the topsoil was removed down to the light yellowish brown 
(10YR6/4) silty clay subsoil, a shallow medium brown (10YR4/3) stain, Feature 2, was 
observed straddling the junction of Units 5 and 6 (Figure 4.7).  

 
Unit 5 had a low density of artifacts (36.5 artifacts per square meter), possibly 

because it was under the house. Unusual artifacts from Unit 5 include a hook, parts of a 
wrench, a C-clamp, a possible fragment from a cast iron stove, and about one third of a 
celluloid record cylinder from the 1912/1913 song “It’s nice when you love a wee lassie” 
by Sir Harry Lauder. Unit 6, which was likely mostly behind the house, had a high density 
of artifacts (165.3 artifacts per square meter). Unusual artifacts from Unit 6 include a spike 
that may be a tether pin, a porcelain furniture castor fragment, two whole horseshoes, and 
a glass bead. 

 
Feature 2  
 

Feature 2 was a 95 cm wide brown (10YR4/3) stain of silt loam, 95 cm wide (Figure 
4.8). It extended three centimeters and was sterile. This stain is likely a dripline, the result 
of water dripping off of the back end of the house. From the description of the house as an 
unpainted plank structure (Chapter 3) it did not likely have gutters, and rain falling from 
the roof would have created a dripline. This feature, together with the two chimney falls, 
helps confirm the location of the back of the house. This dripline could mark the front of 
the house, or the well would have been in the house. The house was known to face west 
toward the creek (Chapter 3). 
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Figure 4.7. Units 5 (under house) and 6 (backyard midden): Top, south 
profile; middle, planview; bottom, photograph looking north showing Feature 2 
(possible dripline). 

 
Unit 8  
 

Unit 8 (1 x 2 m) was located on the southeastern edge of the raised area, under a 
large brush pile (which was moved). The humus and topsoil (Zone I) here was dark 
yellowish brown (10YR3/4) silt loam, which is lighter than this zone in some other units, 
suggesting little midden or organic development here. Zone I only extended to a maximum 
depth of 7 cm below surface, followed by the typical light yellowish brown (10YR6/4) 
sandy clay subsoil (Zone II). Artifact density was very low (19.5 artifacts per square meter). 
The only unusual artifact was a fragment of a clock gear.  
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Possibly the brush pile suggests a tree was located near here. A tree might have 
impeded use of this area to throw out trash or impeded performance of some outside chores 
in this area.  Or the taking down of the tree may have impacted the soils. 
 
Unit 9  

 
Unit 9 (1 x 2 m) was located on the northern end of the elevated area. The brown 

(10YR4/3) silt loam humus and topsoil/midden (Zone I) ranged in thickness from 8 to 12 
cm, followed by the typical light yellowish brown (10YR6/4) sandy clay subsoil (Zone II). 
Artifact density was very low (31.5 artifacts per square meter) but included several 
fragments of a bottle with an embossed lettering for 3-IN-ONE oil.  
 
Unit 10  
 

Unit 10 (1 x 1 m) was placed across the two-track road from Units 5 and 6. It was 
excavated to look for evidence of a front porch or any indictors of the front of the house. 
Unfortunately, excavation revealed that soils in this area had been disturbed by the two-
track road. Zone I dark yellowish brown (10YR4/4) humus and topsoil/midden extended 
to a maximum of 16 cm below surface, followed by light yellowish brown (10YR6/4) clay 
subsoil. Zone I was very mottled with the light yellowish-brown clay subsoil and irregular 
in its surface due to the presence of deep road ruts. Artifact density was very low (36 
artifacts per square meter), probably due to disturbances from the two-track road. Unusual 
artifacts include a fragment of a comb.  
 
Summary 
 

The Jewell site is characterized by two chimney rock piles located in the center of 
the raised terrace not far from the East Fork of Indian Creek. While campers have removed 
rocks from these piles to make campfire rings, the piles are most likely in their original 
position and represent chimneys at the ends of the house. No stones or other signs of a 
foundation were observed. This is not surprising as Alpha Wells noted the house had been 
set on piers (see Chapter 3). Though no signs of these piers were visible, additional 
excavation or even just more aggressive clearing of vegetation might reveal their presence. 
A well (Feature 3) was located close to the back of the house. Ornamental lilies are also 
growing around the central portion of the raised terrace. 

 
Shovel probe and unit excavations at the Jewell site revealed organic midden 

development as represented by darkly stained soils. These soils were darkest in the area 
thought to be backyard of the house and around the well. A dripline in Units 5 and 6 
(Feature 2) indicates the probable location of the back edge of the house. Feature 1, a small 
pit with burned soils around it, found in Units 2 and 4 near where the front porch may have 
been located, provides evidence the residents built a fire in this area, likely for heating 
water to wash clothes or for canning.  

 
The Jewell site investigation resulted in the recovery of late nineteenth/early 

twentieth century material culture assemblages, and generated information about site 
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organization and possible structure locations. At the Jewell site, artifacts were mostly 
restricted to a 50 by 35 meter raised terrace.  

 
Native American use of the site area is represented by a small amount of chert 

flakes.  Although the chipped stone assemblage was small, it can be said that locally 
available cherts were preferred by the Native American inhabitants of the Jewell site, and 
tool production and maintenance, as well as the processing of plant or animal remains were 
activities carried out at this locale. It also can be inferred that this site represents a short-
term occupation, such as a hunting camp, rather than a longer-term residential location.  

 
The site has overall good integrity although the center of the Jewell site has been 

impacted by the modern two-track road made by recreational vehicle use, which hindered 
investigation of the front end of the house. Construction of a Forest Service road has 
impacted the eastern and northern edge of the site and may have resulted in loss of 
information about outbuilding locations. Despite these disturbances, the rest of the site is 
fairly intact and should hold more information about the footprint of the house and material 
culture used by the residents. 
 
 
ELKINS SITE 
 

The Elkins site is an early twentieth century domestic site occupied by Eli and Ruth 
Elkins and children, beginning in 1921.  Ruth had left by the 1940 census but Eli and most 
of the children likely remained until sometime in the mid-1940s (Chapter 3). The site was 
located across the East Fork of Indian Creek from the Jewell site and immediately west of 
the East Fork School, founded in 1906 and operated until the early 1940s (Chapter 3) 
(Figures 1.1 and 4.8-4.11). It is difficult to place a precise boundary between the Elkins 
site and the East Fork School, especially since the latter site was not investigated due to 
previous disturbances.  But likely the two sites are immediately adjacent to one another. 

 
The Elkins site measured 35 m north south by 30 m east west and had been bisected 

by a U.S. Forest Service road (Figure 4.11).  The East Fork of Indian Creek was situated 
to the east of the Jewell site.  Because of a strong bend to the west after flowing past the 
Jewell site, the East Fork of Indian Creek is situated to the north of the Elkins site (Figure 
1.1).  Just to the south of the East Fork of Indian Creek there is a deep linear sunken feature, 
about 10 m wide that appears to be an old road bed (Figure 4.11). An area to the north of 
the road and at the far eastern edge of this site had been disturbed by clearing of brush and 
possibly graded before the initiation of fieldwork (Figures 4.10 and 4.11).  Most of the site 
has small trees and some brush, denser in some areas than others (Figures 4.8 and 4.9).   
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Figure 4.8. Elkins Site South of 
Forest Service Road Looking 
East toward East Fork School. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.9. Elkins Site Looking 
North of Forest Service Road. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.10. Elkins Site Graded 
and Cleared Area Looking East. 
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Figure 4.11. Elkins Site Map. 
 
The two rock piles are located on the southern portion of the Elkins site (Figure 

4.11). They are too close to each other to suggest that the represent two different chimneys.  
It is possible that the rocks have been moved around by campers as they made campfire 
rings, or that one chimney fell into two piles. No other structural indications, such as a 
foundation or small rock piles, that might have been piers, were observed on the surface of 
the site. Nor were depressions that might have been a well or cistern observed. Since the 
area that could be investigated was smaller than at the Jewell site, shovel probes (n=44) 
were excavated at a 5-meter interval. The results of the shovel probing were used to guide 
the placement of eight larger excavation units (19 square meters), though Unit 4 (two 
square meters) was later decided to not be a part of the site (Figure 4.11). All soils from 
shovel probes and units were screened, and all artifacts collected. Metal detecting was 
conducted, mostly to the west of the Elkin site on flatter areas.  The goal of the metal 
detecting was to locate outbuildings or activity areas. As with the Jewell site, the presence 
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of aluminum cans and metal objects associated with modern camping hindered metal 
detecting efforts, and no outbuildings were found. Excavation of a 1 x 2 m unit (Unit 4) to 
the west of the site confirmed that a metal concentration represented the remains of a small 
modern camp (Figure 4.11).  

 
Artifacts were concentrated on the south side of the modern road, and then north of 

the road in one small area just west of the brush pile. Most shovel probes yielded only one 
or two artifacts, although a couple had 10 or 11 artifacts and one had 16 artifacts (Figure 
4.11, Table 4.4). Artifacts consisted of architectural items (window glass and wire nails), 
hardware items (wire or nuts), kitchen items (ceramics, container glass, and fragments from 
a cast iron stove) and personal items (buckles and toys). Artifacts recovered during the 
course of the 1985 survey (n=272), included items such as a cross cut saw blade fragment, 
part of an animal trap, many large pieces of stoneware.   

 
Artifacts from the units and shovel probes (n=1,600) are what would be expected 

from a domestic site (Table 4.5) with no indication of special industrial or production site 
function.  Only three faunal remains were found, with only identifiable fragment being 
from a pig.  Kitchen-related objects account for 64.7 percent of the artifact assemblage.  
This percentage may be somewhat inflated as the assemblage contains a large number of 
very tiny fragments of unidentifiable container glass, some of which could be derived from 
bottles discarded and trampled by campers, but which cannot be identified as such due to 
the breakage. For example, only seven recognizable bottles fragments were recovered, 
compared to 30 fragments recognizable as from bottles from the Jewell site.   

 
Other kitchen-related artifacts consisted of a minimum of 56 ceramic vessels (see 

Table 5.7).  Undecorated (n=27; 61.4 percent) ironstone, whiteware and porcelain vessels 
account for almost two-thirds of the refined ceramic vessels recovered from the Elkins site.  
Decorated refined ceramic types present in small frequencies, include relief 
molded/scalloped (n=12), Flow Blue transfer printed (n=1) and applied decals (n=4).  That 
molded relief and applied decals, sometimes called decalcomania, are moderately common 
is not surprising since these ware types became very popular in the late nineteenth to early 
twentieth century (Adams 1980; Majewski and O’Brien 1987; Venable et al. 2000; 
Wetherbee 1996).  Though plates account for almost fifty percent of the refined ceramic 
vessels, the relatively high percentage of bowls (22.7 percent) may suggest the eating of 
stews and similar foods best served in these types of vessels.  The economic scaling of the 
ceramics (see Chapter 8) suggests a very moderately priced assemblage. Food was stored 
in locally made crocks (minimum of 12 vessels) and mass-produced canning jars (bodies 
and lids) and bottles. The Elkins family made limited use of fancy pressed glass, such as 
Carnival glass and canning jars. 
 

The Elkins assemblage contained architectural (31.0 percent) items, such as nails 
(all wire except for one cut nail), window glass, and a possible metal sheet roofing 
fragment. This paucity of machine-cut nails reflects the circa 1921 construction date of the 
Elkins residence.  A clock gear was found, just as at the Jewell site (suggesting these broke 
frequently?). Artifacts such as a rim lock fragment and porcelain door knob, porcelain 
castors, a draw pull, and a possible porcelain figurine provide the only information on 
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household furnishings (0.7 percent). Arms (0.3 percent) artifacts consist of two shotguns 
shells and three bullet casings, at least one of which is likely from recreational visitors. 
Personal (0.4 percent) items, include buttons, buckles, and a well-preserved piece of shoe 
leather. The only toys found were two doll fragments, and no jewelry or items of personal 
adornment, or music items were found. Nor were tobacco related artifacts found. 
Horseshoe and horseshoe nail fragments were the transportation related artifacts (0.2 
percent) recovered from the site.  
 

Table 4.4. Artifacts from Shovel Probes at the Elkins site. 
 N0 N5 N20 N25 N30 N8 N8 N5 N10 N25 
 E15 E25 E25 E25 E25 E27 E28 E30 E30 E30 
Architecture           
 window glass    1 1  1 1 1  
  Nails Wire, fragment          2 
Kitchen           
 Container glass           
     Aqua 6  2    1 10 1  
     Clear  1        2 
     Amethyst 1          
   Tumbler fragment        1   
   Paneled or pressed glass  1         
  Ceramics,            
    whiteware, plain        4  1 
    Stoneware      1     
Total 7 2 2 1 1 1 1 16 2 5 
 N30 N5 N10 N20 N15 N10 N15 N10 1985  
 E30 E35 E35 E35 E40 E45 E45 E50   
Activities-            
  Sawblade     4    1  
  Hunting trap         1  
  Metal strap         1  
  Wire         2  
Architecture           
window glass 1 1 3      45  
  Nails, wire whole   1 1     9  
     Wire, fragment     4  1  14  
     Unid, fragment         3  
  Nut or bolt         1  
Kitchen           
 Carnival glass         1  
Zinc Lid with Boyd’s milk glass lid liner         1  
 Container glass, milk glass         4  
     Aqua   2 1 3   1 30  
     Clear   3      25  
     Amethyst         2  
      Dark Blue   1        
   Tumbler fragment    1       
  Ceramics, whiteware, plain 2        46  
    Whiteware, Flow Blue         2  
    Whiteware, molded         10  
    Whiteware with green slip      1     
    Porcelain         4  
    Stoneware         50  
  Cast iron vessel frag         1  
  Aluminum handle (modern?)         1  
Personal           
  Prosser button         2  
  Shoe leather fragment         1  
Other           
Animal bone         3  
Unid metal          12  
Total 3 1 10 3 11 1 1 1 272  
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Table 4.5. Artifacts from the Elkins site. 
Historic Units    
Functional Groups 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 F3 SPs Total 
Activities (n=22)   
Hook 1   1
Metal strap band 1  1 2
Wire 4 7  2 13
Ring 1   1
Scissors fragment 1   1
Spike 1   1
Hunting trap  1 1
Sawblade  1 1
Bracket 1   1
Architecture (n=495)   
Window glass 13 17 25 6 28 2  56 147
Nails   
  Wire whole 20 2 9 14 12  11 68
  Wire, fragment 10 15 29 1 33 14 2 21 125
  Machine cut, whole 1   1
   Unid, fragment 2 54 70 9 4 4 2 3 148
Nut, and/or bolt 1 3  1 5
Roofing, corrugated metal 1  1
Arms (n=5)   
Shotgun shell casing 1 1   2
Other shell casing 1 2   3
Fuel (N=4)   
Coal 4   4
Furniture (n=11)   
Cast iron stove fragment 1 1   2
Rim lock fragment 1   1
Clock gear fragment 1   1
Porcelain door knob  1 1
Porcelain furniture castor 1 2   3
Drawer pull  1   1
Porcelain figurine fragment 2   2
Kitchen (n=1035)   
Glass, carnival glass fragments  1 1
Glass, container fragments 67 123 100 9 88 21 2 96 506
Canning jar fragments  20 5 3 2 1  31
Zinc lid/ milk glass lid liner fragments  4 4
Glass Candy dish, or  ornamental  6 1   7
Glass lid for lightening stopper 1   1
Tumbler fragments 1  2 3
Bottle, medicine, fragments 3   3
Bottle, soda, fragments 1   1
Bottle, not identified, fragments 3   3
Crock, stoneware, sherds 5 2 1 2 2  51 63
Refined ceramic tableware sherds 43 51 115 4 91 26 1 9 70 410
Wooden/bone knife handle 1   1
Cast iron cooking vessel frag  1 1
Personal (n=7)   
Buckle 1 1   2
Doll fragments 2   2
Porcelain (prosser) button  2 2
Shoe leather fragments  1 1
Transportation (n=4)   
Horseshoe fragment 1   1
Horsehoe nail fragment 3   3
Unidentified (n=17)   
Unid metal 1 2  12 15
Unid synthetic 2  2
Total 174 287 361 29 305 86 4 19 337 1600
Square meters excavated 2 2 2 2 2 1 6 1 4.4* 24.4
Artifacts per square meter 87.0 143.5 180.5 14.5 152 5 86.0 0.7 19.0 76.6 75.1
Faunal  3 3
Grand Total 174 287 361 29 305 86 4 19 340 1603
*44 shovel probes estimated at .1 meter each volume, no Unit 4 as it was outside of Elkin site.
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a 10 to 12 cm thick dark grayish brown (10YR4/2) silt loam with gravel humus (Zone 1C) 
that overlaid a 10 to 12 cm thick brown (10YR5/3) sand mottled with brown (10YR4/3) 
clay. Designated Zone ID, this zone represents a disturbed layer. Zone II consisted of a 
gray (10YR6/1) sand with reddish clay mottles that reflects prior site disturbance (Figure 
4.13: Right). This unusual soil profile, together with the standing brush pile just to the west 
(Figure 4.11), suggest that this portion of the site had been cleared and graded prior to the 
initiation of fieldwork.   

 
The seven units (as noted above Unit 4 was placed to evaluate a concentration of 

metal which turned out to be modern camping debris and not within the site) excavated at 
the Elkin site encompassed 17 square meters and revealed similar soils as those seen in the 
shovel probes, described for each unit below but with Zones IA and IB combined.  During 
the course of the project, three feature numbers were assigned.  Only two represent historic 
features:  Feature 2 was a small post in Unit 7 and Feature 3 a dripline in Unit 1.  Feature 
1 was initially assigned to the area that might be a root cellar (investigated as Unit 8) but 
no remains were found.  

 
Unit 1, 6 and 7 
 

Unit 1 (1 by 2 m), was placed over a high-density shovel probe. Removal of the 
topsoil/midden led to the identification of Feature 3 in the northern half of the unit (Figures 
4.13 and 4.14). To more fully expose this feature, Unit 7 (1 x 1 m) was placed directly 
north of Unit 1 to look for the end of Feature 3 (found) or other indicators of a structure or 
a porch. Feature 2, a small post mold, was found in Unit 7. Unit 6 (2 by 1 m) was excavated 
south of Unit and contained no features. The soil profile associated with these units 
consisted of a humus and topsoil/midden (Zone I) of very dark brown (10YR2/2) silt loam 
that extended from 22 to 26 cm below surface, followed by brown (10YR5/3) sandy clay 
subsoil (Zone II) except in the area of Features 2 and 3. 

 
 
 Artifact density in Unit 1 was 87.05 artifacts per square meters. The density 
immediately to the south in Unit 6 was much higher, with 152.5 artifacts per square meter. 
Possibly if Feature 3 discussed below was a dripline, Units 6 or 7 would have been under 
a structure (depending on how the structure was oriented). Since Unit 7 also had a postmold 
in it, it is more likely that this area was not under a structure, and that the structure set south 
of Feature 3, putting Unit 6 under it. The high artifact density of Unit 6 is then unexpected. 
Unit 7, north of Unit 1 and possibly north of a structure, had a moderate artifact density 
(86 artifacts per square meter), about the same as Unit 1. The artifacts from these units 
were interesting and indicative of domestic house refuse, and included a bone knife handle, 
a metal pull handle likely from a drawer, a fragment of a clock gear, a pair of scissors and 
three porcelain furniture castors.  
 
Feature 2 
 

Feature 2, a small post mold located 45 cm north of Feature 3, measured 23 cm in 
diameter and 18 cm deep (Figure 4.13). The soil associated with Feature 2 consisted of a 



107 

dark grayish brown (10YR4/2) silty sand with sandstone inclusions. The feature had fairly 
straight sides, and an almost flat bottom. No artifacts were recovered from the fill.  

 

Figure 4.13. Planview of Units 1, 6, and 7 and Cross Section of Feature 2. 
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Figure 4.14. East Profile of Units 1, 6, and 7. 

 
Feature 3 
 

Feature 3 consisted of a 75 (west end) to 85 (east end) cm wide shallow depression 
with sloping sides that extended diagonally across Unit 6 and the southern end of Unit 7 
(Figures 4.13 and 4.14). Since it extended into the east and west wall of the units, its length 
could not be determined. The feature had a depth of only seven centimeters. The fill was a 
very dark grayish brown (10YR3/2) sandy silt loam, with much carbonized wood and rust 
staining from a large piece of corrugated iron, a possible roofing fragment. The other 
artifacts recovered were two unidentified nail fragments, two wire nail fragments, two non-
diagnostic container glass fragments, a canning jar glass fragment, nine refined ceramic 
sherds, two unidentified plastic fragments. The size and shape of the depressed area raises 
the possibility that Feature 3 represents a dripline associated with a structure that was once 
presence at the site. Other possible evidence of a structure here was Feature 2, the post 
mold, adjacent to Feature 3 (Figure 4.13). 
 
Unit 2 
 

Unit 2 (1 by 2 m) was located near a high-density shovel probe (Figure 4.11). The 
humus and topsoil/midden (Zone 1) was a dark yellowish brown (10YR4/4) silty loam 
which extended to 15 cm below surface, where the usual brown (10YR5/3) sandy clay 
subsoil (Zone II) was revealed. A moderate density of domestic and architectural artifacts 
(143.5 artifacts per square meter) was recovered from his unit. The only unusual artifacts 
are two porcelain sherds that may be from an ornamental vessel or a figurine. 
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Unit 3  
 

Unit 3 (1 x 2 m) was placed adjacent to a rock pile and near a high-density shovel 
probe (Figure 4.11). The humus and topsoil/midden (Zone I) was a dark yellowish brown 
(10YR4/4) silt loam that extended from 7 to 11 cm below surface and overlaid light 
yellowish brown (10YR6/4) sandy clay subsoil (Zone II). Though a high density of artifacts 
was recovered (180.5 artifacts per square meter), no unusual items were recovered from 
this unit. Indications of burning were observed on some of the artifacts, but the soils did 
not exhibit evidence of in situ burning. Why the topsoil (Zone I) was so thin in this unit is 
not known. Possibly the burning observed on the artifacts corresponds to some activity 
nearby that also caused disturbance or erosion and resulted in a deflated topsoil/midden 
zone. 
 
Unit 5 
 

Unit 5 (1 x 2 m) was excavated near a high artifact density shovel probe (Figure 
4.11). The humus and topsoil/midden (Zone I) was just slightly darker than nearby unit, 
being a dark brown (10YR3/3, as opposed to more common 10YR4/4 dark yellowish 
brown) silt loam that extended to 16 cm and was underlain by light yellowish brown 
(10YR6/4) sandy clay subsoil. The slightly darker soil did not correspond to a high artifact 
density (14.5 artifacts per square meter). Nor were unusual items were found. 
 
Unit 8 
 

Unit 8 (3 x 2 m) was placed in the southwestern corner of the site where the hillside 
jutted in, along the edge of an upward steep slope to determine if this depression was the 
location of a former root cellar, as reported on the site form (Figure 4.11). Excavation of 
this unit documented the presence of a 7 cm thick dark brown (10YR3/3) humus and 
topsoil. Though no evidence of a root cellar was found, it is still possible that some sort of 
storage building that did not require much excavation into the soil was once situated in this 
portion of the site. It may have been carefully dismantled and all of it carted away, leaving 
little evidence in the archaeological record. 

 
Artifact density was very low (0.67 artifacts per square meter). The four recovered 

artifacts consisted of one undiagnostic whiteware ceramic, a glass container lid, which 
could support an interpretation of a root cellar here, and two modern bullets, which are not 
relevant to a possible root cellar.  
 
Summary 
 

The Elkins site was disturbed to a greater extent than the Jewell site by the Forest 
Service road. Unfortunately, this road ran through the center of the site severely impacting 
the site. The northeastern portion of the site also has been disturbed, by clearing and 
possibly grading. Shovel probe and unit excavation undertaken at the Elkins site resulted 
in the documenting of relatively shallow topsoil/midden. Artifacts recovered were modest 
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in density and diversity but support the interpretation of an early twentieth century 
domestic site. More unusual artifacts include the saw blade and animal trap. 

 
The two chimney piles at the Elkins site are too close together to indicate two 

chimneys. Possibly one larger pile has been partially moved by campers, or the chimney 
fell into two piles. No other structural indications, such as a foundation, were observed on 
the surface of the site. A shallow depression (Feature 3) that could be a dripline and a post 
(Feature 2) were found 13 m to the north of the closest chimney pile. Though the dripline 
line and chimney may both be part of a domestic residence, it is also possible that the 
dripline is associated with a shed or other outbuilding, and that the front of the Elkins house 
was in the area under the present Forest Service road. No clear evidence was found to 
support the interpretation of an odd depression into the hillside (Unit 8 on Figure 4.11) as 
a root cellar, as was noted on the site form. 

 
 
DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY 
 

Shovel probe and unit excavation at the Jewell and Elkins sites resulted in the 
recovery of late nineteenth/early twentieth century material culture assemblages, and 
generated information about site organization and possible structure locations. Neither of 
these sites shows evidence of earlier or later permanent domestic occupation. This is one 
of the strengths of both sites, that they are short-term single component historic sites, with 
links to documentary and oral history resources. The activity from campers or day visitors 
has caused some disturbance, and may have created some “noise,” especially in the form 
of non-diagnostic bottle glass that is hard to affiliate. Additionally, campers have created 
campfire rings from chimney falls. Other disturbances consist of the Forest Service Road 
at both sites, a cleared and graded area at the Elkins site, and a two-track road from all-
terrain vehicles at the Jewell site. Despite these disturbances, the sites have integrity and 
clarity. 

 
At the Jewell site, the chimneys and rear dripline of the main residence, and an 

outdoor activity (small fire pit) was documented in the front yard. The absence of a 
foundation coupled with oral histories suggests that the structure was set on piers. A well 
was present to the rear of the house. These interpretations are informed by descriptions of 
the house as having faced west toward the East Fork of Indian Creek (see Chapter 3).  

 
At the Elkins site, more limited evidence of the main residence or other structures 

was found. It consisted of two piles of sandstone thought to be from a chimney and a 
shallow depression that could be a dripline, and a small pit or posthole about a meter from 
the dripline. The dripline could represent the front of the house, and the chimney the rear, 
but this would make for a pretty large structure, and contradict the oral history (Chapter 3) 
of the Elkins house as a small boxed structure. Alternatively, the possible dripline may 
represent the location of a shed or other outbuilding, and the front of the Elkins house was 
in the disturbed area where the Forest Service road is located.   

 
It is more likely that the Elkins house would have faced north, toward the East Fork 

of Indian Creek and the old road bed close to the creek, which would have also been facing 
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toward Eli’s father and mother Harve and Nettie Elkins’ house across the creek, where the 
families often shared meals, chores, and socializing. It is less likely that the house would 
have faced south toward the steep bank. Possibly the house could have faced west, or 
northwest, again toward Nettie and Harve’s house, or east, toward the East Fork School. 
 

Topsoil/midden at the Elkin site was shallower than at the Jewell site. Artifact 
density was moderate and lower than that documented at the Jewell site (Tables 4.2 and 
4.5). The overall density at the Jewell site was 142.9 artifacts per square meter, compared 
to 75.1 artifacts per square meter at the Elkins site. The extensive archival and oral history 
research presented in Chapter 3 suggests that the Elkins site was occupied about 22 years 
(1921 to about 1943), roughly half the 43 years occupation period of the Jewell site (1898 
to 1941). It is also possible that the number of occupants at the Elkins site was lower. In 
the 1930 census, there were seven occupants at the Elkins house and eleven at the Anderson 
Pitts/Leaner Jewell house (Table 3.8, Chapter 3). These factors may explain the lower 
artifact density at the Elkins site. A third contributing factor may have been that the Elkins 
house was connected through kinship to the Harve and Nettie Elkins house across the creek, 
as suggested by the oral history.  Thus, some family meals and other domestic activities 
took place at Harve and Nettie’s rather than at the Eli and Ruth Elkins house, leaving less 
artifacts to be broken and deposited.  Also, the Eli and Ruth Elkins household was likely 
poorer than the Jewell and later Jewell/Pitts household. 

  
It is also possible that post depositional factors contribute to these differential 

artifact densities. The artifacts from the 1985 survey at the Elkins site, which are mostly 
from shovel probes but also from surface collection in the road, are striking in their larger 
size and greater diversity relative to those recovered in 2016.  The same pattern was not as 
evident at the Jewell site, where the initial survey recovered a somewhat higher density but 
similar types of artifacts relative to the 2016 study. Possibly there has been more cleaning 
up of the Elkins site between 1985 and 2016 by U.S. Forest Service personnel, or possibly 
more campers have been picking up items from the Elkins site relative to the Jewell site. 
The Elkins site is closer to the Forest Service road coming in from the main branch of 
Indian Creek (from the southwest), and the road runs right through site, while the Jewell 
Site sits a bit back from this road, and across the East Fork of Indian Creek from this 
approach, making access much more difficult.  
 
 It is interesting that the railroad depot of Apperson has left almost no archaeological 
trace, except for the railroad spikes (which are in a secondary context just behind the house 
at the Jewell site). The most likely explanation is that the Red River Valley Railroad, the 
Elkins and Jewell/Pitts family members, and others from the local community thoroughly 
scavenged and reused materials from the railroad track and associated Apperson structures. 
Oral histories summarized in Chapter 3 suggests that vestiges of the railroad bed/track have 
been viewed along Big Amos Creek, but this was some time ago and erosional processes 
may have buried, or washed out, these remains. Without the oral tradition, passed on to 
Forest Service staff Don Fig, and from him to Forest Service archaeologists and recorded 
on the Elkins and Jewell site forms, the existence of Apperson might have not been 
investigated.  
  



112 

CHAPTER 5 
HISTORIC ARTIFACTS 

 
 

The historic artifacts from Jewell (n=4,973), Elkins (n=1,600), and East Fork 
school (n=65 from 1985 stps) sites are organized by a functional typology, a common 
tradition in historical archaeology (South 1977; Sprague 1982), and Kentucky archaeology 
(Ball 1984; Genheimer 1995; Wesler 2004). Functional Groups are activities, arms, 
architecture, fuel, kitchen, personal, transportation, and unidentified (Table 5.1). Group 
descriptions are followed by discussion of functional group percentages and chronology. 
 

Table 5.1. Historic Artifacts Recovered. 
Functional Groups Jewell Elkins School Total 

Activities (72 from Jewell and 22 from Elkins)
Saw blade 1 1 2 
Fence staple 4 4 
Scissors 1 1 
Hunting trap 1 1 
Bracket 1 1 
Hook 8 1 9 
Metal strap band 4 2 6 
Large spike >40d 1 1 2 
Clay pigeon fragments 12 12 
Wire 16 13 29 
Pulley weight 1 1 
File fragment 4 4 
Wrench fragment 1 1 
C clamp 1 1 
Metal collar or pipe fitting 1 1 
Bar stock 1 1 
Chain links 3 3 
Iron or steel ring 4 1 4 
Bottle, 3-in-One oil 3 3 
Railroad spike (4 are fragments) 7 7 
Architecture (1826 from Jewell and 495 from Elkins and 56 from East Fork School) 
Window glass 416 147 54 617 
Nails  
Wire whole 398 68 466 
Wire, fragment 708 125 2 835 
Machine cut, whole 18 1 19 
Machine cut, fragment 43 43 
Unid, fragment 226 148 374 
Roofing tack 1 1 
Screw 2 2 
Corrugated metal possible roofing material 1 1 
Small spike/ or large nail > 40d 7 7 
Nut/bolt/washer 10 5 15 
Arms (2 from Jewell and 5 from Elkins)  
Shotgun shell casing 6 2 8 
Other shell casing 15 3 18 
Fuel (n=2 from Jewell and 4 from Elkins)  
Coal 1 4 5 
Charcoal 1 1 
Furniture (18 from Jewell and 11 from Elkins)  
Bracket for a pole 1 1 
Lantern globe glass fragment 2 2 
Collar for kerosene lantern 1 1 
Miscellaneous brace 1 1 
Cast iron stove part 4 2 6 
Wire, twisted with end loops 1 1 
Rim lock fragment 2 1 3 
Porcelain doorknob 1 1 
Clock gear fragment 2 1 3 
Porcelain furniture castor fragment 1 3 4 
Porcelain decorative figure 2 2 
Drawer pull 1 1 
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Table 5.1. Continued. 

 Jewell Elkins School Total 
Kitchen (2959 from Jewell and 1035 from Elkins and 8 from East Fork School)
Carnival glass fragment 16 1 17 
Machine made bottle base fragment no further i.d. 6 6 
Glass, unspecified container fragment 1740 506 2246 
Canning Jar fragment 149 31 3 183 
Glass handle fragment 1 1 
Glass milk bottle fragment 2 2 
Zinc canning jar lid 3 1 4 
Milk glass lid liner fragment 1 3 4 
Glass canning jar lid for lightning stopper 1 1 
Glass Candy dish, ornamental (pressed or molded) 9 7 16 
Glass pitcher fragment (pressed or molded) 5 5 
Tumbler fragment (pressed or molded) 37 3 40 
Stemware 7 7 
Bottle, Saymans Products cooking extract 2 2 
Bottle, medicine, fragment 8 3 11 
Bottle, condiment (ketchup?) fragment 3 3 
Bottle, soda, fragment? 1 1 
Bottle, Unidentified, fragment 14 3 17 
Bottle opener 1 1 
Crown cap 3 3 
Tin can fragment 2 2 
Plastic bottle cap, recent 2 2 
Crock, stoneware, sherd 208 63 271 
Redware sherd 1 1 
Refined tableware sherd 709 410 5 1124 
Wooden knife handle 2 1 3 
Spoon fragment 3 3 
Knife blade fragment 1 1 
Metal handle - small pot 1 1 
Enamelware vessel fragments 5 5 
Cast iron cooking vessel body fragment 18 1 19 
Personal (48 from Jewell and 7 from Elkins and 1 from East Fork School)
Button  
  Prosser (porcelain) 8 2 10 
  Glass 4 4 
  Metal disk (coin) 2 2 
  Metal overall button (one has etched train) 2 2 
  Hard rubber 2 2 
  Clothing suspender button buckle 2 2 
Buckle or buckle frag 3 2 5 
Snap 1 1 
Grommet 5 5 
Shoe leather with grommets 1 1 
Hair comb fragment 2 2 
Plastic hairband fragment 1 1 
Glass bead (blue) 1 1 
Jewelry, glass earring fragment 2 2 
Doll fragment 4 2 6 
Toy, metal gun 1 1 
Glass marble 1 1 2 
Harmonica back fragment 2 2 
Clay smoking pipe bowl fragment 2 2 
Coin, 1919 and 1975 penny 2 2 
Cylinder phonograph record fragment 1 1 
Transportation (13 from Jewell and 4 from Elkins)
Wagon singletree clip fragment 1 1 
Horseshoe or fragment 4 1 5 
Ox shoe fragment 1 1 
Horseshoe nail whole 1 1 
Horseshoe nail fragment 4 3 7 
Metal animal tag (no. 8) 1 1 
Snap hook 1 1 
Unidentified (14 from Jewell and 17 from Elkins)
Unidentified metal 8 15 23 
Unidentified synthetic 6 2 8 
Grand Total 4,973 1600 65 6,638 
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ACTIVITIES GROUP 
 
 Artifacts assigned to the activities group (72 from the Jewell site and 22 from the 
Elkins site, Table 5.1, Figures 5.1 and 5.2) reflect a variety of activities, such as using tools, 
putting up fences, playing horseshoes or shooting skeet. Both the Jewell and Elkins site 
assemblages, included hooks, metal strap bands, such as would have held wooden boxes 
together, pieces of wire, iron or steel rings, and large spikes (>40d). The Jewell site 
assemblage also includes a wrench, a pipe fitting, four fence staples, three fragments of 
chain links, four fragments of files (one rat tailed), and a piece of bar stock and the Elkins 
site also includes an iron bracket. All are rather versatile in function and are difficult to 
associate with a specific activity beyond typical activities of maintenance and repair.  
 

 
Figure 5.1. Activities Related Artifacts from the Jewell site: left to right, C-

Clamp; rat tailed file; center top, chain link; center bottom, washer; right top, 
pulley weight; and right bottom, hook. 

 
Three fragments from a 3-IN-ONE embossed glass bottle were found at the Jewell 

site. This product was invented in 1894 as a lubricant, rust preventative, and cleaner for 
bicycles. The name 3-IN-ONE first appeared on glass bottles in 1905-1910 and was used 
up to 1936 when the company switched to tin containers (https://3inone.com/about/). 
Though this oil was invented for bicycles, it could be used in situations where lubrication 
and rust protection was needed. 
  

The 12 orange clay pigeon fragments from the Jewell site are small fragments 
(Figure 5.3). Competitive skeet shooting began in the United States in the 1920s 
(wikipedia.org/wiki/Skeet_shooting), so it is possible that these artifacts are associated 
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with the Jewell family. Alpha Wells did not recall the Jewell family shooting skeet and 
thought these were likely from recreational visitors after the site was owned by the Daniel 
Boone National Forest.  
 

Figure 5.2. Activities Artifacts from the Elkins site: Cross-cut 
sawblade and hunting trap. 
 
A small fragment from a hand saw, C-clamp, and pulley weight from the Jewell 

site might relate to Abner Jewell’s occupation as a carpenter. Likewise, a larger cross cut 
saw blade fragment and a hunting trap recovered from the Elkins site (Figure 5.2) provide 
insight into the families’ economic strategies. Elkins family members mentioned that Eli 
Elkins was sometimes away from home on lumbering jobs. Trapping animals for food and 
pelts was important for both the Elkins and Jewell families. A portion of a pair of scissors 
from the Elkins site may represent sewing or other household activities. 

 
The four fence staples from the Jewell site suggest a fence close around the house. 

It was common in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century rural areas to fence in the 
house, yard and kitchen garden and fence out the livestock, instead of the contemporary 
pattern of fencing in livestock. This way the stock could forage from a much larger area, 
eating nuts and other resources common to a wooded environment. That no fence staples 
were found at the Elkins site suggests that any fenced yard/garden was located across the 
creek at the Harve and Nettie Elkins house, with Ruth and Eli’s house being a strictly 
residential structure and not so much a typical house within a complete farmstead complex. 

 
The three railroad spikes and four fragments of railroad spikes from the Jewell site 

(Figure 5.21) are classified under activities because they likely were used to play 
horseshoes, rather than their usual classification as a transportation artifact. Alpha Wells 
remembered that she and other children scavenged railroad spikes to use in playing 
horseshoes. Of the seven railroad spikes, six were recovered from Unit 3, which was 
situated behind the house.  The seventh was found on the surface to the north of Unit 3, but 
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still close to the house, suggesting this was a play area.  Though it is possible that the 
horseshoes recovered from the Jewell site (n=4) also were from this activity, could have 
may have been deposited in the yard when a horse was reshoed or tied up in the yard, so 
these were assigned to the transportation group as it their usual classification. 

 
 

ARCHITECTURE GROUP 
 
 The architecture group (n=1,826 from the Jewell site, 495 from the Elkins site, and 
56 from the East Fork School site) is composed of materials that could have been a part of 
structures. The most common artifacts are nails and window glass. Some hardware that 
could have been part of a house includes screws, washers, nuts, and bolts, a roofing tack, 
and a piece of corrugated metal that may be from a roof (see Figure 4.27).  
 
Nails 
 

Nails are a very common artifact on historic sites and are useful for dating and 
determining building construction. Hand wrought nails made by a blacksmith are the 
earliest (going back into Roman times or earlier) and were gradually succeeded by 
machine-cut nails about 1800 to 1830.  Machine-cut nails were supplanted by wire nails, 
which were invented by the 1860s but were not well established for construction until 
somewhere around 1880 to 1890 (Adams 2002; Jurney 1987; Loveday 1983; Nelson 1968; 
Preiss 1973; Smith 1975; Wells 1998). Dating requires identification of manufacturing 
method, not possible for all of the Jewell or Elkins nails due to heavy rusting.  Nails from 
the Jewell (n=1,394) and Elkins (n=342) sites are presented in Table 5.2. The two wire nail 
fragments from the East Fork School are not included in this or other nail tables, since the 
sample is too small for meaningful analysis. Most identifiable nails from the Jewell (94.8 
percent) and Elkins sites (99.9 percent) were wire. Earlier hand wrought nails (pre-1800) 
are completely absent. The almost complete dominance of wire nails at the Elkins site 
reflects the later, 1921 date of construction of the Elkins house compared to the 1898 date 
for the Jewell house.  
 

Table 5.2. Identifiable Nails from the Jewell and Elkins sites. 
 Machine-Cut Wire  

Site Frequency  Percent Frequency  Percent Total 
Jewell site, whole 18 4.3   398   95.7    416 
Jewell site, fragments 43 5.7   708   94.3    751 
Jewell site, total 61 5.2 1,106   94.8 1,167 
Elkins site, whole   1 1.4      68   98.6      69 
Elkins site, fragments   0 0.0     125 100.0    125 
Elkins site, total   1 0.5     193   99.5    194 
 
The nails were measured by their size, or pennyweight (d, which stands for the 

number of pennies required to buy one hundred nails of that size, larger nails costing more 
pennies when this system was established in England as early as 1488) (Table 5.3). The 
nail size distribution is useful because different nail sizes are typically used for different 
construction purposes. Nail size is also useful because archaeologists have tried to correlate 
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nail sizes with a type of building construction.  Log and timber frame buildings typically 
require less nails than balloon framed buildings, and especially less of the large framing 
nails that can make up over fifty percent of the nails for a balloon framed structure. All 
wooden buildings, including log buildings, would have considerable nails from roofing or 
finishing of doors and windows, or flooring, but these could be smaller (and cheaper) nails 
(Ball 2005, Clark 2014; McBride and Sharp 1991; Pulice 2000; Stahlgren 2011; Wagner 
1992; Young 1994; Young and Carr 1993).  
 

Table 5.3. Whole Nail Sizes Jewell and Elkins sites. 
 Wire Machine-cut 

Nail Size Jewell Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
2d to 5d (roofing, lathing, trim, battens)   39     9.8   9   50.0 
6d to 8d (battens, siding) 239   60.1   8   44.4 
9d to 10d (flooring/light framing)   65   16.3   1     5.6 
12d to 40d (framing joists, rafters, studs)   55   13.8   0     0.0 
Total 398 100.0 18 100.0 
Nail Size Elkins     
2d to 5d (roofing, lathing, trim, battens)   15   22.1   0     0.0 
6d to 8d (battens, siding)   35   51.5   1 100.0 
9d to 10d (flooring/light framing)     9   13.2   0     0.0 
12d to 40d (framing joists, rafters, studs)     9   13.2   0    0.0 
Total   68 100.0   1 100.0 

 
A relatively low frequency of large framing nails can indicate a structure being 

boxed rather than balloon framed. Box framing is a type of construction involving the 
nailing of boards vertically between sills and an upper cap plate to form both the interior 
and exterior walls, as well as the building’s weight-bearing support, so that studs and full 
framing is eliminated (Hudson 1995; Jordan 1993; Obrien 2013; Williams 1990). Narrow 
strips of wood called battens were sometimes nailed over the vertical joints for weather 
proofing, hence the term board-and-batten. In his analysis of six boxed homes in Texas, 
Jurney (1987:85) found that 8d nails were most often used for wall boards, and 5d and 6d 
nails were commonly used for battens. The nails from the Jewell and Elkins sites are 
predominantly in the 6d to 8d size more common for siding and light framing (60.1 percent 
of wire and 44.4 percent of machine-cut at the Jewell site; 51.5 percent of wire and 100.0 
percent of machine-cut at the Elkins site), with only a moderate amount of large framing 
wire nails being recovered from both sites. This observed pattern is suggestive of the use 
of box framing at both sites.  The presence of nine small sized (2d to 5d) machine-cut nails 
at the Jewell site and their absence at the Elkins site suggests that these types of nails had 
some lingering popularity for trim and finishing work in 1898, a time of transition between 
machine-cut and wire nails (Table 5.3).  
 
Window glass 
 

Window glass (416 from the Jewell site, 147 from the Elkins site, and 54 from the 
East Fork School site, the latter  from the 1985 stps) was the next most common 
architecture group artifact (Table 5.1).  It is distinguished from container glass by being 
completely flat and is typically clear or green. If the glass has metallic backing, it was likely 
used in a mirror (none were found). Changes in window glass production in the nineteenth 
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century allowed for larger panes, but this required an increase in thickness for needed 
strength. Several methods have been developed to relate changes in window glass thickness 
to its date of manufacture (Ball 1983; Day 2001; Ison 1990; Moir 1987; Roenke 1978). 
The method developed by Randy Moir (1987) consistently corresponds well with other 
dating sources. Moir developed a regression formula to model the change in window glass 
thickness over time based on measured thickness of windows from multiple structures with 
known building dates. Moir’s formula gives a production date of the glass, with a plus or 
minus of seven years, as follows:  

 
Glass Manufacture Date =  84.22   x   (Mean Glass Thickness in Millimeters) + 1712.7 

 
The window glass fragments from the Jewell site yielded a production date of 1912, 

which is bit later than 1898 construction date for the house.  This suggests some window 
replacement over the life of the structure.  On the other hand, the window glass fragments 
from the Elkins site yielded date of 1914, which is slightly earlier than the Elkins house’s 
known construction date of 1921.  This may indicate use of slightly older glass. The East 
Fork school window glass fragments yielded a date of 1909, just three years later than the 
1906 construction date suggested by the deeds. 
 
 
ARMS GROUP 
 
 Ammunition (21 from Jewell site and five from Elkins site) was the only arms 
group artifact recovered (Table 5.1).  Six shotgun shell and 15 other gun shells or casing 
were found at the Jewell site, and three shotgun shells and two other gun shells or casing 
were recovered from the Elkins site (Table 5.4; Figure 5.3). For both sites, shotguns, rifles, 
and revolvers or pistols are indicated. Shooting wild game with guns was mentioned by 
oral history informants as an important component of food acquisition for the Jewell and 
Elkins families; guns also were likely used for personal protection.  
 

Figure 5.3. Arms Related Artifacts from the Jewell site: 
left to right, skeet fragment, ammunition – shotgun shell, 
.22 long, .32 S&W, 9 mm luger.  

 
Some of the shells must have been discarded at the sites by campers or day visitors 

after the houses were abandoned. Two from the Jewell site date after 1989, seven date after 
1964, and one from the Elkins site dates after 1989 (Table 5.4). Further support that these 
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visitors sometimes shot guns is indicated by the 15 modern bullet casings recovered from 
Unit 4 at the Elkins site. This unit was excavated near what was thought to be an 
outbuilding located along the western edge of the site, but later determined to be a modern 
campfire site situated beyond the boundaries of the Elkins site. 
 

Table 5.4. Ammunition from the Jewell and Elkins sites. 
Date/Source Freq Type, writing or marks, or notes 
Jewell Site   
1902--? Barnes p273 1 9 mm Luger handgun bullets R-P Center fire automatic 
1989--? Barnes p278 2*  Smith & Wesson handgun “40” “Federal” center fire automatic 
1911 -? + 1 Smith & Wesson .32 cal. center fire revolver 
1964--? Barnes p 22 7* Remington .223 FC casing Center fire, automatic 
1927-1960s+ 2 12gauge shotgun shell Western (made in USA), Expert 
1911-1929++,  
1915-1937+ 

 
3 

 
12gauge shotgun shell Remington No 12 New club UMC 

1927-1960s+ 1 No. 12 shotgun shell Defiance 
1871-?, Barnes p417 4 .22 cal. long, rifle bullet, one has “U,” rim fire 
Elkins Site 
1857-? 1 .22 cal. rifle bullet 
1877-? Barnes p277 1 .38 Smith & Wesson UMC revolver bullet 
1902-1910 1 No. 12 shotgun shell UMC Co. New Club 
1989 Barnes p278 1* .40 cal. bullet 
   
Barnes 2000; + from website www.cartridge-corrner.com; ++ from www.remingtonsociety.org; 
*these items likely from recreational visitors and not included in functional analysis & Table 5.9 

 
 
FURNITURE GROUP 
 

Artifacts assigned to the furniture group (18 from the Jewell site and 11 from the 
Elkins site) represent objects that could have been part of furnishings or accessories for a 
structure (Table 5.1; Figures 5.4 and 5.5).  Large cast iron fragments that are likely from a 
stove were recovered from the Jewell and Elkins sites. One of the Jewell site fragments is 
the edge of a stove burner (Figure 5.15).  The presence of stove fragments at both sites is 
are not surprising, since stoves were important for heating (along with fireplaces) and 
cooking. Alpha Wells, who had stayed at the Jewell/Pitts house in the 1920s and 1930s, 
recalled use of a Home Comfort brand cast iron wood burning stove. 
 
 Other furniture artifacts include clock gear fragments, porcelain furniture castors, 
and rim lock fragments (Table 5.1). In addition to these objects, a porcelain door knob 
fragment was found at the Elkins site. Other unique items to each site include a bracket 
that attaches to a building for a flagpole from the Jewell house, kerosene lanterns parts (two 
glass globe fragments and one aluminum collar) from the Jewell site, a twisted piece of 
wire from the Jewell site, a drawer handle from the Elkins site, and two porcelain fragments 
that may be from an ornamental figurine from the Elkins site.  
 

Furniture group artifacts found at both sites represent very basic household 
furnishings. For instance, the clock fragments point to the importance of keeping time for 
both families. A focus on time is reflected in a 1930 survey undertaken in Knott County, 
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Kentucky.  This study determined that clocks were associated with 87.0 to 93.0 percent of 
households, with some variance by economic income though not in a strictly linear pattern. 
In fact, clocks were the most consistent item to be found except for beds and bed linens 
and covers (quilts and blankets) (Williams 1937:53 cited from Hudson 1995:211).  

 
 The rim locks and door knob placed in the furnishings group could also be 
considered architectural finishing items. Rim locks are also called Chamber locks and 
consist of a spring-bolt lock or latch built into a square iron box, mounted on the inside 
surface of the door. They were originally opened with a door handle and key, but later with 
a door knob and key. They were popular from the seventeenth through nineteenth centuries 
(www.historicallock.com). The 1897 Sears Roebuck catalog sold them for $.10 to $.12 
each (Isreal 1968). The rim locks provide a bit of detail on the interior of the Jewell and 
Elkins houses --that they included doors that could be latched and locked. 
 

Figure 5.4. Furniture and Other Artifacts from the Jewell 
site: top row left to right, clock gear, kerosene lamp collar; 
bottom row left to right, bottle opener from kitchen group; 
porcelain furniture castor; door rim lock fragment. 

 
 
FUEL GROUP 
  
 The fuel group (two from the Jewell site and four from the Elkins site) is composed 
of objects, such as coal or charcoal fragments, that would have been used for cooking and 
heating. These materials were generally not collected, but a sample of one coal and one 
charcoal fragment from the Jewell site and four coal fragments from the Elkins site were 
collected in case future researchers wanted to source of otherwise analyze these. 
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Figure 5.5. Furniture and Other Household Artifacts from the Elkins site: 

top row left to right, , drawer handle, porcelain door knob, rim lock; middle row, 
wooden knife handle; bottom row left to right, porcelain castor, scissors, clock gear. 

 
 
KITCHEN GROUP 
 
 The kitchen group (2,959 from the Jewell site, 1,035 from the Elkins site, and eight 
from the East Fork School site) includes any item used in the storage, preparation or 
consumption of food and drink.  The high frequency of kitchen-related objects in historic 
site assemblages reflects the central role they played in domestic life. The highly breakable 
nature of glass and ceramics, coupled with their durability once in the ground, make them 
the most common kitchen artifacts recovered. Glass and ceramics are also artifacts that 
changed more rapidly than many other artifact types in relation to styles or tastes and were 
vulnerable to replacement and discard (Venable et al. 2000).  
 
Glass Containers  
 
 The large number of glass vessel fragments (2,003 from the Jewell site, 560 from 
the Elkins site, and three from the East Fork School site) reflects the relative accessibility 
of glass containers in the early twentieth century, and rising popularity of fancy glasswares, 
as well as their fragility (Table 5.1; Figures 5.6 and 5.7). Due to the small size of most of 
the glass fragments and their lack of diagnostic attributes it was not possible to undertake 
a glass vessel analysis. The majority (1,740 from the Jewell site and 506 from the Elkins 
site) of glass could only be classified as unspecified container glass.  
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Figure 5.6. Glass Container Fragments from the Jewell site; top row left to 

right, stemmed cup or glass; middle row left to right, pitcher lip, two carnival glass, 
bottle neck; bottom row left to right, molded body, molded rim, applied neck/lip, 
tumbler or jar base with Capstan mark. 
 

Glass fragments were sorted by color (Table 5.5), with clear glass being the most 
common at the Jewell (n=1,777) and Elkins (n=491) sites.  Clear glass for bottles was not 
produced widely until after 1875 but would have been well established by the founding of 
the Jewell and Elkins sites. Glass that was intended to be clear but has turned to an amethyst 
color over time (26 from the Jewell site and 11 from the Elkins sites) from the magnesium 
added to it was generally produced from 1880 to 1914 (Fike 1987; Newman 1970). It is 
difficult to associate glass colors with vessel contents, but it is quite likely that the one blue 
glass container from the Jewell site held medicine (such as Bromo Seltzer) or poison.  
Translucent aqua fragments (77 from the Jewell site, 34 from the Elkins site, and three 
from the East Fork School site) are probably from canning jars. 
 

Only a few bottles fragments were large enough to estimate function. Of these, 
three specimens from the Jewell site suggests a narrow neck curved shape, such as would 
be found in ketchup or other condiment bottle. A few body fragments from the Jewell site 
(n=8) exhibit evidence of a rectangular shape with recessed front or back panels that was 
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common for patent medicine bottles. Patent medicines were very common in the late 
nineteenth to early twentieth century (Fike 1987). These identifications are tentative, 
however, except for one bottle that showed dosing marks along the side.  

 
 

 
Figure 5.7. Container Glass and Related Artifacts from the Elkins site: top row 

left to right, canning jar rim and zinc lid with milk glass lid liner, bottle lip, glass 
body fragment; bottom row left to right, burned milk glass, carnival glass, three 
other pressed glass. 

 
 

Table 5.5. Container Glass Color from the Jewell, Elkins, 
and East Fork school sites. 
Color Jewell Elkins School 
Amber     18     1 0 
Amethyst (Solarized)     26   11 0 
Aqua      77   34 3 
Blue        1     0 0 
Brown         5     0 0 
Clear 1,777 491 0 
Gold or Yellow      18     1 0 
Green      30     5 0 
Milk Glass White      51   16 0 
Total 2,003 559 3 
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Small fragments (n=2) of a rolled rim from the Jewell site is probably a milk bottle. 
The first recorded patent for a milk bottle was in 1880 so this bottle form should have been 
available (Buckles et al. 1978:425). Of the Elkins site bottle fragments, one is likely from 
a soda bottle (based on shape of the neck and lip and its light green color) and three may 
be from medicine bottles (Figure 5.7).  

 
A lip/neck of bottle fragment recovered the Jewell site may be from an alcohol 

bottle (Figure 5.6), but it is a bit smaller than most alcohol bottles. The absence or rarity of 
alcohol bottles at the Jewell and Elkins sites may reflect the fragmentary nature of the 
assemblage. On the other hand, if Eli Elkins or others in the neighborhood were making 
moonshine whiskey, this product likely was available locally and packaged in forms, such 
as canning jars, barrels, or stoneware containers, that might have discouraged purchase of 
commercially distilled and bottled alcohol.  

 
Two bottle glass fragments, a small body fragment, and a base with part of the body 

from the Jewell site had enough impressed letters to be recognized as a Dr. T. M. Saymans 
Products bottle (Figure 5.8). This is the brand peddled by Anderson Pitts, who lived at the 
Jewell site from 1929 to 1935. The small size of the bottle suggests it contained a cooking 
extract, a product Alpha Wells recalled Anderson selling.   

 
Saymans Products was a household goods company founded by a very colorful 

character, Thomas M. Saymans, in the late nineteenth century in Carthage, Missouri. 
Saymans, born in 1853, was by age 10 a member of the P T Barnum Circus, and was by 
age 11 peddling tonics, elixirs, and other products from a wagon, which he eventually 
turned into large tent shows with sideshows and animals. At age 18, he entered a medical 
school and studied for four years. By his late 30s he had moved to St. Louis to produce and 
sell his products. He was so successful that by 1912 (at age 59) he built an eight-story office 
building for the company (https://www.findagrave.com/memorial/33894362).  

 
While Thomas Saymans was initially most famous for his Saymans Vegetable 

Wonder Soap, he branched out into a wide range of kitchen (such as spices and cooking 
extracts), personal (such as tonics or cough syrups) and other household products. Ken Pitts 
recalled his grandfather Anderson Pitts sold lineaments in red and white tins, and pie 
fillings in cans. One of the longest lasting products is his Saymans Salve, a camphor-zinc 
oxide in white petrolatum for skin ailments that can still be purchased today at retailers, 
such as Walmart or Amazon.com, or via saymansalve.com. Thomas Saymans relied 
heavily on traveling salesmen to sell his products and advertised for salesmen in many 
major newspapers. Searching for Saymans products on newspapers.com revealed 
numerous adds from as early as 1906 to the early 1930s; some of these adds claim to 
provide “166 daily used and eagerly sought for household and toilet necessities” for sale 
(newspapers.com St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Wed, Sept 14, 1932, page 23). Saymans 
advertisements were seen in the Louisville Courier Journal and the Cincinnati Enquirer; 
it is possible that Anderson Pitts learned about the opportunity to sell these products via 
such advertisements, or from other salesmen in the area.  Anderson’s daughter Betty Pitts 
recalled that Anderson Pitts kept three suitcases of Saymans products under his bed, and 
then strapped them to horses as he made his sales rounds (see Chapter 3). 
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Figure 5.8. Saymans Products Bottle: left top and 

bottom, Example purchased to show labeling, top is 
enlarged; right, fragment excavated at Jewell site, top is an 
enlargement of lettering, bottom is full scale. 

 
Wide mouthed clear and aqua glass rims with screw threads and translucent aqua 

body glass (149 from the Jewell site, 31 from the Elkins site, and three from the East Fork 
School site) were classified as from canning jars. Canning food in glass jars was developed 
in France by the late eighteenth century but not used commonly by individuals in the United 
States until the 1870s (Sives 1991; Toulouse 1969). Family member from both the Jewell 
and Elkins sites remembered fruits and vegetables being canned in glass jars. As previously 
mentioned, Eli Elkins was known to make moonshine and the canning jars could have 
served a dual function.  

 
Portions of three zinc lids and one milk glass lid liner fragment were found at the 

Jewell site (Figure 5.9). One milk glass canning jar zinc lid with a Boyd’s lid liner and 
three other lid liner fragments were recovered from the Elkins site (Figure 5.7). Lid liners, 
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made with white milk glass, were invented by Lewis Boyd in 1869 to protect the food in a 
glass jar from the zinc cap (Toulouse 1969:350). The glass jar lid found in Unit 8 at the 
Elkins site, in the area where a root cellar may have been located, has a grove along the top 
suggesting use with a wire lightening closure. These closures were very popular from the 
late 1870s into the middle twentieth century (Toulouse 1969). Canning jars were often 
labeled with embossed lettering, and a few fragments from the Jewell site refitted to hint 
at the Mason’s brand (Figure 5.9).  A complete M was found on a fragment from the Elkins 
site.  

 

 
Figure 5.9. Canning Jar Lid and 

Glass Fragments from the Jewell site. 
 

Glass tumbler or drinking vessel fragments were recovered from the Jewell (n=37) 
and Elkins (n=3) sites.  Of these, one from the Jewell site is a base with the mark of a 
capstan, an object made to anchor a winding rope or cable and common on ships or docks 
(Figure 5.6, bottom right). This mark was used from 1919-1938 by the Capstan Glass 
Company, Connellsville, (www.glassbottlemarks.com/capstan-glass-company/;sha.org/ 
bottle//pdffiles/CapstanGlassCo.pdf). This vessel could be a jelly jar that also was used as 
a drinking vessel, but without the rim further identification is not possible.  

 
The 22 pressed or molded glass fragments from the Jewell site and the 10 from the 

Elkins site appear to be from highly ornamental tableware vessels, such as candy dishes or 



127 

stemware (Figures 5.6 and 5.7). Pressed glass became more affordable in the late 
nineteenth century due to technological from American glass makers (Venable et al. 2000), 
and is common on sites of this time (Schenian 1995). Of the pressed fragments from the 
Jewell site, five looked similar enough to belong to the same vessel, and one fragment is a 
lip with an indentation for pouring (Figure 5.6: middle row, left).  These fragments are 
likely from a pitcher. Another seven fragments from the Jewell site appear to be from 
stemmed cups or glasses (Figure 5.7, top row).  

 
Orangey yellow glass fragments from the Jewell (n=16) and Elkins (n=1) sites are 

of derived from a type called “carnival” glass (Figures 5.6 and 5.7). It is easily recognized 
by its iridescent surface color, achieved by a spray applied before firing. Carnival glass 
was especially popular on ornamental vessels, such as candy dishes, pitchers, desert cups 
or plates, and punch bowls though it could be applied to any form. It was called Iridil glass 
by its inventor, the Fenton Art Glass Company of Williamstown, West Virginia, but takes 
its common name from its frequent use as a prize at carnivals. Carnival glass was invented 
in late 1907 and became popular as it resembled more expensive art glass by makers, such 
as Tiffany and Steuben. Most Iridil or carnival glass was made before 1925, with 
production declining after 1930. Limited production was revived in the 2000s (Edwards 
1994; www.fentonartglass.com/history.asp; https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fenton_Art_Glass_ 
Company).  

 
Ceramics 
 

Ceramics (918 from the Jewell site, 473 from the Elkins site, and five from the East 
Fork School site) recovered from the project area were initially classified by paste type, 
refined or coarse (Tables 5.1, 5.6, and 5.7; Figures 5.10 to 5.14). Refined ceramics (709 
from the Jewell site, 410 from the Elkins site, and five from the East Fork School) were 
primarily used in the manufacture of tablewares, most of which were made outside the 
United States until the 1830s. Whiteware, a white pasted ware with a clear glaze,  was the 
dominant tableware ceramic by 1830 (Majewski and O’Brien 1987) and is still produced 
today, was the most common refined ceramic ware, followed by ironstone or white granite 
(Table 5.1).  The latter has a harder paste and is more durable, and initially was a more 
expensive version of whiteware (Wetherbee 1996). The other main refined ware recovered 
was porcelain (Table 5.1), a very high fired hard bodied and usually thinly potted ceramic 
typically acquired from Asia or Europe until the late nineteenth century (Noel-Hume 
1969a, 1969b; Venable et al. 2000). Porcelain was more commonly purchased for tea wares 
or specialized serving vessels in the nineteenth century, except by the wealthiest 
households who could afford larger settings of it.  

 
 Coarse ceramics (209 from the Jewell site and 63 from the Elkins site) were 
typically locally made and heavier pasted wares for food storage or preparation (Greer 
1981). These wares were classified as stoneware based on a darker, more vitrous and harder 
paste, and typically thicker body (Table 5.1). Redware, which was only recovered from the 
Jewell site (n=1) is distinguished by its coarse and lower fired red clay paste.  
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Figure 5.10. Refined Ceramics from the Jewell site: top row left to right, 

makers’ marks, Goodwin Brothers warranted ironstone, Edward J. Owens 
ironstone, Johnson Brothers ironstone; middle row left to right, transfer print 
whiteware rim, decal whiteware rim, decal ironstone body, and 
molded/scalloped ironstone rim; bottom row left to right, slipped whiteware 
body, plain ironstone rim. 

 
 

 
Figure 5.11. Coarse Ceramics from the Jewell site: top row  left to right, 

blue slip bowl rim, Bristol and Albany slip crock rim; clear glaze rim; bottom 
row left to right, crock body with clear glaze and blue slip decoration, crock 
base with brown slip. 
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Figure 5.12. Refined Ceramics from the Elkins site: left to right, Flow blue 

whiteware rim, porcelain transfer printed and painted body, molded/scalloped 
whiteware rim, plain whiteware cup base, McNicol ironstone mark on base sherd. 
 

 
Figure 5.13. McNicol 1913 Calendar Plate with Same Mark as Found at Elkins site. 

 
 Surprisingly, no yellowware was recovered from the Jewell or Elkins sites. This 
ware type is somewhat of a blend of the traditional mass-produced refined white pasted 
earthenwares (whiteware and ironstone), and the more locally produced and coarser 
stonewares and redwares. Yellowware is distinguished by its coarse yellowish earthenware 
paste, typically finished with a clear lead glaze and with various colored slip decorations. 
It was cheap and durable, and very popular for forms such as chamber pots, pitchers or 
tea/coffee pots, and mixing bowls (Gallo 1985; Ketchum 1983). This ware was produced 
in both Louisville and Covington, Kentucky by the middle nineteenth century, as well as 
at other American and European potteries. Perhaps by the time the Jewell and Ekins 
households were established, yellowware was in the process of being replaced by cheap 
enameled metal wares, or a more abundant supply of locally produced stonewares. Or its 
popularity may have not reached rural areas, such as Menifee County. 
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Figure 5.14. Coarse Ceramics from the Elkins site: top row left to 
right, Bristol and brown slip crock body, brown slip and clear glaze 
crock rim; bottom row left to right, clear glaze with lug or handle crock 
body, two Bristol slip with blue decoration crock body, and molded 
ornamental blue slip vessel base.  
 
Within historic site assemblages, ceramic form and decoration are best examined 

by vessel counts rather than sherds counts, to support better inferences concerning use of 
the vessels within daily household routines. To determine the minimum number of vessels 
recovered from the project area, all of the sherds from the Jewell and Elkins sites were laid 
out and grouped by likeness of paste, glaze, decoration, and form.  This resulted in the 
identification of 159 vessels at the Jewell site and 56 vessels at the Elkins site (Tables 5.6 
and 5.7; Appendices 1 and 2).  Some whiteware (167 from the Jewell site and 163 from the 
Elkins site) and ironstone (135 from the Jewell site and 85 from the Elkins site) sherds with 
no unique characteristics could not be assigned to any vessel. All porcelain, redware, and 
stoneware sherds from the Jewell and Elkins sites were assigned to a particular vessel.  
Since all of the five sherds from the East Fork school site were non-diagnostic body sherds, 
and because the sample was so small, this site was not included in the vessel analysis. 

 
Undecorated vessels were by far the most common (67.1 percent of the Jewell 

assemblage and 60.0 percent of the Elkins assemblage).  The dominance of plain or 
minimally decorated white ceramics is in keeping with the rising popularity of this style by 
the late nineteenth century (Wall 1999; Wetherbee 1996). The decorated types that 
appeared in small frequencies, include relief molded/scalloped (19 from the Jewell site and 
12 from the Elkins site), transfer printed patterns (two from the Jewell site), Flow Blue 
transfer printed patterns (one from the Jewell site and one from the Elkins site); applied 
decals (20 from the Jewell site and four from the Elkins site), slipped (one from the Jewell 
site), and gilded rim (one from the Jewell site). That molded relief and applied decals, 
sometimes called decalcomania, are moderately common is not surprising, since these ware 
types were very popular from the late nineteenth to early twentieth century (Adams 1980; 
Majewski and O’Brien 1987; Venable et al. 2000; Wetherbee 1996).  
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Table 5.6. Ceramic Vessel Types from the Jewell site. 

 Refined Pasted Earthenwares Coarse Pasted Stonewares and Redwares  
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Cup                 
Whiteware 3   1            4 
Ironstone 8 1  3            12 
Porcelain 2 1  1            4 
Bowl                 
Whiteware 4   2            6 
Ironstone 6 1  1            8 
Porcelain 1   1            2 
Saucer                 
Whiteware 2               2 
Ironstone    1            1 
Plate                 
Whiteware 39 4 2 6 1 2 2         56 
Ironstone 19 7  2            28 
Porcelain 1   2            3 
Large Plate                 
Whiteware 1               1 
Ironstone 1 1              2 
Small Plate                 
Whiteware 3 1              4 
Ironstone 1 1              2 
Serving Dish                 
Ironstone 1 1              2 
Ornamental Vessel                 
Porcelain 1 1              2 
Wash Basin                 
Ironstone 1               1 
Crock                 
Stoneware         1 2 4 6 2 2 1 18 
Mixing Bowl                 
Redware        1 1       1 
Total 94 19 2 20 1 2 2 1 1 2 4 6 2 2 1 159 

INT = Interior surface treatment, EXT = Exterior surface treatment, small plates are less than 6 inches 
diameter, saucers same but deeper, large plate estimated diameter > 12 inches 

 
The coarse ware vessels (19 from the Jewell site and 12 from the Elkins site) were 

almost all hard pasted stonewares. Only one redware vessel, an unglazed mixing bowl, was 
recovered from the Jewell site. The stoneware body sherds were too small in size for further 
identification other than crock, though some could be from jugs (though no jug lips were 
found). The vessels showed a combination of interior and exterior treatments, most having 
some sort of brown or gray, occasionally white (called Bristol) slip on the interior and 
exterior. A number of vessels also had gray or brown slips with an “orange peel” speckled 
surface from the addition of salt thrown into the kiln to facilitate the glazing. Because these 
stoneware vessels are individually made, as opposed to the mass produced refined 
ceramics, the combinations of interior and exterior decoration are almost endless. None of 
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the stoneware sherds exhibited a maker’s name or mark, but this was not surprising since 
most sherds are small and only a small portion of each vessel is represented.  
 

Table 5.7. Ceramic Vessel Types from the Elkins site. 
 Refined wares (dining or service) Coarse wares (food storage or preparation)  
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Whiteware 3 3 
Ironstone 5 5 
Porcelain 2 1 3 
Bowl  
Whiteware 3 3 
Ironstone 3 1 1 5 
Porcelain 1 1 2 
Plate  
Whiteware 8 3 1 1 13 
Ironstone 4 4 8 
Porcelain  
Small Plate  
Porcelain 1 1 
Lid (serving)  
Ironstone 1 1 
Crock  
Stoneware  1 2 3  1 3 10 
Ornamental  
Stoneware 1 1 
Mixing Bowl 
Stoneware 1 1 
Total 27 12 4 1        56 

INT=Interior surface treatment, EXT=Exterior surface treatment, small plates are less than six inches. 
 

Table 5.8. Tableware Vessel Forms from Jewell and Elkins sites. 
 Jewell Elkins 

 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Cups   20     14.6 11     25.0 
Bowls   16     11.7 10     22.7 
Saucer/small plate     9       6.6   1      2.3 
Plate   87     63.5 21     47.7 
Serving (Large plates/platter, bowls, or lid)      5       3.6   1      2.3 
Total 137 100.0 44 100.0 

 
In terms of vessel form, it is interesting that no chamber pot vessels, which have a 

characteristic flat rim/lip, were recovered from the project area. An ironstone vessel 
classified as a large serving bowl, however, may instead be from a washstand set but the 
small sherd sizes hindered that identification.  

 
Serving vessels are not well-represented and are possibly missed since the 

fragmented nature of the assemblages makes this classification difficult (Table 5.8). Of the 
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six identified serving vessels, five (3.6 percent) are from the Jewell site and one (2.3 
percent) is from the Elkins site. This difference, though slight, may stem from the fact that 
the Jewell house served as a boarding house in the early 1900s, or from the larger size of 
the Jewell household (see Chapter 3), such that large serving vessels would have been more 
essential in dining. It is also possible that large serving vessels were less needed at the 
Elkins house because the Eli and Ruth Elkins family took some meals at the home of Eli’s 
parents Harve and Nettie Elkins, just across the creek.  
 

A heavy reliance on bowls may suggest dietary preferences for stews and other less 
solid dishes, sometimes with an emphasis on softening tough cuts of meat, extending meat, 
or otherwise economizing (Otto 1989). Bowls account for 11.7 percent of the Jewell site 
vessels and 22.7 percent of the Elkins site vessels. This could suggest a moderate reliance 
on stews or soup-like meals within each household, but more so at the Elkins site.  The 
opposite of this pattern is the higher percentage of plates at the Jewell site (63.5 compared 
to 47.7 percent at the Elkins site). Cups are also much more common at the Elkins site (25 
percent as opposed to 14.6 percent at the Jewell site).  

 
 Identifiable makers’ marks were associated with seven refined ceramic vessels at 
the Jewell site and one from the Elkins site (Table 5.10).  Those from the Jewell site reflect 
a balance of four American and three English Staffordshire potteries, and the one from the 
Elkins site is from the McNicol Pottery in East Liverpool Ohio. This matches well with the 
assessment by Venable et al. (2000) that by 1880 the American potteries had achieved 
nearly equal market share with the formerly dominant English Staffordshire potteries, due 
largely to the growth of the Ohio Valley potteries. The vessel from the Elkins site indicated 
by this mark is unusual in that it was a specialized calendar or scenic plate series often 
intended as a gift (Gates and Ormerod 1982:187). An example of this kind of vessel is 
shown in Figure 5.13. 
 
Other kitchen artifacts 

 
Other kitchen related artifacts (30 from the Jewell site and 2 from the Elkins site) 

were found, but in low frequency, especially at the Elkins site. Possibly this is because part 
of the Elkins house area has been lost to the Forest Service road (Table 5.1). Cooking 
vessels are represented by cast iron cooking fragments (18 from the Jewell site and one 
from the Elkins site). A cast iron skillet handle with the number 7 stamped in it found at 
the Jewell site was readily identified (Figure 5.15).  A handle of this size would have been 
from a medium-sized skillet. Other cooking vessels at the Jewell site are represented by 
five rusted fragments of blue with white swirls enamelware (Figure 5.15). These were too 
small to identify the vessel form. Enamelware was produced from the 1870s to the 1930s 
and consisted of vessels (typically cooking or serving) made from thinly stamped sheets of 
iron, steel, or aluminum, and coated with enamel that was fused to the metal in a very hot 
oven. Its lightness (especially compared to cast iron vessels) and durability made it very 
popular, and it came in a range of solid colors (often with banded rims) or patterns of 
speckles, swirls, or mottles. It was often sold under names, such as agateware or 
graniteware. Reproductions have been made since the 1960s (Greguire 1989).  
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Figure 5.15. Other Kitchen and Related Artifacts from the Jewell site: 
top row left to right, enamelware, stove burner fragment; bottom row left to 
right, skillet handle, two knife handles, spoon bowl. 

 
Eating utensils from the Jewell site consisted of two wooden knife handles, a knife 

fragment, and three spoon fragments.  The only utensil recovered from the Elkins site was 
a wooden knife handle.  Only two tin can fragments were recovered, both from the Jewell 
site.  Possibly this artifact is not well-represented because given its thinness, it was lost to 
the poor metal preservation on these sites.  Two plastic screw caps at the Jewell site are 
most likely from modern visitors.  

 
 

PERSONAL GROUP 
 
 Artifacts assigned to the personal group (48 from the Jewell site, seven from the 
Elkins site, and one from the East Fork School site) are typically those that can be owned 
by or associated with one person (Table 5.1; Figures 5.16 and 5.17).  The category includes 
items such as coins (a 1919 and 1975 penny), and toiletry or personal items, such as two 
comb fragments and a hair band fragment, all from the Jewell site.  
 

Since buttons (18 from Jewell site and 2 from Elkins site) are small, compact and 
durable, they survive well in the ground. They are also frequently dislodged from clothing, 
so that they are often the most common personal group artifact recovered from 
archaeological sites. Other clothing related artifacts include two suspender or overall 
buckles from the Jewell site; three buckles from the Jewell site and two from the Elkins 
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site; five grommets (most probably from shoe leather) from the Jewell site; one piece of 
shoe leather with grommets from the Elkins site; and a one snap from the Jewell site. A 
solid blue glass bead that was possibly from a piece of clothing, or a necklace, was 
recovered from the Jewell site. Two fragments of glass and metal that might be from 
earrings (Figure 5.16) were found at the Jewell site. Jewelry was absent at the Elkins site.  
 

 
Figure 5.16. Personal Artifacts from the Jewell site: all are left to right; top 

row, Prosser button, glass button, glass button, flat coin metal button, metal overall 
button with enlargement above to show etched train, snap, grommets in leather; 
second row, comb, jewelry, animal tag, 1919 penny, blue bead; third row, two pipe 
bowls, doll face, harmonica back, glass marble; fourth row, two buckles and 
suspender buckle. 
 

Size can be a useful indicator of what type of clothing a button had been attached 
to. For example, larger buttons tended to be from coats, medium-sized buttons from shirts 
or dresses, and extremely small buttons from under garments. The eight Prosser porcelain 
buttons from the Jewell site ranged in diameter from 11 to 14 mm, and the four glass 
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buttons from 9 to 17 mm.  All are medium-sized buttons common on shirts or dresses. The 
four metal buttons were slightly larger, 18 to 21 mm in diameter, and the flat coin button 
(Figure 5.16; top row fourth from left) was the largest at 23 mm in diameter. These large 
metal buttons are more likely from pants. The two hard rubber buttons had diameters of 14 
and 21 mm, respectively; the latter may be from pants. Any of the buttons could also have 
been attached to a skirt waistband.  The two Prosser buttons from the Elkins site (Figure 
5.17) are 11 and 15 mm in diameter, and likely from shirts or dresses. 
 

Figure 5.17. Personal Artifacts from the Elkins site: left to right, buckle, 
porcelain doll part, two Prosser buttons, shoe leather with grommets. 

 
 
Both of the metal bib overall buttons recovered from the Jewell site have a diameter 

of 16 mm.  One has a train etched onto the front (Figure 5.16: fifth from left, see magnified 
inset above). This button is very similar to those shown in a 1965 bulletin on overall 
buttons, and likely dates to 1900-1908 (Adams and Albert 1965: plates 12 and 14). Overall 
buttons with trains were very popular, in part because of the high esteem held for railroad 
workers (Adams and Albert 1965:24).  

 
Bib overalls had the advantage of being relatively cheap, durable, washable, and 

comfortable. Overalls were sold in the United States as early as 1856, though the earliest 
recorded patent was not until 1872. The overall bib attached to the waistband solved the 
problem of a man’s vest riding up, and exposing his stomach, and in general provided 
clothing that was more protective and comfortable for heavy work (Hemken 1993). It took 
into the early 1900s for the development of the standardized product seen in the Jewell 
family photographs, and many varieties were developed for specialized needs (such as 
extra pockets and loops for carpenters) (Hemken 1993). This work ware was typically 
made of denim material or canvas duck, with bib overall patents most commonly 
mentioning the intended customers as agricultural workers, mechanics, railroad workers, 
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painters, plasterers, and carpenters. Though miners and lumberjacks were not mentioned 
in patents, they did commonly wear overalls, especially by the early 1900s when the form 
of the product evolved to better accommodate their needs of freedom in movement 
(Hemkem 1993:56). Boarders at the Jewell house during the Union City Lumber 
Company’s work would have likely worn overalls. By this time bib overalls were readily 
available in mail-order catalogs ($.40 in the 1895 Sears Roebuck catalog, Isreal 1968, about 
the same cost as the cylinder record discussed below).  
 

Bib overalls are frequently seen in the historic photographs of Jewell and Elkins 
males dating from the 1920s to 1940s (see Figures 3.19, 3.20, 3.29). Interestingly, bib 
overalls are not seen at all in the earliest group photograph (Figure 3.24, likely from the 
late 1890s or early 1900s given that Emeline Jewell and Billy Branham were married in 
1892, see Figure 3.15). They are only worn by a few students in the 1914 school photograph 
(see Figure 3.30) but by many male students in the 1927 school photograph (see Figure 
3.31).  
 

Several personal artifacts provide insights into leisure and entertainment at the 
Jewell site. These artifacts suggest that music was played in the Jewell household, both by 
family members (as per two harmonica fragments) and by listening to recorded music (as 
per a cylinder recording fragment). The two harmonica fragments are of the metal back 
variety (Figure 5.16). The harmonica is sometimes called the French harp or mouth organ 
as it was popularized in France in the early nineteenth century, with influences from 
Chinese instruments. Harmonicas were mass produced and sold in the United States by the 
late 1860s and had reached their modern form by 1920. Harmonicas became very important 
in blues and old-timey, country, and folk music (Wikipedia.org/Harmonica# History). The 
fragments found at the Jewell site are too small and rusted for further identification but 
suggest that at least one household member had some musical talents.  

 
The cylinder fragment is from an Edison ambersol cylinder recording of the song 

It’s Nice When You Love a Wee Lassie by Sir Henry Lauder (Figure 5.18). Cylinder 
recording were invented by Thomas Edison in 1877, with the first recordings being wax, 
then tin foil, then celluloid or a plastic called Ambersol, which Edison made until 1929. By 
this time Edison’s main competitors, Columbia and the United States Phonograph 
Company, had switched to flat disk recordings (Koenigsberg 1969; Millard 1995). 
Cylinders were stored in round cardboard cans (Figure 5.19) (the origin of the terms 
“canned” music) and often rolled off tables and broke. The cylinders were played on a 
phonograph. Information was not found on the cost of a phonograph circa 1912, but an 
advertisement for a cylinder record in 1912 listed prices as low as $0.35. The $0.35 price 
in 1912 would equate to about $8.67 today (www.in2013dollars.com), not a small price for 
households that likely had little cash (see Chapter 8 for 1940 wages).  
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The song It’s Nice When You Love a Wee Lassie was written by Harry Lauder and 
J. D. Harper and composed by Harry Lauder in 1912 (Library of Congress Copyright Office 
1912:720). A recording of the song by Henry Lauder in 1913 is available via YouTube 
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1ed5AZ_cMpo). Sir Henry (or Harry) Lauder was 
one of the most popular Scottish musicians and comedians of the early twentieth century 
and was knighted in 1919. His songs were widely available for many years because most 
of his recordings were reissued by Victor in the late 1910 and 1920s. The statement from 
a Victor catalog in 1922, which lists 124 different recordings by Lauder (Victor Talking 
Machine Company 1922: Entry La), gives a sense of his popularity. It was also interesting 
that this catalog offered to provide a glossary of Scottish words used by Mr. Lauder upon 
request. 

 
It is hard to define just what it is in Lauder’s work that makes him 

so popular. But the secret probably is that he is simply natural, and bubbles 
over with wit and melody because he can’t help it. 

 
The new agreement made by the Victor with Mr. Lauder is one of 

the most important ever made, Lauder being the highest salaried entertainer 
in the world.  

 
 Two unglazed clay smoking pipe fragments recovered from the Jewell site (Figure 
5.10) suggest that tobacco was smoked from a stub stemmed clay pipe. The pieces are so 
small that not much can be learned about them, but a bit of decorative ribbing at the rim 
suggests that they were commercially made. This type of pipe was widely made in the Ohio 
Valley (Sudbury 1986; Thomas and Burnett 1972) and is similar to other pipes the author 
has seen on archaeological sites in Kentucky or West Virginia. This form of pipe would 
have needed a reed to connect the pipe to the mouth; being plant based, the reeds rarely 
survive in the archaeological record.  
 

Clay stub stemmed pipes were common by the early nineteenth century but were 
fading in fashion by the end of the nineteenth century. Alpha Wells recalled that when she 
was a young girl (Alpha was born in 1920) clay pipes were smoked almost exclusively by 
older women; perhaps the ones recovered had belonged to Mary Jewell (who would have 
been 60 years old in 1898 when the house was built, see Figure 3.15). Tobacco was one of 
the crops listed for Leslie Jewell in the 1880 agricultural census. It is likely that individuals 
will lived at the Jewell and Elkins sites chewed tobacco or smoked cigars or cigarettes, 
none of which would leave an archaeological signature. Chewing tobacco or taking snuff 
could be represented by the metal or glass containers that contained these products; none 
of which were recovered.  
 
 Several children’s toys or fragments were found. These include four porcelain or 
bisque doll fragments from the Jewell site (Figure 5.16) and two porcelain doll fragments 
from the Elkins site (Figure 5.17). These fragments were all too small to give meaningful 
data on the form of the dolls. Both families had female children. Other toys recovered 
include a small metal gun, and a red and white swirl glass marble, both of which were 
recovered from the Jewell site (Figure 5.16), and a blue swirl glass marble found at the 
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East Fork School site (Figure 5.20). This type of glass marble was first produced in 1902 
(Gartley and Carskadden 1987). Prior to the beginning of the twentieth century, glass 
marbles were made of blown glass. Games using marbles were a favorite past time for 
children and adults from the nineteenth to early twentieth century.  

 

 
Figure 5.20. Marble from East Fork School. 

 
 

TRANSPORTATION GROUP 
 
 The transportation group (13 from the Jewell site and four from the Elkins site) 
covers a broad range of artifacts that might be associated with overland, rail, water, or air 
transportation (Table 5.1; Figures 5.21 and 5.22). Horseshoes (four from the Jewell site 
and one from the Elkins site), oxen shoes (one from the Jewell site), horseshoe nails (one 
whole and four fragments from the Jewell site, and three fragments from the Elkins site) 
also were assigned to this group. The Jewell assemblage includes one unusual 
transportation related artifact, a snap hook, which a small metal artifact with a closed loop 
on one end and a loop on the other end that can be opened by pulling down or pushing in 
a lever (Figure 5.21). Snap hooks, still in use today, were patented in 1904. The patent 
notes this class of fasteners was fast and easy to use in connecting harnesses, blankets, and 
hitch-lines (https://patents.google.com/patent/US768817). A portion of a wagon single tree 
clip from the Jewell site also was assigned to this group (Figure 5.21). 

 
Another artifact assigned to this group is a small metal alloy ear tag with the number 

“8,” recovered from the Jewell site (Figure 5.16). Tagging domestic livestock by a metal 
tag in the ear dates to 1799 in England, when tin ear tags were developed by Sir Joseph 
Banks, President  of  the Royal  Society, for the identification of  the  Merino sheep  flock 
established for King George III. Ear tags were mandated in
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Figure 5.21. Transportation and Related Artifacts from the Jewell site: top row 

left to right, horseshoe, railroad spike, ox shoe fragment, wagon singletree clip; 
bottom row left to right, possible tether pin, snap hook. 

 
 

Figure 5.22. Transportation, Activities, and Architecture Artifacts from 
the Elkins site: top, bracket or brace; bottom row left to right, horseshoe, 
hook, large bolt, and washer. 
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the United States in 1895 by the Ohio Improved Chester Swine Record Association. Most 
tags in the United States were made of steel with nickel plating, until plastic tags were 
invented sometime after 1945 (https://nationalband.com; International Ohio Improved 
Chester Record 1895:41). Not much is known about the livestock kept by the Jewell family 
other than the 1880 agricultural census listing, which shows cattle and sheep. Anderson 
Pitts, who lived at the Jewell site from about 1929 to 1935, was known to have bought and 
sold calves in tandem with his business of selling Saymans Products (see Chapter 3). The 
tag suggests up to date animal husbandry. 

 
UNIDENTIFIED GROUP  

 
The unidentified group (14 from the Jewell site and 17 from the Elkins site) consists 

of items that could not be identified, usually because they were very small or a part of a 
multi-component artifact that was not identifiable once dissembled (Table 5.1). The group 
consists of unidentified metal (eight from the Jewell site and 15 from the Elkins site) and 
unidentified hard rubber or other synthetics (six from the Jewell site and two from the 
Elkins site). The poor metal preservation at these sites may have contributed to the 
unidentified metal category. 

 
 

FUNCTIONAL GROUPS 
 
The Jewell and Elkins assemblages look pretty much like a standard domestic 

assemblage as identified by Stanley South (1977) in terms of the functional groups 
represented (Table 5.9).  Variations from South’s pattern include higher percentage of 
architecture group and a lower percentage of personal group artifacts at the Jewell and 
Elkins sites, These differences may be influenced by the fact that South’s pattern was 
developed mostly from eighteenth century sites that would have had smaller windows, 
which may account for less window glass in earlier assemblages.  Conversely, the windows 
at the Jewell and Elkins sites would have been bigger, resulting in more glass fragments 
and a higher percentage of architecture related artifacts.  Another big difference is the 
absence of tobacco pipes in Elkins site assemblages, and their minimal representation at 
the Jewell site.  Smoking tobacco in a clay pipe was very popular through about the mid-
nineteenth century, but was declining by the late nineteenth century, and as previously 
noted was primarily reserved for older women.  

 
Combined the architecture and kitchen groups account for 96.7 percent of the 

Jewell and 95.7 percent of the Elkins assemblage.  Relative to the Elkins site, the 
architecture group accounts for a slightly higher percentage of the Jewell site assemblage 
and the kitchen group a somewhat higher percent of the Elkins site assemblage. The 
observed differences are heavily influenced by the recovery of more nails from the Jewell 
(n=1,394; 28.1 percent) site relative to the Elkins (n=342; 21.4 percent). The observed 
differences in nail quantities my simple be due to the Jewell house having been much larger 
than the Elkins residence.  
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Table 5.9. Functional Breakdown Comparisons, Jewell and Elkins sites.* 
Functional group Jewell Site Elkins site South’s (1977) Carolina pattern 
 Freq Percent Freq Percent Percent 
Activities 60 1.2 22 1.4 1.7 
Architecture 1826 36.9 495 31.0 25.5 
Arms 12 0.2 4 0.3 0.5 
Fuel 2 <0.1 4 0.2 Not used 
Furniture 18 0.4 11 0.7 0.2 
Kitchen 2959 59.8 1035 64.7 63.1 
Personal 45 0.9 7 0.4 3.2*** 
Tobacco pipes** 2 <0.1 0 0.0 5.8 
Transportation 13 0.3 4 0.2 Not used 
Unid metal/synthetic 14 0.3 17 1.1 Not used 
Totals 4951 100.0 1599 100.0 100.0 
*Totals do not include the clay pigeons and post 1940s coins or bullets from recreational visitors; **Two pipes 
from Jewell site moved from the personal to the tobacco pipes group for comparisons; ***Combines 3.0 clothing 
(3.0) and personal (0.2). 

 
Conversely, the higher percentage of kitchen group artifact at the Elkins site is 

influenced by the fact that ceramics account for 30.8 percent (n=494) of the Elkins 
assemblage compared to only 18.5 percent (n=918) of the Jewell site assemblage. The 
greater contribution of ceramics to the Elkin assemblage may indicate that the Elkins 
family used and discarded relatively more ceramics than the Jewell family.  But a more 
qualitative observation is that the sherds discarded at the Elkins site are more numerous 
because they have suffered more post-depositional disturbance relative to those discarded 
at the Jewell site. Support for this suggestion comes from the vessel analysis, which 
indicated that almost three times as many vessels were recovered from the Jewell (n=159) 
site relative to the Elkins (n=56) site.  Thus, using the vessel analysis, ceramics would 
account for a higher percentage of the Jewell site assemblage relative to the Elkins site 
 
 
CHRONOLOGICAL INDICATORS 
 

Artifacts with absolute dates on them are rare. Of the two pennies from the Jewell 
site, the 1919 one was used in dating the site’s occupation, and the 1975 one was not used, 
since it was deposited after the Jewell/Pitt families had abandoned the site. Artifacts with 
beginning and end production dates are listed in Table 5.10. Those recovered from the 
Jewell site include ceramic makers’ marks, a glass makers’ mark or embossing on labels, 
a specific type of glass called carnival glass, a stamped overall button, and a cylinder 
record.  The only temporally diagnostic artifact recovered from the Elkins site was a 
ceramic maker’s mark. The ammunition shells were not used as most if not all could have 
been discarded at the site by recreational visitors. 

 
A mean ceramic date was not calculated for either site, as most useful ceramics for 

such dating were produced from the eighteenth to middle nineteenth century when ware 
types and decorative styles changed rapidly with the development of new technologies 
(South 1977, see also Noel-Hume 1969a, 1969b; Price 1979). Mean ceramic dating is not 
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very useful for sites from the late nineteenth to middle twentieth century, as the ware types 
had stabilized by this time, and because many of the most popular types, such as 
whitewares and ironstones, are still made today. However, the fact that the assemblages do 
not include any the mid-eighteenth to early nineteenth century ceramics types, such as 
creamware or pearlware, offers further support that the assemblages’ date exclusively from 
the late nineteenth to early twentieth century. 

 
Table 5.10. Chronological Indicators, Mean Artifact dates. 

Jewell site Artifact MNV Mean 
Coin 1919 penny from Unit 3 1 1919 
Ceramic 
marks 

1885-1898, Goodwin Brothers Pottery Company, East Liverpool, Ohio, 
ironstone (Gates and Ormerod 1982:53), n=2, from Unit 3 

1 1871.5 

 1883-1913, Johnson Brothers, Hanley or Tunstall, England, Royal Ironstone 
(Godden 1964 :355), n=1, from Unit 4 

1 1898 

 1910-1918, Clinchfield Pottery, later Southern Potteries, Erwin, Tennessee 
(Lehner 1988:433), n=1, from Shovel Probe N40E50 

1 1914 

 1900+; 1941, end of site occupation used as end date; Johnson Brothers, Hanley, 
England, Royal Semi-Porcelain, (Godden 1964:355), n=3, from Units 3, 4 and 
6  

1 1920.5 

 1904-1932, Edward J. Owen China Company, Minerva, Ohio (Lehner 
1988:333), n=2, from Unit 6 

1 1918 

 1914+; 1941, end of site occupation used as end date; Alfred Meaken, Tunstall, 
England (Godden 1964:426), n=1, from Unit 7, (1941, end of site occupation 
used as end date) 

1 1927.5 

 1901-1909, Cannonsburg China Company, Cannonsburg, Pennsylvania (Lehner 
1988:74-76). n=1, from Unit 5  

1 1905 

Glass 1919-1938, Capstan Glass Company, Connellsville, Pennsylvania 
(www.glassbottlemarks.com/capstan-glass-company/ sha.org/bottle//pdffiles/ 
Capstan GlassCo.pdf, both accessed 12/15/2016), n=1, from Unit 3 

1 1927.5 

 3-IN-ONE oil green glass bottle, 1905-1936, n=3 fragments, one bottle, from 
Unit 9 

1 1921 

“Carnival” 
glass 

1907 to peak popularity of 1925, n=16, from Units 2, 3 and 5 and shovel probe 
N40E45 

1 1916 

Lips/necks Improved tooled, 1875-1903 (Deiss 1981); n=3 3 1899 
Lips/necks 
and bases 

Machine-made, 1890 - 1941 (end of site occupation used as end date), n=12 
lip/necks, three bases, for mean dating, Minimum vessel = 12.  

12 1915.5 

Button Train etched overall button, 1900-1909, n=1, from Unit 2 1 1904.5 
Record Cylinder record “It’s nice to love a wee lassie,” 1912-1929, n=1  from Unit 5 1 1920.5 
Mean Average of above means x MNV (Minimum vessels)/total  1912.6 
Window glass  date of window glass from Moir (1987), n=416  1912 
Nails 4.3 percent fragments to 5.7 percent of whole nails are machine cut, else all wire   
Elkins Site Artifact MNV Mean 
Ceramic 
marks 

1901-1925, McNicol Pottery Co, East Liverpool, Ohio and Clarksburg, West 
Virginia, Carnation series, semi-vitreous specialty plates (Gates and Ormerod 
1982:187), n=1, from Unit 6 

1 1912 

Nails Only 1.1 percent of whole nails are machine-cut, other are wire, all fragments 
are wire 

  

Window glass  date of window glass from Moir (1987), n=147  1914 
East Fork 
School site 

Artifact MNV Mean 

Window glass Date of window glass from Moir (1987), n=54  1909 
Nails 100% (n=2) are wire   

 
Other good chronological indicators are nails and window glass. The 1898 Jewell 

house yielded a nail assemblage dominated by wire nails, with machine cut nails (circa 
1800-1890) accounting for only 5.2 percent (whole=4.3 percent and fragments=5.7 
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percent) of the recovered nails (Table 5.2). In contrast, at the Elkins house, built about 
1921, only one whole machine-cut nail was found, with the rest (n=193) being wire (Table 
5.2). All of the nails from the East Fork School (n=2) are wire.  The window glass thickness 
for the Jewell site indicated a production date of 1912, the Elkins sample indicated a 
construction date of 1914, and the East Fork School indicated a production date of 1909, 
all using the Moir (1987) formula.  

 
The mean artifact production date of 1913.1 for the Jewell site is quite close to the 

mean occupation date from the historical records of 1919.5 (occupation from 1898 to 
1941). Since the intensity of the occupation at the Jewell site after the Jewell/Pitts families 
moved to Frenchburg circa 1935 is very uncertain, consisting of tenants under owner Clay 
Williams, it might make more sense to set the end of occupation at 1935 when the 
Jewell/Pitts left. This would give a mean occupation of occupation as 1916.2, even closer 
to the artifact mean of 1913.1. This similarity of artifact production dates to the site 
occupation dates suggests that the Jewell/Pitts and other possible occupants had very up-
to-date material culture, with little use of heirlooms or otherwise older items.  

 
The mean occupation date of the Elkins site is a bit more difficult, since the exact 

end of occupation is less certain, sometime in the early 1940s. The beginning date of 1921 
is more certain. If an end date of 1943 is used, the mean occupation date is 1932. This is a 
bit later than the artifact date of 1912 from the one ceramic maker’s mark, and 1914 date 
from the window glass. Admittedly the artifact sample size is too small to draw a confident 
interpretation, but dates are suggestive a slight tendency for the use of older artifacts by the 
Elkins household compared to those living at the Jewell site.  
 
 
SUMMARY 
 

In this section, interpretations derived from the analysis of the material culture is 
characterized by site.  Based on this analysis the Jewell house was of boxed construction, 
without battens, and had windows and doors with rim locks, and likely a fence around the 
yard close to the house.  The furnishings included a cast iron cooking stove, kerosene 
lanterns, and wooden furniture with porcelain castors. The family used cast iron and enamel 
ware cookware, and plain and low-cost white commercially mass-produced dishes, mostly 
plates but also some bowls for soups and stews. A few ceramic vessels had decorations, 
such as from molding and floral decals.  Heavier and more expensive ironstone was 
purchased along with similar but lighter (and often less expensive) whiteware. Possibly the 
heavier ironstone was useful in the service of meals for large groups at the Jewell house, 
first borders taken in during the 1898-1910 logging era, and then from 1929 to 1935 for 
the large blended Jewell and Pitts family of twelve or more persons. Flatware included 
knives and fork with wooden handles, and spoons. Cookware consisted of cast iron pans 
and enamelware. Food was stored in locally made crocks, but also commercially produced 
glass jars.  Condiments, such as ketchup and bottled milk, were purchased. There is 
possible evidence of purchased alcohol from one bottle, but the identification is tentative. 
Fancy pressed glassware, such as Carnival glass and other pressed glass patterns, was 
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popular within the household, and suggests that the family was in step with contemporary 
consumer trends.  

 
Keeping livestock is represented by an animal tag, such as would be placed in the 

ear of a cow, sheep or pig, and horses and oxen are indicated by their shoes, and shoe nails, 
and possibly a snap hook. A wagon is indicated by a singletree clip. That a wide range of 
construction or maintenance activities were conducted is supported by a fragment from a 
sawblade, a C clamp, a pulley weight, assorted hardware, and a piece of bar stock that 
could indicate blacksmithing.  Information about the personal life of the occupants is more 
limited. Clothing worn, included shirts, pants, and skirts that closed with buttons, and 
overalls were popular. Leather shoes with grommets were worn. Personal adornment 
consisted of hair bands and a hair comb, and possibly earrings or beaded necklaces.  

 
Leisure activities included smoking pipes, playing a harmonica, and playing 

horseshoes, and for children, playing with dolls, marbles, or other toys. Shooting with 
rifles, pistols, and shotguns is indicated, and might include shooting at targets, but possibly 
for squirrels or rabbits in the yard area. One of the more unusual artifacts that relates to 
family leisure was a fragment of a cylinder record, from Henry Lauder’s “It’s so nice to 
love a wee lassie,” which was produced from 1912 to 1929. This record likely cost 
somewhere in the equivalent of about $8 today. This does not sound like a lot of money, 
but it was in a cash poor economy.  

 
The artifacts from the Elkins site are very similar, though the assemblage is much 

smaller and less diverse. The architecture relative artifacts indicate a boxed structure 
without battens, with windows, with rim locks with porcelain door knobs. Very similar 
patterns were seen to those from the Jewell site, in terms of cooking with cast iron vessels 
on a cast iron stove, dining on mostly plain white ironstone and porcelain ceramics (mostly 
plates but some bowls and cups), with food storage in locally made crocks and mass-
produced glass jars and bottles. No alcohol bottles were found. The Elkins family made 
limited use of fancy pressed glass, such as Carnival glass. Furnishing items included an 
ornamental figurine and a clock, furniture with castors and at least one piece with built in 
drawers, as indicated by a drawer pull.  

 
Activities conducted at the Elkins site include logging represented by a cross cut 

saw, and an animal trap points to trapping.  The presence of scissors could reflect cutting 
materials for clothing. Other clothing related items include buttons from shirts, pants, and 
skirts. Leather shoes with grommets were worn.  Shooting with shotguns, rifles and pistols 
is indicated. The only leisure activities indicated are playing with dolls.  Horse shoes or 
horseshoe nails are the only artifacts to connect directly to animals.  
 
 The artifacts recovered from the East Fort School House site in 1985 suggest a 
wooden building with windows, as supported by the historic photographs. The porcelain 
and whiteware suggest eating and/or drinking at the school, as do the three canning jar 
fragments. The glass marble suggests playing with marbles, a common game in the early 
twentieth century.   
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CHAPTER 6 
CHIPPED STONE ARTIFACTS 

By  
Eric J. Schlarb 

 
 

The chipped stone assemblage (n=23) recovered from the Jewell site consists of 
flakes and flake fragments (n=22), and a utilized flake (n=1).  No chipped stone artifacts 
were recovered from the Elkins site. 
 
 
ANALYTICAL METHODS 
 

Current approaches to the analysis of lithic artifacts include a study of the step-by-
step procedures utilized by knappers to make tools. Terms used to commonly describe this 
process are chaine operatoire or reduction strategy (Grace 1989, 1993, 1997; Tixier and 
Roche 1980). The analysis of stone tool assemblages provides insights into the processes 
by which flintknappers produced their implements. It also enables archaeologists to 
characterize the technical traditions of specific cultural groups (Grace 1997).  

 
The production of any class of stone tools involves a process that begins with the 

selection of a suitable raw material. The basic requirements of any raw material to make 
flaked stone artifacts include the following: 1) it can be easily worked into a desirable 
shape; and 2) sharp, durable edges can be produced as a result of flaking (Grace 1997). 
Once an adequate source is located and a raw material is selected, the process of tool 
manufacture begins. Two different strategies can be utilized. One involves the reduction of 
a material block directly into a tool form, like a biface, or the production of a core. The 
second involves the preparation of a block of raw material so that flakes or blanks of a 
suitable shape and size can be detached. These blanks are then flaked by percussion or 
pressure flaking into a variety of tool types, including scrapers, bifacial knives, and 
projectile points.  
 

Experimental work has shown that the former manufacturing strategy, involving a 
raw material block, begins with the detachment of flakes with cortical or natural surfaces. 
This is accomplished by direct percussion, usually involving a hard hammer (stone) that 
more effectively transmits the force of the blow through the outer surface. Having removed 
a series of flakes and thus created suitable striking platforms, the knapper begins the 
thinning and shaping stage. The majority of the knapping is conducted with a soft hammer 
(antler billet). The pieces detached tend to be invasive, extending into the mid-section of 
the biface. A later stage of thinning may follow, which consists of further platform 
preparation and the detachment of invasive flakes with progressively straighter profiles in 
order to obtain a flattened cross-section. By the end of this stage, the biface has achieved a 
lenticular or bi-convex cross-section. Finally, the tool’s edge is prepared by a combination 
of fine pressure work and pressure flaking if desired. It should be noted that flakes derived 
from biface reduction are sometimes selected for bifacial, unifacial, and expedient tool 
manufacture. 
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 The second type of manufacturing trajectory, utilizing a flake or blank, begins with 
core reduction and the manufacture of a suitable flake blank. The advantages of employing 
a flake blank for biface reduction include the following: 1) flakes are generally light-weight 
and can be more easily transported in large numbers than blocks of material; and 2) 
producing flakes to be used for later biface reduction allows the knapper to assess the 
quality of the material, avoiding transport of poorer-grade chert. 

 
The initial series of flakes detached from the flake blank may or may not bear 

cortex. However, they will display portions of the original dorsal or ventral surfaces of the 
flake from which they were struck. It should be noted that primary reduction flakes from 
this manufacturing sequence could be entirely noncortical. Therefore, the presence of 
cortex alone to define initial reduction is of limited value. Biface reduction on a flake 
involves the preparation of the edges of the piece in order to create platforms for the 
thinning and shaping stages that follow. In most other respects, the reduction stages are 
similar to those described above, except that a flake blank often needs additional thinning 
at the proximal or bulbar end of the piece to reduce the pronounced swelling and achieve 
a thinned final product. 
 
 
INFORMAL CHIPPED STONE TOOLS 
 

Informal chipped stone tools are those artifacts that were manufactured for a 
specific task at, or shortly before the point at which they are to be used. These tools either 
show evidence of utilization without modification, or minimal modification through 
nominal retouching.  

 
Utilized Flake (n=1) 
 

The utilized flake recovered from the Jewell site was produced from Boyle chert. 
Utilized flakes show modification through use, not intentional retouch along one or more 
margins of the tool. The variability in the shape of these flakes and the relatively simple 
level of modification strongly suggests these are informal tools. These tools were probably 
expediently produced and used on an as-needed basis for tasks, such as cutting, and then 
discarded. 
 
 
DEBITAGE 
 
 The French term debitage has two related meanings: 1) the act of intentionally 
flaking a block of raw material to obtain its products, and 2) the products themselves (Grace 
1989, 1993). Commonly, the term debitage is used by prehistorians to describe flakes that 
have not been modified by secondary retouch and made into tools. For the purpose of this 
analysis, which is based on the research of Grace (1989, 1993), each type of debitage has 
been assigned to a specific class. These classes are as follows: 
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1) Initial reduction flakes (Initial): produced from hard hammer percussion; are 
typically thick; display cortex on all or part of their dorsal surfaces; and have large 
plain or simply faceted butts (striking platforms). 

  
2)  Unspecified reduction sequence flakes (Unsp.): applies to those pieces to which a 

specific reduction sequence cannot be assigned. With these pieces, it is impossible 
to tell whether they have been detached by simple core reduction or biface 
manufacture. For example, cortical flakes initially removed from a block of 
material can appear similar in both core and biface reduction strategies. 

 
3)  Biface initial reduction flakes (Bif/Initial): produced from hard or soft hammer 

percussion; are typically thick; display cortex on part of their dorsal surfaces; and 
have large plain or simply faceted butts (striking platforms). These flakes display 
more dorsal scars than initial reduction flakes. 

 
4)  Biface thinning and shaping flakes (BTS): result from shaping the biface while its 

thickness is reduced; generally lack cortex; are relatively thin; and have narrow, 
faceted butts, multidirectional dorsal scars, and curved profiles. Bifacial thinning 
flakes are typically produced by percussion flaking. 

 
5)  Biface finishing or trimming flakes (BFT): produced during the preparation of the 

edge of the tool. These flakes are similar in some respects to thinning flakes, but 
are generally smaller and thinner and can be indistinguishable from tiny flakes 
resulting from other processes, such as platform preparation. Biface finishing flakes 
may be detached by either percussion or pressure flaking. 

 
6)  Chips: describes flakes (< 1cm in length) that are detached during several different 

types of manufacturing trajectories. First, they can result from the preparation of a 
core or biface edge by abrasion, a procedure that strengthens the platform prior to 
the blow of the hammer. Second, tiny flakes of this type also are removed during 
the manufacture of tools like endscrapers. 

 
7)  Shatter: produced during the knapping process and through natural agents. 

Naturally occurring shatter is usually the result of thermal action shattering a block 
of chert. During biface reduction, shatter results from an attempt to flake a piece of 
chert with internal flaws (fossils) and fracture lines. For the purpose of this analysis, 
shatter is defined as a piece of chert that shows no evidence of being struck by a 
human (i.e., bulb of percussion and faceted butt [striking platform]), but may 
nonetheless be a waste product from a knapping episode. 

 
8)  Janus Flakes: produced during the initial reduction of a flake blank (Tixier and 

Roche 1980). The removal of a flake from the ventral surface of a larger flake 
results in a flake the dorsal surface of which is completely or partially composed of 
the ventral surface of the larger flake. 
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Discussion 
 
 Although a small assemblage was recovered from the Jewell site, the debitage 
profile indicates that most of the reduction sequence is present. The majority of the flakes 
recovered from the project area consist of unspecified reduction sequence flakes (n=11; 
50.0 percent) followed by biface initial reduction flakes (n=6; 27.3 percent), biface 
finishing or trimming flakes (n=3; 13.7 percent), a biface thinning and shaping flake (n=1; 
4.5 percent), and shatter (n=1; 4.4 percent) (Table 6.1). 
 

The recovery of biface initial reduction flakes indicates that cortex-bearing 
performs may have been transported into this open site locale and knapped into their 
finished form. The combination of biface initial reduction flakes, biface thinning and 
shaping flakes, and biface finishing or trimming flakes make up a little over 45 percent of 
the debitage recovered (Table 6.1). The presence of these flake types and the dearth of 
initial reduction flakes, suggests that formal bifacial tools were probably being produced, 
and recycled or refurbished within this locale, which may have functioned as short-term 
hunting camp.  
 

Table 6.1. Flake Types and Frequencies. 
Flake Type Frequency Percent 
Initial Reduction Flake - - 
Unspecified Reduction Sequence Flake 11 50.0 
Biface Initial Reduction Flake   6 27.3 
Biface Thinning and Shaping Flake   1   4.5 
Biface Finishing or Trimming Flake   3 13.7 
Chips -  
Shatter   1  4.5 
Total 22     100.0 

  
 
LITHIC RAW MATERIAL IDENTIFICATION 
 
 Raw material identification was conducted on the debitage and utilized flake 
recovered from Jewell site. Raw material types were identified on the basis of personal 
experience, physical properties of the raw materials (i.e., color, luster, fracture, and 
texture), reference to published descriptions (Applegate 1996; Meadows 1977) and 
comparisons with chert specimens at the William S. Webb Museum of Anthropology in 
Lexington. A 10X Bausch and Lomb hand lens and a Swift M27LED Stereo Microscope 
(20X-40X) were used to identify inclusions and to evaluate texture and structure.  
 
   Within the immediate survey areas the underlying bedrock consists of 
Mississippian-age Borden, and Newman Formations and Pennsylvanian-age Breathitt and 
Lee Formations. The Borden, Breathitt, and Lee formations are chert-free. However, the 
Newman Limestone Formation contains a variety of chert resources suitable for production 
of stone tools. Newman Limestone is known to outcrop along the western boundary of the 
Eastern Kentucky Coal Field (Applegate 1996; Meadows 1977) as well as in other more 
remote areas within Kentucky. The Mississippian-age Newman Limestone contains several 
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chert-bearing limestone members, including Haney, Paoli/Beaver Bend, Ste. Genevieve, 
and St. Louis. Each of these members contains a subtype of Newman chert named for the 
member, rather than the formation (i.e., Haney, Paoli, Ste. Genevieve, and St. Louis cherts). 
The lithic raw material types identified in the current assemblage include Haney, Paoli, and 
Boyle.  
 
Boyle Chert 
 
 Boyle chert is derived from Middle Devonian-age dolomites of the Boyle 
Formation. This formation is most often present in the Knobs region of central and eastern 
Kentucky, and it occurs as nodules and discontinuous layers (Meadows 1977:102). The 
nodules are large and blocky, and often exhibit a white, chalky primary cortex. The interior 
color is highly variable, with a mottled mixture of tan, blue, yellow, gray, and different 
shades of brown. Boyle chert can range from earthy to waxy in appearance. It is generally 
opaque but can be translucent. This material also can be highly fossiliferous, containing 
bryozoans, brachiopods, corals, crinoids, and echinoderms (Vento 1982) appearing as 
white inclusions. Boyle chert (39.1 percent) accounts for most of the utilized lithic raw 
material (Table 6.2), including the utilized flake.  
 
Haney Chert 
 
 Haney chert can be distinguished by its high content of oolites, which can be 
observed by the naked eye. Oolites are spheroidal or ellipsoidal bodies that are usually 
calcareous or siliceous in composition and are suspended within the chert matrix. 
According to Meadows (1977:109), other than its oolitic appearance, Haney chert is 
essentially the same as Paoli chert, but more translucent. However, some Haney chert 
specimens do not appear to be highly oolitic. Haney chert varies in color from white and 
buff to tan, brown, and dark brown. This material also may contain brownish and grayish 
bands. Haney chert is of high quality and fractures with ease. Haney chert makes up 30.4 
percent of the utilized lithic raw material (Table 6.2).  
 

Table 6.2. Frequencies of Raw Material Types.  
Chert Type Utilized Flake Flakes Total Percent 
Boyle 1   8   9 39.1 
Haney   7   7 30.4 
Paoli    6   6 26.1 
Unidentified (Burned)    1   1   4.4 
Total 1 22 23    100.0 

 
Paoli Chert 
 
 Paoli chert occurs as irregularly shaped and elongated nodules, and in thin 
discontinuous beds (Meadows 1977:108). This material is non-fossiliferous and highly 
silicified. Paoli is a colorful and variegated chert, sometimes displaying lines and swirls 
of red, brown, orange, yellow, and tan. It is vitreous, shiny, at times semitranslucent, and 
is a very high-quality knapping material. Paoli chert represents 26.1 percent of the utilized 
lithic raw material recovered from the the site (Table 6.2).  
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 Haney and Paoli cherts are considered to be locally available lithic raw materials, 
given the close proximity of rock outcrops bearing these chert types. However, the Boyle 
chert flakes represent debris from the reduction of raw material procured from nearby 
streams and transported by humans to a habitation site and are considered to be nonlocal.  
 
Unidentifiable (Burned) Chert 
 
 The remaining material type consisted of an unidentifiable (burned) piece of lithic 
debris. Unidentifiable, burned chert accounted for 4.4 percent of the lithic assemblage 
(Table 6.2).  
 
 
DISCUSSION AND OBSERVATIONS 
 
 Some observations can be made about chert types based on frequency and location 
of chert sources near the site. All three raw material types (Boyle, Haney, and Paoli) that 
were identified in the analysis are known to outcrop near the project area (Applegate 1996; 
Meadows 1977). Based on the cortex data, it is apparent that stream locales were the 
sources targeted for procurement activities. Riverine/cobble cortex was identified on all 
three of the identified chert types. The frequencies of raw material type for this site suggest 
a heavy reliance on locally available chert. 
  
 Some inferences can be drawn in regard to activities performed at the Jewell site. 
The debitage profile indicates that most of the reduction sequence is present. The recovery 
of biface initial reduction flakes bearing riverine cortex indicates that lithic raw material, 
such as irregular masses or nodules of chert, was being procured from secondary contexts 
and utilized for stone tool production. In addition, the combination of biface initial 
reduction flakes, biface thinning and shaping flakes, and biface finishing or trimming flake 
constitutes little over forty-five percent of the debitage (Table 6.1), which indicates that 
bifacial reduction and/or stone tool maintenance took place at the site. The recovery of a 
single utilized flake indicates that activities associated with the processing of plant and/or 
animal materials also were carried out at this locale.  
 
 Although the chipped stone assemblage was small, it can be said that locally 
available cherts were preferred by the inhabitants of the Jewell site, and tool production 
and maintenance, as well as the processing of plant or animal remains were activities 
carried out at this locale. It also can be inferred that this site represents a short-term 
occupation, such as a hunting camp, rather than a longer-term residential location.  
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CHAPTER 7 
FAUNAL REMAINS  

By  
Bruce L. Manzano 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 The faunal remains described in this chapter were recovered from the Jewell and 
Elkins sites.  The Jewell site assemblage contains 40 specimens (98.1 gm) and the Elkins 
site assemblage three faunal remains (1.6 gm). Both assemblages primarily consisted of 
mammal bones (Table 7.1).  After the methods used to analyze the recovered remains are 
presented the assemblages recovered from both sites are described and interpreted.  
 

Table 7.1. Faunal Assemblages from the Jewell and Elkins sites by Animal Class. 

Animal Class 
Jewell Site Elkins Site 

NISP Percent Wt. (g) Percent NISP Percent Wt. (g) Percent 
Mammal 40 100.0 98.1 100 2 66.7 1.2 75.0 
Bird/Mammal - - - - 1 33.3 0.4 25.0 
Grand Total 40 100 98.1 100 3 100 1.6 100 

 
 
METHODS 
 
 Identification of the faunal remains was made to their lowest possible taxonomic 
level based on direct comparison to study specimens at the Archaeology Facility of the 
University of Kentucky’s William S. Webb Museum of Anthropology and a review of 
relevant zooarchaeological literature (Beisaw 2013; Olsen 1964; Schmid 1972). 
Quantification is based on the Number of Identified Specimens (NISP) and weights of the 
identified species or animal size class (e.g., large mammal and medium mammal), element, 
side, portion, age and sex of taxon. Bones exhibiting porous surfaces typical of ossification 
or unerupted teeth were classified as subadults. When possible, specimens exhibiting 
incomplete epiphyseal fusion were given an estimated age based on growth data (Purdue 
1983; Silver 1970). Heavily fragmented specimens lacking diagnostic characteristics were 
assigned to broad taxonomic categories, such as unidentifiable (UID) mammal and UID 
bird/mammal. Remains from cow to pig-sized animals were grouped as UID large 
mammal, and remains from dog to skunk-sized mammals were characterized as UID 
medium mammals (Table 7.2). 
 

Table 7.2. Unidentified (UID) Jewell and Elkins sites Faunal Remains. 
 Jewell Site Elkins Site 
Unidentified NISP Percent Wt. (g) Percent NISP Percent Wt.(g) Percent 
UID Large Mammal 7 70 22.5 97.82 - - - - 
UID Large/Medium 
Mammal 3 30 0.5 2.17 1 50 0.6 60 
UID Bird/Mammal     1 50 0.4 40 
Grand Total 10 100 23.00 100 2 100 1 100 
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 Calculation for Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI) was based on the largest 
number of diagnostic specimens by side, relative portion, and age for a species from each 
site. Two specimen identifications, however, followed Reitz and Wing (2010:36) where 
assigned as “cf.” (from the Latin confere) to indicate the designation of a species is not 
completely secure, but [rather] is close to or compares with a particular species. These 
specimens were not used to calculate MNI.   
 
 Species also were classified as domestic or wild. The domestic animals in both 
assemblages are cow or pig.  Wild animals are rabbit or groundhog most likely obtained 
by hunting or trapping and less likely from being purchased at a market. No commensals 
or animals that frequently scavenged off food refuse found within the human built 
environment were recovered from either site (Reitz and Wing 2010:137-138). 
 
 All faunal specimens were examined for cultural and natural modifications. 
Cultural modifications on bone include knife and saw marks attributed to butchering and 
consumption activity. Only burned calcined bone was noted in these assemblages. Burned 
calcined occurs to bone being subjected to intense heat over a period of time long enough 
to result in the oxidization of the carbon to a white or light blue color (Reitz and Wing 
2010:132-133; Shipman et al. 1984). 
 
 Natural modifications on bone include any rodent and carnivore gnawed marks plus 
signs of weathering. Collectively, the frequencies of gnawed remains can help to measure 
the degree to which rodents and carnivores, mainly dogs, had access to the discarded faunal 
remains and offer some measure on the preservation of bone at a site (Binford 1981; 
Hudson 1993). Low gnawed bone frequencies indicate an assemblage that may represent 
what was originally deposited at the site. Conversely, high frequencies of gnawed bone 
suggest that animals may have altered the composition of the deposited assemblage.  
 
 
FAUNAL REMAINS BY SITE 
 
 In this section, the recovered faunal remains are described by site, animal class 
(mammal), whether they are domestic or wild animals, and if any exhibit cultural or natural 
modifications, such as butchering, gnaw marks, and weathering. No specimens are gnawed, 
only two have cut marks, and three are weathered. Overall, the remains are in good 
preservation condition.  
 
Jewell Site 
 

The Jewell Site yielded 40 bones (98.1 gm), with seventy-five percent (n=30) being 
assigned to four taxon within an MNI of six (Table 7.3). Mammals are the only animal 
class in the assemblage (Table 7.1). The four taxon represented, include two domestic 
animals (pig [Sus scrofa] and cow [Bos taurus]) and two wild animals (rabbit [Sylivlagus 
sp.] and groundhog [Marmota monax]). Based on an NISP of 27 (excludes 13 remains of 
mammal with no MNI) wild animals account for 14.8 percent and domesticated animals 
85.2 percent of the faunal remains recovered from the Jewell site (Table 7.3). 
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Table 7.3. Faunal Remains Recovered from the Jewell Site.* 

Taxon NISP Percent Wt. (g) Percent MNI Type 
Rabbit, Sylivlagus sp.   1     2.5   0.6     0.6 1 W 
Groundhog, Marmota monax   3     7.5   3.0     3.1 1 W 
Pig, Sus scrofa 17   42.5 29.3   29.1 3 D 
cf. Pig, cf. Sus scrofa   2     5.0   1.6     1.6 - - 
Cow, Bos Taurus   6   15.0 40.6   41.4 1 D 
UID Large Mammal   8     20.0 22.5   22.9  - - 
UID Large/Medium Mammal   3     7.5   0.5     0.5  - - 
Grand Total 40 100.0 98.1 100.0 6  
*D=Domestic, W=Wild 

 
 The 17 (29.3 gm) pig remains represent 42.5 percent by NISP and 29.9 percent by 
weight of the faunal remains recovered from the Jewell site (Table 7.3). These remains 
yielded an MNI of three based on two left male canines and one right canine from a younger 
male pig. Most (70.6 percent) of the pig specimens are cranial (12 teeth) portions.  The 
others are rib & vertebrae (one rib) or foot (one metapodial) portions. Based on tooth 
occlusal wear, and unfused rib and metapodial epiphyses, the pigs are less than 2.5 years 
old.  None of the specimens have butchering or gnaw marks, and only one canine appears 
weathered. 
 
 Cow (n=six; 40.6 gm) remains account for 15 percent by NISP and 41.4 percent by 
weight of the Jewell site faunal remains (Table 7.3). These remains yielded an MNI of one 
based on one left 3rd upper deciduous molar. Half of the specimens are cranial (three teeth) 
portions, and the rest are rib and vertebrae (two ribs) or forequarter (one ulna) portions. 
Tooth occlusal wear suggests the cow was less than 2.5 years old. None of the specimens 
exhibit any cultural or natural modifications. 
 
 The one (2.3 gm) rabbit element (a right pelvis) represents 2.5 percent by NISP and 
less than one percent by weight of the Jewell site faunal remains (Table 7.3). It represents 
an MNI of one and represents a hindquarter portion. Transverse knife marks that likely 
represent efforts to remove the femur are present on the dorsal side of the pubis close to 
the acetabulum. The specimen does not exhibit any natural modifications. 
 
 The three (3.0 gm) groundhog specimen accounts for 7.5 percent by NISP and 3.1 
percent by weight of the faunal remains recovered from the Jewell site (Table 7.3). The 
specimens represent an MNI of one based on one left upper canine and comprise cranial 
(one left and one right upper incisor; one right lower incisor) portions. The elements do not 
exhibit cultural or natural modifications. 
 
Elkins Site 
 

The Elkins Site yielded three bones (1.6 gm) with only one (33.3 percent) identified 
to one taxon for an MNI of one (Table 7.4). Mammals account for the only animal class in 
the assemblage although a bird specimen may be present as well (Table 7.1).  Pig (Sus 
scrofa) was the only identified taxon (Table 7.4). 
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Table 7.4. Faunal Remains Recovered from the Elkins site.* 
Taxon NISP Percent Wt. (g) Percent MNI Type 
Pig, Sus scrofa 1   33.3 0.6   37.5 1 D 
UID Large/Medium Mammal 1   33.3 0.6   37.5 - - 
UID Bird/Mammal 1   33.3 0.4   25.0 1 - 
Grand Total 3 100.0 1.6 100.0 2 1D 
*D=Domestic 

 
 The one (0.6 gm) pig bone (a right ulna) represents 33.3 percent by NISP and 37.5 
percent by weight of the faunal remains recovered from the Elkins site (Table 7.4). The 
ulna yielded an MNI of one and represents the forequarter portion of a pig. It is a burned 
calcined fragment of an ulna that based on size is from a pig less than 2.5 years old. Other 
than being burned, the fragment does not exhibit other cultural modifications and is not 
gnawed or weathered.  
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 

The small faunal assemblages recovered from the Jewell and Elkins sites makes 
intersite comparison of animal use patterns unproductive. Consequently, the results of this 
analysis focus on how the assemblages relate to the Upland South diet (Hilliard 1988; Otto 
1989; Peres 2008). By frequency, pig and cow were the key animals eaten by the residents 
of the Jewell site. The faunal remains discarded by the Jewell household also included a 
few rabbit and groundhog remains indicating that they supplemented their diet with wild 
animals.  Only pig was recovered from the Elkins site. 

 
 The Jewell site pig and cow specimens represent mainly cranial portions with rib 
and vertebrae, and foot portions for pig, and rib and vertebrae, and forequarter portions for 
cow also present. Cranial and foot bones are generally considered low cost meat portions 
(Schultz and Gust 1983, Lyman 1987, Milne and Crabtree 2001). These portions possibly 
represent animals butchered on site and possibly their use to produce foods, such as 
headcheese and foot jelly (Greenfield 1989:102; Mansberger 1988:84, 87). The rib and 
vertebrae (pig and cow), and forequarter portions (cow) are considered high cost meat 
portions (Schultz and Gust 1983, Lyman 1987, Milne and Crabtree 2001). Their presence 
suggests the occasional consumption of more costly meats.  The minimal assemblage size 
(n=3) from the Elkins site, strongly suggests that the household rarely consumed meat 
portions with bone. Possibly, the household discarded food remains off-site. 
 
 In conclusion, both rural sites contained pig remains that reflect the nineteenth 
century Upland South diet (Peres 2008:93). This diet reflects a reliance on pigs, other 
domestic animals plus the consumption of wild animals opportunistically hunted to fill 
dietary needs (Peres 2008:99). The examined assemblages suggest that in rural areas this 
pattern may have continued well into the twentieth century. Only with additional analysis 
of faunal assemblages from other late-nineteenth to mid-twentieth century rural Kentucky 
households will the longevity of this pattern be more fully addressed.   



157 

CHAPTER 8 
DISCUSSION AND COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVES 

 
 

In this chapter, samples from federal census population schedules encompassing 
the Jewell and Elkins households are used to situate the Jewell, Elkins, and East Fork 
School sites and neighborhood within broader trends in education, migration, and 
employment. The data provide a perspective on why residents might see advantages to 
living at the mouth of Big Amos Creek, and the context from which they made decisions 
to leave. Final sections discuss archaeological data within the context of site layout, and 
architecture, material culture and wealth within Appalachia. 
 
 
EDUCATION 
 

This section provides a broader perspective on the East Fork School site within 
rural education in Menifee County and Kentucky in the first four decades of the twentieth 
century. The East Fork School was likely representative of one room schools in eastern 
Kentucky. Education was not always easy or guaranteed in Menifee County. As Menifee 
County resident Alpha Wells recalled, her family moved from Spas Creek to Hawkins 
Branch when she was a young girl in the 1920s to be near a school about to open.  

 
In 1906, the year the Jewells sold the land to the Menifee School Board, the East 

Fork School was District No. 36 out of 37 (Craig 1908). Peters (1940:7) reported in 1940 
that 90 percent of Kentucky rural schools in 1915 were wooden box structures and 50 
percent were not painted. The first East Fork School matched this description, but the one 
built by 1922 was painted and likely balloon framed. Employment records for Lexie Phelps 
cited below suggest the school operated 28 weeks, which would be about half of the year. 
Local history author Barbara Ingram (1986) recorded memories of school in 1900 starting 
in July and running to the first of January, after which the roads were too bad.  
 

The East Fork School was established just about the time that county level boards 
of education were created, which was in 1904 (McVey 1949:77) and operated through a 
period of significant changes in teacher education and certification. Prior to 1934, teachers 
were supposed to have at least an eight-grade education and were certified by examinations 
they took at the county level, but the tests in many cases were delivered orally by school 
sub-district trustees who themselves could not read or write (Combs 1987:271; Peters 
1940:9). Starting in 1920, teachers were supposed to be appointed by a County Board of 
Education and its Superintendent, and after 1922 teacher certificates required at least some 
high school attendance and five weeks training in a normal school (Peters 1940:40-41). 
Such normal schools not too far from Menifee County included, after 1880, the Kentucky 
University; after 1888, the Hazel Green Academy; after 1906, Eastern Kentucky State; 
after 1909, the Frenchburg school; and after 1922, Morehead State (English 2016; McVey 
1949:175). After 1934, teaching certificates were issued by a state level board of education, 
and at least two years of college attendance was required for a provisional elementary 
school certificate (Combs 1987:274-276). The identity and training of most of the teachers 
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of the East Fork School is not known. Bibb Rainey was educated at the Hazel Green 
Academy and Leslie Phelps had attended Morehead State for three years.  
 

Funding for schools and teacher salaries during the life of the East Fork School was 
low, and not even required at a county level until 1908 (Combs 1987:271). Free text books 
were not mandatory in Kentucky until 1934, and previous to this date were haphazardly 
available (McVey 1949:78). According to Peters (1940:10), teacher salaries in Kentucky 
were some of the lowest in the United States during the 1900s and 1910s.  
 

The popularity of one room schools decreased after 1939 due to new statewide 
policies that favored consolidation (McVey 1949:242). Since 1932, State Superintendent 
of Education W. C. Bell had been urging consolidation, calling the one room school “the 
most costly institution of the public school system” (Peters 1940:70). In the case of the 
East Fork School, its closing may have been influenced by such a policy but also by 
decreased enrollment. 
 

Perspectives from the Superintendents of Menifee County Board of Education are 
available in published reports up to 1917, curated today at Kentucky Department of Library 
and Archives. Not all years are represented, and in some years Menifee County did not 
submit a report. After 1917, only statistical data were given, and these are at the county 
level, not by school districts. Since these reports are somewhat repetitive, they are 
summarized in a Table 8.1. The concerns seem to focus mostly on the need for better school 
buildings and equipment, and improved teacher training and salaries.  
 

Though school records for the East Fork School have not survived, the federal 
censuses provide data on school attendance, and serve as a proxy for education, literacy. 
Many East Fork residents signed documents, such as deeds or military enlistment cards 
with an X, suggesting illiteracy. Data were compiled using as a sample of all households 
enumerated on the same page as the Jewell or Elkins households.  
 

In 1880, the first census to record whether a person could read or write, the census 
enumerator for this sample marked illiteracy only for those persons age 10 or older. For 
these persons, 18 of 21 (82.0 percent), were recorded as being unable to read or to write, 
or both. This is compared to 15.0 percent in 1900, 17.0 percent in 1910, 20.0 percent in 
1920 and 2.6 percent in 1930. Clearly there were major strides in literacy from 1880 to 
1930. The 1940 census, the most recent available, did not record reading or writing ability, 
though it provided other data. To compare these numbers to a statewide perspective, in 
1880, 25.0 percent of the Kentucky population was illiterate. The percentage dropped to 
16.5 percent by 1900, to 11.0 percent by1900, to 10.0 percent by 1911 (McVey 1949:212; 
Tapp and Klotter 1987:106).  

 
School attendance also was recorded in some federal censuses. If school age is set 

from six to 17 years of age, the figures for recorded attendance are two of 14 possible 
attendees recorded as attending school in 1880, compared to eight of 11 in 1900, 13 of 13 
in 1910, two of 11 in 1920, 15 of 18 in 1930, and one of 18 in 1940. These rates are quite 
variable and may be affected by sampling error as the data is derived from relatively small 
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samples. The 1900 census was the only census to give the months of school attendance; 
four students attended for one month, while three attended for two months and one attended 
for five months.  

 
Table 8.1. County Education Superintendent Summaries. 

Year Superintendent Summary of comments 
1903/4 Geo W. Buchanan Teachers work hard and are good, school houses are uncomfortable, and 

lack of taxes hinders improvements, parents are neglectful to encourage 
attendance, trustee system does not work 

1904/5 “ Some new houses and seats, teachers favor a county board system of 
appointment, need for a county tax, salaries not properly linked to grade 
of certificate, average salary $31.65 a month 

1908/9 W. O. Back Built one new graded [multi-room?]  and built of replaced others, all but 
six in good shape, patent desks and hyloplate blackboards added, expect 
to build in six districts next two years, hope all teachers will soon have 
high school and some normal school training, and be better paid 

1911 “ Built six new schools, bought patent desks for 10 schools, 37 white and 
one colored district, patent desks in half of schools, tax levy to the limit 
last year and this year 

1912/13 “ Built nine new houses, all but seven or eight in good condition, 
furnished all with patent desks and blackboards, try to enforce a Courses 
of Study, good arrangement for students to attend high school in 
Frenchburg [the private school], superintendent salary of only $400 so 
not enough supervision possible 

1916/17 L H. Powell Built one graded and repaired others, all but six in good shape, patent 
desks and blackboards in all, expect to build six other in next two years, 
need to raise standard of education for teachers, use Frenchburg high 
school and normal schools, teachers need better pay 

 
The 1940 census also listed a new measure, years of schooling, which for 

households on the same page as the Jewell and Elkins households (our usual sample for 
educational data) varied from zero to six years of elementary school. However, a much 
larger sample of 67 households in rural areas not far from the Elkins and Jewell sites from 
the 1940 census was studied for its data on employment, and in the process data on highest 
level of school attendance also were compiled. This larger sample should be more reliable 
and less prone to sampling bias. Within this sample, six persons (6.0 percent) had attended 
from one to three years of college, nine (9.0 percent) had attended high school, and 79 
(77.0 percent) had from one to 8 years of elementary school education. The remaining nine 
individuals (9.0 percent) listed no school attendance. 
 
 
MIGRATION 
  
 As noted in Chapter 3, in 1900 the Jewell household included three boarders who 
worked in the lumber industry. To see how common this was, a sample of household going 
five pages in either direction from the Jewell household was chosen (130 households in 
1880, 120 households in 1900, and 119 households in 1910) to see if the household 
included boarders. The percentages of households with boarders was 3.1 percent in 1880, 
12.5 percent in 1900, and 3.4 percent in 1910. These data suggest that the presence of 
borders in Jewell household was not unusual and suggests that families in the area near 
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Apperson often provided housing for the influx of Union City Lumber Company workers. 
Many of these boarders worked as teamsters, sawmilling, or otherwise in the lumber 
industry. Occupations in the same sample related to lumbering (including teamsters) or 
railroad work increased from zero in 1880 to 22 in 1900 and decreased to four in 1910, as 
timber cutting was ending. In migration also is represented in the birthplaces of persons, 
with eight persons born in Michigan (home of the Union City Lumber Company) in the 
1900 sample, compared to none born in Michigan in the 1880 or 1910 samples.  
 
 The data indicates that immigration into the East Fork of Indian Creek area was a 
short-lived phenomenon. The more common form of migration was out of the Indian Creek 
area, with the Jewell family leaving about 1935 and the Eli Elkins family in the early 1940s 
(see Chapter 3). So, what happened to the families who had lived at the Jewell and Elkins 
sites? Where did they go? The answer is tied up in complex migration patterns that were 
shared by a huge portion of eastern Kentucky residents who migrated out of the region in 
the twentieth century in search of jobs.  
 

A very specific early migration was connected to the logging industry, when larger 
companies from Michigan or Wisconsin logged in Menifee County, and then invited 
workers to follow them back to the upper Midwest or the far west when they left. Local 
residents Alpha (Pitts) Wells and Edgar Williams, and his nephew Sam Williams 
mentioned having friends or relatives who had taken this migration route. Fig (2007:24) 
wrote that J. Will Clay hired Mort Powell and Tom Wells to cut timber for him on Indian 
Creek. Mort (Morton D.) Powell, and his brother Marion, and their father William all were 
living in 1920 in the small town of Alvin, Wisconsin, named after its founder Alvin Spencer 
of Powell County, who moved there in 1908 (Wikipedia.org). In 1890, Mort had married 
Maranda Spencer of Powell County, undoubtedly a relative of Alvin Spencer in Powell 
County (Ancestry.com files). The occupations on the census page, suggest that Mort 
Powell and others lived in a lumbering area, if not a lumbering camp. Of the 50 residents 
on census page, 28 were born in Kentucky. Alvin is located in Forest County, Wisconsin, 
named for its extensive hardwood forests.  

 
Another person with connections to the Elkins and Jewell families who migrated 

temporarily to Wisconsin in the 1910s was Boyd Ingram. Boyd was later to become the 
second husband of Ruth (Lawson) Elkins, former spouse of Eli Elkins, and may have rented 
the Jewell house from Clay Williams in 1940. Ruth and Boyd later married and moved to 
the Cincinati area, as did Eli Elkins and his second wife Flourine. Ancestry.com files show 
that on his World War I draft card Boyd Ingram was living in Phelps, Vilas County, 
Wisconsin , and listed employment with the Wisconson Chemical Company. This area was 
called the Great North Woods area and was a big area for logging.  By the 1920 census, 
Boyd Ingram had left Wisconsin and was back in Kentucky with his first wife Millie Bailey 
and their children. Millie was deceased by the 1930 census enumeration, and Boyd and his 
children were living with Boyd’s parents, Wesley and Rosella Ingram. And finally, Floyd 
Morrison, brother to Conn Morrison who was involved in the fight with the Jewells, was 
also listed as living in Vilas County on his World War I draft card (Ancestry.com), working 
for the Hackley Phelps Bonnell Lumber Company.  Floyd had also returned to Menifee 
County by the 1920 census, when he was enumerated in the Leatherwood area. He was still 
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in Menifee County in 1927 when he was featured in a newspaper story due to a fight with 
his brother Conn (see Chapter 3).  It is likely that many others from Menifee County 
temporarily or permanently moved to Wisconsin to work in the lumber industry. 

 
The more common migrations patterns were connected to factory jobs in Ohio and 

Michigan. Migration out of Eastern Kentucky to work in factories began in large numbers 
in the early twentieth century, especially whenever coal jobs slumped, but was especially 
strong from the 1940s to 1960s (Berry 1996; Brown and Hillery 1962). Population levels 
in Appalachia were bolstered by a birth rate above the national average, but despite this 
many Appalachian counties consistently saw decreases in overall population levels over 
the middle decades of the twentieth century (Brown and Hillery 1962). During the 1950s, 
the peak migration decade, almost one third of the population of Eastern Kentucky left, 
most were young single persons and young families (McCoy and Brown 1981; 
Schwarzweller 1981).  
 

Many migrants from eastern Kentucky sought jobs in the Miami Valley of Ohio, in 
cities from Cincinnati to Dayton.  They worked in a variety of industries, many of them 
related to the expansion of automobile production. Jobs were available not just for men, 
but also for women, who more commonly worked outside the home in the new setting 
compared to those who remained in Appalachia (Obermiller and Maloney 1994; McCoy 
and Brown 1981). Others were drawn to the rubber industries in Akron in eastern Ohio 
(Johnson 2006). Those migrants who left as young persons or young families often kept 
close ties to their home region, going back for holidays and family reunions, and at least 
first and second-generation migrants identifying themselves as Appalachians. Many retired 
back to their place of origin (Brown and Hillery 1972; Feather 1998; Obermiller and 
Maloney 1994; Schwarzweller et al. 1971).  
 

Data about potential jobs in the greater Miami Valley was probably widespread in 
Eastern Kentucky. Companies in Ohio were known to specifically recruit in eastern 
Kentucky, West Virginia, and Tennessee, often via family-based communications, and jobs 
were readily available for those with limited education and skills (Berry 1996; Johnson 
2006; Obermiller and Maloney 1994; Schwartzweller 1981). Yet the strongest source of 
data for potential migrants was family or community neighbors who had migrated ahead 
of them, so that migration was of a chain fashion. Once in the new location, they depended 
on earlier migrants to connect them to jobs, provide them with immediate housing, and 
later contacts for permanent housing and services in the new community (Brown and 
Hillery 1962; Feather 1998; Johnson 2006; Obermiller and Maloney 1994; Schwartzweller 
1981; Schwartzweller et al. 1971).  
 

These patterns of chain migration became very entrenched. Analysis by 
sociologists Clyde McCoy and James Brown (1981:73) led them to conclude that “it is 
obvious that each section of Appalachia has formed different migratory linkages with 
specific metropolitan focal areas.”  Thompson’s 1952 study of migrants in Middletown and 
Hamilton, Ohio (which are about 11 km apart) showed these patterns strongly, with 
migrants from Wolfe, Morgan, Menifee, Breathitt and Bath counties of Kentucky heavily 
favoring Middletown, and migrants from Clay, Laurel, Jackson, Madison and Rockcastle 
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counties of Kentucky heavily favoring Hamilton (Thompson 1956, cited in Berry 
1996:270). These migration trends were so strong that a door in an ARMCO steel factory 
in Middletown, Ohio had a sign “Leave Morgan County and Enter Wolfe County” in 
reference to the majority of workers in the respective rooms having come from these 
counties (Berry 1996:271; see also McCoy and Brown 1981). The kinship system not only 
affected the patterns of migration but served as an important source of support for the new 
immigrants (Feather 1998; McCoy and Brown 1081:73; Schwarzweller et al. 1971).  
 

The Middletown area in Butler and Warren counties, home to ARMCO steel (later 
AK Steel) and associated companies, created thousands of new jobs for relatively unskilled 
operatives (Miller and Crout 2000). By the 1960s, it is estimated that at least sixty percent 
of Middletown residents were of Appalachian origin (Obermiller and Rappold 1994). Even 
before the growth of the steel industry, the town had many jobs in the paper industry (Miller 
and Crout 2000). Large companies, such as Delco, Fisher Body, Frigidaire, GM, GE, 
Proctor and Gamble, and tobacco processing companies, scattered through the greater 
Miami Valley created strong pull factors for Menifee County residents seeking better 
employment opportunities (Obermiller and Maloney 1994; Borman and Obermiller 1994; 
McCoy and Brown 1981). 
 

The lack of jobs in Menifee County was probably compounded by the 1937 creation 
of the Cumberland National Forest, which limited the amount of land available for private 
economic development. This, coupled with the lack of a large coal mining industry in 
Menifee, left many families with few local job opportunities, and intensified the push to 
migrate. Out migration led to a decline in Menifee County population levels through most 
of the twentieth century. The increase from 1930 to 1940 may represent the return of 
migrants to their rural home area because of jobs losses during the depression. A concrete 
example of this return migration was observed in the 1940 Menifee County Census, by 
Flossie Heffner, age 51 and a widow, living with her widowed 76-year-old mother, Leana 
Mechline, in the Frenchburg area. Flossie indicated that in 1935 she had been living in 
Middletown, Butler County, Ohio. 
 

The dominance of Middletown, Butler County, Ohio, as a point of migration from 
Menifee County, and the process of migration, is illuminated by another primary record 
source, 1917/1918 World War I draft cards. These records include a number of persons 
who were working in Ohio factories but when they filed their draft cards they listed a 
Menifee County address. In many cases, the cards were filled out in Middletown and 
transferred to Menifee County. These persons are very interesting as they show a 
residential affiliation with Menifee County, as if they interpreted their migration as only 
temporary. There were doubtless many persons from Menifee County who in 1917/1918 
filed their draft cards listing their migration home in Ohio as their permanent residence, 
and so these cards were not available for this study.  
 

Draft cards typically show the employer, and place of employment. Middletown, 
Butler County, was by far the most common place (30 persons). The most common 
employer there was the American Rolling Mill (10 persons), followed by the Colin and 
Gardner or Harvey and Gardner paper mills (five persons), Lorillard Tobacco (four 
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persons), Sorg Paper (two persons), and Advance Bag Company (two persons). Employers 
listed by just one Menifee County permanent resident were the Ransdale Rag Company, 
Nine Brothers Real Estate (where the migrant worked as a carpenter), Miami Cycle, J. R. 
Stevens (type of business unknown), Wax Factory, Hames Hughes (type of business 
unknown), and unspecified paper mill. Of the two individuals who were living in Dayton, 
Ohio, one worked for National Cash Register and one for Electrical Laboratories. Another 
person worked for Maxwell Motor Company in Newcastle Indiana. 

 
Table 8.2. Population of Menifee County from U.S. Censuses. 

Census Date Population Percent Change 
1870 1,986 - 
1880 3,755 +89.1 
1890 4,666 +24.3 
1900 6,818 +46.1 
1910 6,153   -9.8 
1920 5,779   -6.1 
1930 4,958 -14.2 
1940 5,691 +14.8 
1950 4,798 -15.7 
1960 4,276 -10.9 
1970 4,050   -5.3 
1980 5,117 +26.3 
1990 5,092   -0.5 
2000 6,556 +28.8 
2010 6,306   -3.8 

Estimate 2015 6,358  +0.8 

 
Many members Jewell and Elkins families migrated to this larger Miami Valley 

corridor. These family histories provide concrete examples of the kinship-based chain 
migration common between Eastern Kentucky and the Miami Valley of Ohio. Often the 
patterns of out-migration and return migration for these families were very complex.  
 

The first Jewell family member to move to Ohio is Synthianna Jane Jewell Ingram, 
the oldest child of Leslie and Mary (Oldes) Jewell, who was in Middletown, Butler County, 
Ohio by 1910, with her husband John William Ingram. They were listed in the 1900 census 
in Frenchburg, with his occupation as “teaming” but migrated to Ohio sometime after 1906, 
judging from the birthplaces of their children as given in the censuses. In the 1910 census, 
John William was listed as a laborer in a tobacco shop, as was his 20-year-old son James 
and 16 year old son Lavern. Son Charles (Newton) was listed as a laborer in a steel mill. 
This household was not located in the 1920 census but by the 1930 census William, now 
61, was listed without an occupation, along with wife Anna (Synthianna) and a son John 
who worked as a “truck helper” for the city. The 1930 census gave their street address as 
1243 Sycamore Street in Middletown. This address could not be located, perhaps because 
of street renumbering. 
 

Their son James Newton is listed in 1904 with five of Ben Jewell’s siblings to 
receive a 1/6 share of the Leslie Jewell 490-acre tract (Figure 3.14). In the 1920 census, 
James Newton was age 30 and listed as a retail grocery merchant. His household included 
not only his wife Ethel and their children, but his mother-in-law Mary Langworthy (a 
common name from Menifee County), age 62 and working in a tobacco factory, and her 
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daughter Shirley Fay was listed in the 1940 census as two years old and born in Ohio. 
Possibly Obie had moved first to secure a job and housing. By 1941, Obie worked for 
Special Papers, a company his obituary suggests he stayed with until retirement. In 1942, 
Obie and Sylvia Profitt went back to Menifee County, and, using their pickup truck, moved 
Sylvia’s brother Herbert Clay Jewell and his family from Frenchburg to the Miami Valley 
area. The cargo in the uncovered bed of the truck, included Herbert’s wife Sylvia, and 
Herbert and his sons, along with some chickens and at least one pig. As the trip progressed, 
the wind dislodged soot that was on a wood burning cook stove also on board and 
redeposited it onto the passengers. This incident perhaps contributed to the entrenchment 
of the move in family lore. Herbert, Aileen and family eventually settled north of 
Middletown, in the West Carrolton and Miamisburg area south of Dayton, with Herbert 
working for Frigidaire. Abner Jewell’s widow Leaner (Allen) Jewell also later moved with 
the rest of her children (Gladys, Albert, and Ethel) from the marriage with Abner once her 
marriage with Anderson Pitts broke up, sometime in the 1940s. Anderson and Leaner’s 
daughter Betty also moved to Ohio. Anderson Pitts stayed in Menifee County, perhaps the 
more unusual strategy at this time.  
 

The occupants of the Eli Elkins site also exhibit the typical kin-based migration 
patterns to Ohio. Eli Elkins and his second wife Florine Caudill (from Stanton, Kentucky) 
are thought to have migrated first to the Loveland, Ohio area, most likely in the mid- to 
late 1950s. Eli, his wife Florine, and daughter Mae all worked at one time at the Rossi 
fireworks plant in Loveland, and Eli also worked at the Kings Mill powder plant. He 
eventually ended up in Lebanon, in Warren County, Ohio, with Eli’s obituary suggesting 
his final job was in landscaping. Lebanon is just a few km east of Middletown, where so 
many others from Menifee County settled. Although Eli and Florine likely came back to 
Menifee and Powell counties to visit, their move to Ohio became permanent, with Eli dying 
there in 1988 and Florine dying in 2010. Their migration to Loveland was undoubtedly 
influenced by the fact that Eli’s father, Harve Elkins, had lived there previously, and at 
least one sister possibly still lived there when Eli migrated. An affidavit of descent for 
Nettie Elkins found in the Powell County deeds records (Powell County Book 48:373) 
shows that in 1960 four of Eli’s nine siblings lived in Ohio; one was in Florida, and three 
were in the greater Stanton area. None had remained in Menifee County. 
 

Eli’s father, Harve Elkins’ migration patterns are especially complex. Family 
tradition suggests that Harve and Nettie briefly moved to Ohio (Loveland, Somerville, then 
Forest Park, then High Point, all not far north of Cincinnati), one or more times. The first 
move was likely in the late 1920s, but they were back in Menifee County at the old home 
place by the 1930 census enumeration. Then they may have again moved to Ohio sometime 
after 1935, but had returned to Kentucky by about 1938, at which point they settled in the 
Furnace Mountain area of Powell County where their son Booker Elkins (Eli Elkins’ 
younger brother) had settled.  
 

Eli Elkins’ first wife Ruth Lawson and her second husband Boyd Ingram also 
moved to the northeast side of Cincinnati. Boyd’s 1942 draft card listed his employer as 
Grant Eggelston, who had a sawmill on McCausey Ridge. Boyd Ingram’s occupation in 
the 1940 census was a laborer in the logwoods. Family members document that the two 
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Maude moved back to Kentucky with her three children, and was living two households 
away from her father Shelby. The Palmer households were listed in the census as living on 
the Red River in Powell County.  Several local residents have suggested that Shelby 
Palmer’s original farm was near the mouth of Indian Creek.  
 

Maude Palmer did not stay in Kentucky long, and in fact her next migration 
involved the whole extended family. An announcement in the April 7, 1921, Clay City 
Times (from N.ewspapers.com) reported that “Mr. and Mrs. Shelby Palmer and children 
left Tuesday morning for their new home in Ohio. We regret for these good people to leave 
us, but wish them best success in their new home.” Several newspaper accounts found via 
newspapers.com suggest that Shelby worked as an independent farmer in Ohio. In 1923, 
the Shelby Palmer house in Ohio caught fire and Mrs. Palmer (Lula Belle Steel Palmer) 
was killed. She had gone into the burning house to look for her youngest child, not knowing 
the child was safely out of the house, and the house collapsed on her. Shelby and their five 
children survived the fire. The death of Mrs. Palmer was covered not just by Ohio 
newspapers but in papers as far away as Winfield Kansas (newspapers.com). The tragedy 
is remembered today by many Menifee County residents.  

 
In 1929, Shelby Palmer sold some land on Indian Creek to George Reed of Bowen, 

Powell County, and in this deed he was listed as from Kyle, Ohio (Menifee County Deed 
Book 13:567). However, by the 1930 census enumeration Shelby was living in Powell 
County, with his second wife Edna (born in Ohio). No children are listed with them, and 
likely any children from his first marriage to Lula Belle Steele remained in Ohio, as did 
Maude Palmer, who in 1925 married Lexton Ellington. Several of Maude’s descendants 
visited the East Fork School site in the summer of 2016 (see Chapter 1).  
 
 
EMPLOYMENT AND OTHER ECONOMIC FACTORS IN 1940 
 

While the factories of Ohio created pull factors for migration, the lack of good jobs 
in Menifee County created a strong push factor. The Apperson community had from the 
late 1890s to the late 1910s grown in response to the logging industry. Population growth 
resulted in the establishment of a school circa 1900/1906 that lasted for about 35 to 40 
years. By then people were leaving and the land was being sought for inclusion in the new 
Cumberland Forest. In order to better understand why this area might be prone to 
abandonment, contextual information was sought on employment and economic 
conditions. The 1940 census, taken a decade into a major economic depression, collected 
more detailed data on employment and home ownership compared to the 1930 census, 
which like former censuses provided only occupations. Table 8.3 provides select variables 
from the 1940 census for 67 Menifee County households surrounding and including the 
project area (as represented by the Eli Elkins household and possibly the Boyd Ingram 
household living in the Jewell house). The table presents data on the head of each 
household, and other persons in the household listed with an occupation. 
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Table 8.3. Employment and other data from 1940 census. 
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80 Stamper, John, 50 2  No 8  
Foreman 
steam shovel 

Road 
construction PW 12 75 No 

80 
Jones, Tom W. 
(partner), 37   No 4  Driller Rock quarry PW 20 25 No 

81 Morrison, Roe, 57 5  Yes 4 52 Farmer Farm OA 2 20 Yes 
82 Hayes, Alice S., 64 3  Yes 8  Housekeeper Private home PW 12 25 No 

83 
Lockhart, Francis P, 
72.  100 No H-4 12 Timekeeper Sewing room GW 36 465 No 

84 Keiger, Floyd, 31 3  Yes C-1  Miner Coal mine PW 52 624 Yes 
85 Smallwood, Eva, 29 2  Yes 4 52 Farmer Farm OA 52 100 Yes 
86 Morrison, Bob, 37  100 Yes 7  Farmer Farm OA 52 0 Yes 

87 
Ratliff, Courtney, 
49  100 Yes 6 24 Laborer 

Road 
construction GW 28 100 Yes 

88 Hale, Bruce, 32 2  Yes 5 52 Laborer 
Road 
construction GW 24 350 No 

88 
Hale, George 
(father), 65   Yes 6  Laborer Farm PW 12 25 No 

89 Tabor, James, 50  200 Yes 6  Laborer Farm PW 12 25 No 
90 Griggs, Sam, 63  25 Yes 0  Farmer Farm OA 3 20 Yes 
91 Gilly, Gordon, 25  25 Yes 5  Laborer Farm PW 52 108 Yes 

92 
Clayton, Charles, 
51   150 Yes H-2  Laborer Farm PW 24 200 Yes 

93 Abner, Nora L, 45  150 Yes 6  NA      

93 
Sexton, William 
(son), 20   Yes H-2  Farmer Farm OA 9 200 Yes 

94 
Amburgey, Newt, 
44  150 Yes 8  County clerk 

Menifee 
County GW 52 1000 Yes 

95 Long, Sim D, 70  400 Yes 8  Farmer Farm OA 52 0 Yes 
96 Miles, Ranal, 72 3  No 8  NA      

97 
Wiggington, 
Harrison T, 57  2000 Yes 6  Carpenter 

Building 
construction PW 20 200 Yes 

97 
Conley, Charley 
(son-in-law, 29)   Yes 5  Mechanic Steel mill PW 40 1400 Yes 

98 
Wiggington, 
Horace, 31  300 No H-4 9 Surveyor Forest service GW 24 700 No 

99 
Thompson, Johnie, 
28  1500 Yes H-3  Proprietor Restaurant OA 52 0 Yes 

99 
Thompson, Ruth 
(wife), 26   Yes 7  Waitress Restaurant OA 52 0 Yes 

100 Wynn, Allie, 34  100 No NA  Truck driver Farm OA NA NA NA 
101 Muchling, Lena, 76  150 Yes 3  NA      

101 
Heffner, Florine W 
(daughter), 51   Yes 5  Housekeeper Private home PW 3  10 No 

101 
Adkins, John 
(lodger), 67   Yes 0  Proprietor 

Gold and 
minerals OA 52 0 Yes 

102 Profitt, Jeff, 56 5  Yes 4  Farmer Farm OA 52 300 Yes 
103 Stamper, Hobart, 28  150 No H-3  Laborer Public works GW 20 150 No 

104 
Stamper, Mary 
(widow), 58 5  No 7  NA      

105 
Northcut, Homer E, 
22  100 No 8  Truck driver Retail store PW 52 624 No 



169 

H
H

# 

N
am

e 
of

 h
ea

d
 o

f 
h

ou
se

h
ol

d
, r

el
at

io
n

 t
o 

h
ea

d
 if

 n
ot

 t
h

e 
h

ea
d

, a
ge

 

M
on

th
ly

 r
en

t 

V
al

u
e 

of
 o

w
n

ed
 h

ou
se

 

L
iv

e 
on

 f
ar

m
 

H
ig

h
es

t 
gr

ad
e 

S
ch

oo
l 

W
ee

k
s 

u
n

-e
m

p
lo

ye
d

  t
o 

M
ar

ch
30

,1
94

0

O
cc

u
p

at
io

n
 

In
d

u
st

ry
 

C
la

ss
 o

f 
w

or
k

 

W
ee

k
s 

 W
or

k
ed

 1
93

9 

W
ag

es
 1

93
9,

 $
 

In
co

m
e 

gr
ea

te
r 

th
an

 
$5

0 
ot

h
er

 t
h

an
 w

ag
es

 ?
 

106 Hale, Russell, 40  500 No 8  Carpenter 
Building 
construction OA 24  150 No 

107 Wynn, Thomas, 40  350 Yes 8  Truck driver Farm OA 52 208 Yes 

107 
Davis, Wick 
(nephew), 22   Yes 8  Laborer Farm NP 52 25 No 

108 Wynn, Julia, 63  125 Yes 7  NA      

108 
Wynn, Earl (son), 
27   Yes 6  Farmer Farm OA 52 150 Yes 

108 
Wynn, Carma 
(daughter), 24   Yes C-2  

Elementary 
teacher Public school GW 28 504 No 

109 Wynn, Albert, 45 5  Yes 8  Off bearer Saw mill PW 52 300 Yes 

109 
Wynn, Elsie 
(daughter), 21   Yes C-2  

Elementary  
teacher Public school GW 28 360 No 

109 
Wynn, Elzie (son), 
20   Yes 7  Off bearer Saw mill PW 52 16 Yes 

110 Phelps, Volney, 44  600 Yes 6  Carpenter Building PW 52 600 Yes 

110 
Phelps, Lexie 
(daughter), 23   Yes C-3  

Elementary 
teacher* Public school GW 28 532 No 

110 
Phelps, Helen 
(daughter), 19   Yes C-1  Waitress Restaurant PW 0 0 No 

111  Combs, John, 59  600 Yes 8  NA      

111 
Combs, Ruby 
(daughter), 26   Yes C-2  

Extension 
clerk USDA offices GW 52 720 No 

111 
Combs, Boyd (son), 
20   Yes 8 28 Truck driver 

Road 
construction PW 10  140 No 

111 
Combs, Henry 
(son), 17   Yes 8  Laborer Farm NP 0 0 No 

112 
Snodgrass, George, 
64  150 Yes 4  Farmer Farm OA 52 0 Yes 

113 Gibbs, Alf, 55  100 Yes 0  Farmer Farm OA 52 50 Yes 

113 
Gibbs, Chester 
(son),20   Yes 4 11 Laborer Farm NP 40 6 No 

114 Gibbs, Hill, 41  100 Yes 0 24 Farmer Farm OA 52 50 Yes 

114 
Gibbs, Allen (son), 
18   Yes 7 24 Farmer Farm NP 1 6 No 

115 Wells, Ben, 64  800 Yes 6  Sheriff  County GW 52 2500 Yes 
116 Hale, William E, 62 10  Yes 0  Farmer Farm OA 52 50 Yes 

116 
Hale, Frank (son), 
21   Yes 7  Laborer Farm NP 20 0 No 

116 
Lovell, Churchill 
(brother-in-law), 72   Yes 4  Farmer Farm OA 20 0 yes 

117 Ratliff, Ben, 42  150 No 4 2 Farmer farm PW 24 200 Yes 

117 
Ratliff, Emory L 
(son), 22   No 5 12 Laborer Sawmill PW 10 100 No 

117 
Ratliff, Alex (son), 
20   No 6 28 Laborer Sawmill PW 24 180 No 

118 Slusher, Jarne, 67 2  No 8  Proprietor Restaurant OA 0 0 Yes 

118 
Slusher, Bud (son), 
21   No 4  Laborer Farm NP 52 0 No 

118 
Slusher, Clayton 
(son), 18   No 4  Cook CCC camp GW 52 450 No 

119 
Smallwood, Hobert, 
20  200 Yes 1  Farmer Farm OA 52 0 Yes 

119 
Smallwood, Joe 
(father), 73   Yes 1  Farmer Farm OA 52 0 Yes 

120 
Smallwood, Opal, 
24  75 No 4  Truck driver Logwoods OA 52 200 Yes 
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121 Hogg, Herman, 30  250 Yes H-1  Gradesman 
Road 
construction GW 40 300 No 

122 Mack, Walter, 68  400 Yes 0  Farmer Farm OA 52 0 Yes 

122 
Phelps, Ova K (son-
in-law),40   Yes 5  Laborer Steel mill PW 10 42 Yes 

123 Cope, Allen, 46  200 Yes 8  Miner Coal mine PW 4 45 Yes 

124 Deem, James, 71  270 Yes 0  
Mechanical 
engineer 

Chamber of 
commerce GW 0 0 Yes 

125 
Adams, Leonard J, 
48  250 No H-4  Farmer Farm OA 52 0 Yes 

126 Phelphs, Jim, 68  100 Yes 2  Farmer Farm OA 52 0 Yes 
127 Hurt, Frank, 34  100 Yes 4  Farmer Farm OA 52 40 Yes 
128 Elkins, Eli, 37  50 Yes 4  Laborer** Farm PW 4 30 Yes 

128 
Elkins, Clayton 
(son), 15   Yes 4  Laborer Farm PW 28 150 No 

129 Ingram, Boyd, 44 5  Yes 4  Laborer Log woods PW 52 124 Yes 
130 Mullins, Dock, 33 2  Yes 3  Farmer Farm OA 52 200 Yes 

130 
Mullins, Reece 
(son), 18   Yes 4  Laborer Farm PW 1 7 No 

131 Morrison, Carl, 38  100 Yes 4  Farmer Farm OA 52 75 yes 

131 
Brown, Denzil 
(step-son), 17   Yes 5  Laborer Farm NP 0 0 No 

132 Sargent, Russell, 39 2   Yes 5  Farmer Farm OA 52 0 Yes 

133 
Morrison, Delbert, 
25 2  Yes 0  Laborer Farm PW 12 84 No 

134 Patrick, Rosa, 65 4  Yes 4  NA      

135 
Eggleston, Grant, 
39  500 Yes 4  Truck driver 

Retail grocery 
store OA 52 400 Yes 

135 
Eggleston, Denton 
(son), 21   Yes 6  Laborer Farm NP 52 60 No 

135 
Eggleston, Bill 
(hired man), 18   Yes 7  Laborer Farm PW 24 150 No 

136 
Howard, Wesley, 
24 3  No 3  NA      

137 Sallee, Stanley, 26 3  No 7  Laborer 
Road 
construction GW 52 420 No 

138 Ingram, Earl, 37  100 No 4  Laborer Farm OA 0 0 Yes 

138 
Ingram, Bertha P 
(wife), 27   No 0  Seamstress Sewing room GW 52 372 No 

138 
Ingram, Wesley 
(father), 75   No 7  Farmer Farm OA 20 0 Yes 

139 Klabor, Jakie, 55  800 Yes 4  Foreman Sawmill OA 52 0 Yes 

139 
Klabor, Ray (son), 
23   Yes 6  Farmer Farm OA 52 0 Yes 

140 Thompson, Ed, 34  150 Yes 7  Miner Coal mine PW 52 NA Yes 
141 Jackson, Fred D, 64 8  Yes H-4  NA      
142 Ward, Wash, 52  50 Yes 7  Farmer Farm OA 24 25 Yes 
143 Jewell, Tomas, 52 1  Yes 1  Farmer Farm OA 0 0 Yes 

143 
Jewell, Jeff (son), 
25   Yes 5  Farmer Farm OA 52 18 Yes 

143 
Stamper, Brandon 
(lodger), 55   Yes 6  Laborer 

Road 
construction GW 0 0 No 

144 Cassidy, Frank, 40 4  No 4  Miner Coal mine PW 52 365 No 
145 Smith, Joe E, 50 4  No 4  Miner Coal mine PW 16 360 No 
146 Brackett, Will, 34 4  No 2  Miner Coal mine PW 52 600 No 
Average, where applicable 3.7 297       28 195  
*Lexie Phelps, taught at East Fork School, ** Eli Elkins household..  Sample composed of households 80 to 147 within Magistrate 
District 1 of Menifee County. Household 80 to 99 are labeled as Adams Branch, HH 100 to 109 are labeled as Highway 40 and Higher 
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McCausey Ridge, and HH 110 to 147 are labeled McCausey Ridge, which includes East Fork of Indian Creek, stopping at Indian 
Creek proper.  Under Highest grade school, H = high school, C = college, others are elementary school grades.  Weeks unemployed is 
only given for those persons indicating they are seeking employment or assigned to public emergency work, no value given for most 
residents. Class of work, OA = own account, PW = private work, NP = non paid family work, GW = government work. NA when the 
occupation, and other work categories were left blank by census enumerator, usually for older persons. 

 
Among the variables listed in the 1940 census are the number of weeks worked and 

the annual salary for 1939. While it is not guaranteed that the salary and weeks worked 
data were generated exclusively by the current occupation/setting listed in the census, for 
the purpose of this study a strong relationship between these variables was assumed. This 
census also provided unique new information on monthly rent, value of an owned house, 
and whether the person lived on a farm, for each household head, and years of completed 
education for all persons (Table 8.3).  
 

The only men who were not listed with an occupation were older men, and they are 
indicated by NA in the occupation category (Table 8.3). Typically, no data were listed for 
weeks worked or wages earned for these individuals. The average of 28 weeks worked 
suggests that many persons were not fully employed. Total wages for 1939 ranged from $0 
to $2,500 (for the sheriff Ben Wells), with a mean of $195.43. Using a conversion of $1 
value in 1939 of buying power equal to $17.25 of buying power today (taken from 
www.dollartime.com) the average wage was $3,371. This is a very low value if a household 
that was depending exclusively on these wages. In contrast, Sylvie Jewell’s husband Obie 
Profitt made $2,300 in 1939 as a steel mill inspector in Middletown, Ohio. Most Menifee 
County households were probably relying also on basics like food from their own direct 
farm production. One might suspect the average wages or weeks worked for those not 
living on a farm might be higher, but this is not the case, their average wage ($188.93) and 
average weeks worked (23) was slightly lower than that of the entire sample. 

 
The most common “class of work” was Own Account (OA), with 38 persons (41.0 

percent), followed by Private Work (PW), 31 persons (34.0 percent), Government Work 
(GW) with 16 persons (17.0 percent) and unpaid family worker (NP), with seven persons 
(8.0 percent). The unpaid family labor category is made up exclusively of men, with the 
wives and daughters, who no doubt contributed to domestic and farm work not listed with 
any occupation or wage data. Others were young men living at home and presumably 
working under the guidance of their parents.  

 
 The Own Account work category is comprised mostly of farmers, but some other 
occupations, such as truck drivers, or a foreman at a sawmill, or a proprietor or waitress at 
a restaurant, are represented. Probably the key to this listing was that the person owned the 
needed equipment to accomplish the job and was not paid wages by someone else. The 
Private Worker category encompassed occupations such as a housekeeper for women, and 
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for men a variety of occupations ranging from a steam shovel foreman in road construction 
to a carpenter, off bearer or laborer at a sawmill, to the more common laborer at a farm. 

 
The Government wage category is represented positions that could be considered 

essential to normal county government functions, such as County Clerk (Newt Amburgey), 
Sheriff (Ben Wells), and school teachers (Carma Wynn, Elsie Wynn, and Lexie Phelps). 
The clerk and sheriff positions paid well, $1,000 for 52 weeks ($19.23 per week) for the 
former and $2,500 for 52 weeks ($48.08 per week) for the latter. The Sheriff wages were 
in fact the highest in the entire sample. The school teacher positions were for 28 weeks 
with pay from $360 to $532 ($12.86 to $19.00 per week). Other government positions 
included Ruby Combs, who worked 52 weeks for $720 ($13.85 per week) as a clerk in the 
USDA extension office, and Horace Wiggington, who worked 40 weeks for $1400 ($35.00 
per week) as a surveyor for the Forest Service. These jobs were likely related to the 1937 
formation of the Cumberland National Forest. 

 
Most other persons listed in the government work category worked in positions 

related to WPA relief efforts, listed as laborers in road construction or on “public works.” 
Their compensation varied, from the $100 for 28 weeks ($3.57 per week) of work for 
Courtney Ratliff to $350 for 24 weeks ($14.58 per week) of work for Bruce Hale, to $420 
for 52 weeks ($8.08 per week) of work for Stanley Sallee, all three listed as laborers in 
road construction, to $300 for 40 weeks ($7.50 per week) of work for Herman Hogg, listed 
as a gradesman in road construction. Brandon Stamper was also listed as working in 
government road construction, but no salary was given. Hobart Stamper worked as a 
laborer in public works, and his annual wages were listed as $150 for 20 weeks ($7.50 per 
week) of work. Clayton Slusher was listed as earning $450 in wages for 52 weeks ($8.65 
per week) of work, with his occupation listed as cook at the CCC camp. An unusual 
government work job was that of James Deem, a 71-year-old man listed as a mechanical 
engineer, who worked at the Chamber of Commerce, for no weeks of wages, but had other 
sources of income. Likely this was some sort of volunteer position. 
  

The WPA jobs were mostly but not exclusively for men. Two women, Francis 
Lockhart and Bertha Ingram, were employed in a WPA sewing room. This was a WPA 
program meant to provide employment and training for women, and to provide clothing to 
be distributed to those who could not afford to buy it. The sewing room program accounted 
for over 50 percent of women’s WPA employment nationally (Marcketti 2010). Francis 
Lockhart was a 72-year-old widow and made $465 for 36 weeks (average of $12.92 per 
week); she was listed as a timekeeper. Bertha Ingram, a 27-year-old married to Earl Ingram, 
made $372 for 52 weeks (average of $7.15 per week) and was listed as a seamstress. Both 
of these women’s salaries/wages, as were almost all others in government work, were well 
above the average annual wage of $195.43. Likely locations for the sewing room would 
have been in Frenchburg or at the CCC center on Tarr Ridge.  
 

The census also included a category of number of months unemployed, up to March 
30, 1940, for those who were seeking work or assigned to emergency work. Only 13 of 
101 persons indicated they were in this category, with the months unemployed ranging 
from two to 52.  Of these unemployed persons, eight (62.0 percent) persons seeking 
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employment or emergency work were listed as not having other income greater than $50 
to supplement wages. These represent those with the least resources. Presumably those 
persons having income other than wages (n=54, or 58.0 percent) were drawing largely upon 
agriculturally generated products or resources rather than something like dividends or 
investments. Slightly more than seventy-seven percent (78 individuals) lived on a farm. 
Activities such as part-time independent logging, selling wool, trapping animals and selling 
their furs, or collecting and selling ginseng were known as ways to supplement the family 
economy.  
 

The general picture is one of underemployment and low wages for many persons, 
but likely with much of their livelihood outside of a wage economy and based upon a farm 
and forest economy. Looking specifically at the Elkins household (#128), Eli was listed a 
farm laborer in private work. He worked four weeks and had total wages of $30 but did 
have other income over $50. Eli’s 15-year-old son Clayton, also living in his household, 
was listed as working 28 weeks for $128 in wages, as a farm laborer and not with other 
income over $50. That the Elkins family struggled financially is also suggested by another 
variable provided by the census, the value of their owned home. Forty-three (64 percent) 
of households owned their own homes, and Eli Elkins was in this category though his house 
value of $50 was much lower than the average of $297. Only two other houses, each valued 
at $25, were lower. These data corroborate family stories of lean times during the 
depression, and Eli is not found in any deed or land records. Family history suggests that 
Eli and his family helped farm the adjacent land owned by his parents Harve and Nettie 
Elkins and shared in the produce of that farm. The Elkins family would leave the Elkins 
site soon after the 1940 census enumeration, moving first to Powell County and eventually 
to Ohio. 
 

Comparable data are not available for the Jewell house site occupants since the 
Leaner (Allen) Jewell/Anderson Pitts family left circa 1935 and no named occupant is 
known other than possibly Garrett Lawson, who does not appear in the 1940 census. 
Thomas Jewell, brother of Abner, had lived in the house earlier but had moved up to 
McCausey Ridge by 1940. He is listed as a farmer working on his own account and with 
no wages but other income over $50. His rent of $1 per month is so low that it makes one 
wonder if it does not reflect familial or other personal connections between the renter and 
the landlord rather than just the size and condition of the house. The Boyd Ingram 
household was likely living at Jewell house, as suggested in Chapter 3 in 1940. Boyd was 
listed as a laborer in the log woods, working 52 weeks for $124 dollars (but with other 
income over $50), and paying rent of $5 a month.  

 
The level of employment data available in the 1940 census was not available in the 

1910 to 1930 censuses, with data limited to occupations and the category of work. 
However, the category of work was more widely available, though with some slight 
differences in usage from census to census. For example, the 1910 census included a 
category of employer, which was not used in subsequent censuses. The 1930 and 1940 
censuses were the only ones to use the non-paid family work category, and in the 1920 
enumeration of households living near the Abner Jewell household, this particular census 
enumerator only marked persons working for wages, not marking those working on their 
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own account. The 1920 sample could still be used, as the own account designation could 
be reliably applied to all those whose occupation was farmer. Comparative data from 1910 
to 1940 is presented in Table 8.4. Data derived for this table consisted of the entire rural 
enumeration district for 1910 and 1930, a sample of 105 households split evenly on either 
side of the Abner Jewell house in 1920, and 67 households split evenly on either side of 
the Eli Elkins household in 1940. 

 
There appears to have been a drop in wage labor from 1910 to 1920. This likely 

reflects the end of the Union City Lumber Company’s work in the area in 1910. It is quite 
unfortunate that similar data are not available for 1900, when that company had been in the 
area for two years. Wages dropped slightly from 1920 to 1930 but then went up 
dramatically by 1940, likely the result of the new governmental “relief” jobs available. 

 
Table 8.4. Work Categories 1910 to 1940. 

 Own Account Wages  
Year Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Total 
1910 74* 58.0 53 42.0 127 
1920 111 63.0 66 37.0 177 
1930 85 64.0 47 36.0 132 
1940 38 43.0 50** 57.0 85 

*1910 sample of own account includes 11 men listed as employers, **1940 sample of wage earners includes 16 
persons listed in government work, non-paid category not included in any percentage calculations 

 
 
That the percent working “Own Account” which for most meant having a farm, 

drops dramatically from 1930 to 1940 may reflect the loss of farms, especially those that 
were mortgaged, during the depression.  This would have contributed to the strong 
outmigration from the study area. A non-paid family labor category (not in Table 8.4) was 
only used in 1930 (20 persons) and 1940 (7 persons); this drop may reflect more persons 
working in government “relief” efforts by 1940.  It also points to a lower pool of farms to 
work on as a non-paid family member, because of farm loss.  

 
 
ARCHITECTURE AND SITE LAYOUT 
 

The oral historical memories were that both the Jewell and Elkins houses were of 
boxed construction, in which vertical planks are nailed to sills and a top (or cap) frame, 
with very limited structural framing.  This form of construction was very popular in the 
late nineteenth to early twentieth century and was dependent on a ready supply of sawn 
lumber planks (Hudson 1995, Jordan 1993; Martin 1984; Obrien 2013, Williams 1990). 
Boxed houses were often seen as inferior to log houses and ignored or purposely 
overlooked in historical interpretations that instead favored log structures in places, such 
as the Great Smokey Mountain National Park, and were viewed as an architecture of 
poverty rather than one of tradition (Williams 1990). Another factor in the choice of a 
boxed structure, as opposed to log, was that fewer persons were required to build it, so 
what had been a community affair, raising a log structure, could be done with just a few 
individuals, more convenient in industrializing communities where personal and family 
ties were less strong (Martin 1984). Box construction was common at coal or lumber 
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camps, and anywhere that quick and cheap construction was needed. Box construction was 
sometimes seen as a first step in settlement of a new region, to be replaced later by more 
traditional balloon framed structures as resources were accumulated (Hudson 1995; 
Williams 1990).  Kraftt (1915) documents boxed houses by at least the 1880s but possibly 
as early as the 1860s in the Puget Sound of King County, Washington.  Hudson (1995) 
documents this architectural form as early as the 1840s in Owsley County, Kentucky. Data 
from the 1930s, from Knott, Knox, Wayne, and Breathitt counties, Kentucky, suggests that 
by this time boxed construction accounted for from 48.0 to 58.0 percent of all structures, 
and was more common than frame or log construction (Hudson 1995). This form should 
not be ignored or looked down upon. 

 
In box construction, battens, or thin strips of wood, can be added at the joints (hence 

the term board and batten) or the structure can be clad with more traditional looking 
horizontal clapboard siding over the vertical planks in which case it resembles balloon 
framing from the outside. It is unlikely that the Jewell or Elkins houses had horizontal 
siding over the vertical planks, as everyone who was asked about the houses described 
them simply as boxed. This, coupled with the relative lack of smaller nails recovered from 
the sites (see Chapter 5), suggests that these structures did not have battens. The Jewell 
house was remembered by Alpha Wells as having four rooms downstairs and four 
bedrooms upstairs.  This would be a fairly large house for the time and place. In a survey 
of homes in Laurel, Knott, Knox, and Breathitt counties in the 1930s or 1940s, the average 
number of rooms was four or five (Hudson 1985:206). The Elkins house was remembered 
as small but in not enough detail to give a room count.  
 
 The topic of site layout and yard use was only minimally addressed by this study, 
since no outbuilding remains were documented.  The scant indicators of houses (stone piles 
from chimneys, driplines, and a possible post) were limited and concentrated within a 
relatively small area:  60 by 40 m for Jewell and 35 by 30 m for Elkins. At the Jewell site, 
the propensity of the lower area in front of the house, in between it and the creek, to 
frequently flood, may have limited use of this area, and investigation of the backyard was 
incomplete due to a modern gravel road. But perhaps it is not surprising that the Jewell 
house certainly and probably also the Elkins house faced the East Fork of Indian Creek, a 
major landmark and probably a major transportation route.  Given the way that the creek 
curved around to the west, this meant that the Jewell site faced west and the Elkins site 
faced north.  Flat land to place roads on was in high demand in rural mountainous terrain, 
and creek beds, or immediately adjacent terraces, were often used as roadways.  At the 
Elkins site, a sunken abandoned road bed can be seen where the house may have been 
located, running alongside the creek. The back of both the Jewell and Elkins sites faced 
toward steep upward slopes, which may have provided some protection from wind and 
rain.  
 
 The area immediately behind the Jewell house and its well may have been a 
recreational area.  Railroad spikes used for playing horseshoes were found here, as well as 
more personal items, such as jewelry, a hair comb, and part of a back from a harmonica. 
The 3-IN-One oil bottle found on the north side of the yard could represent some outdoor 
repair work in this area. A bracket of the type to hold a pole, such as for a flagpole, was 
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found several meters south of the 3-IN-One bottle and might represent a flag mounted on 
the north side of the house (thought to be the side, with the front facing west). Most of the 
tools were found in the area close to, or in the case of the hook, wrench, and C-Clamp, 
possibly under, the house, so no definite outbuilding areas were found.  
 
 Alpha Wells recalled that a narrow porch was attached to the front of the Jewell 
house. A small fire pit off of this porch that may have been used to heat water suggests that 
that work tasks like laundry or canning food may have taken place in this area.  Both the 
pulley weight and a hook also were found in this area, so it may have been a generalized 
work area.  A spring was located somewhere not too far from the Jewell house and used to 
store milk in large aluminum cans; this is a feature of the site that was not located, though 
the well close to the house was located.  
 

No porch was remembered for the Elkins house.  Nor was an evidence of a well or 
spring found. It is possible that water was either hauled from the creek, or possibly from a 
well at Harve and Nettie’s house if the creek went dry.  So few tools were found at the 
Elkins site that it is hard to generalize, but most (including a pair of scissors) were found 
in the three units north of the Forest Service road. This area is either under or near the front 
end of the house or, if this concentration is not from the house, at the location of an 
outbuilding. The area closest to the hillside, and the stone chimney piles, most likely toward 
the back of the house, had the highest density of broken glass and ceramics, and could 
represent either activities in the back yard, or a trash disposal area. While no structural 
evidence of a root cellar was found in Unit 8, the recovery of a glass jar lid to be used with 
a lightning closure and a piece of undecorated ironstone ceramics are suggestive of food 
storage in this portion of the site.  
 
 
MATERIAL WEALTH AND MATERIAL CULTURE ASSEMBLAGES 
 
 Accepting some degree of correlation between ceramic purchases and 
socioeconomic status, or at the least purchasing power, has a long tradition in historical 
archaeology (Miller 1980, 1991; Spencer-Wood 1987; Thomas 1988). Archaeologist 
George Miller introduced the concept of economic scaling of ceramic prices in 1980, based 
upon his research on nineteenth century British wholesale merchant records, which showed 
how much ceramics cost. Miller researched the relative prices of different decorative types 
of ceramics, and by vessel form of cups and saucers, bowls and plates, and created indexes 
that compared the costs of the decorated wares to the cost of plain undecorated refined 
earthenware (what the British potters called cc or cream-colored ware), set at a value of 
1.00. 
 

To compute a ceramic index value, the number of vessels of each ware/decorative 
type is multiplied by the index value for that type. After adding these values, the sum is 
divided by the total number of vessels. It is ideal to compute this value separately for each 
vessel form, since historically cups and saucers were often purchased separately from 
bowls and plates, and customers were often willing to pay more for fancier wares for tea, 
in keeping with the importance of rituals surrounding “taking tea” that developed in Europe 
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in the eighteenth century. Cups and saucers are often called “teas” in the archaeological 
literature (Miller 1980, 1991). 

 
Although Miller’s approach has been tremendously useful within historical 

archaeology, a problem arises because the records he researched, and the resulting index 
values, only go up to the 1880s, and his data are from British merchants. Fortunately, 
similar research has been under taken for the late nineteenth and early twentieth century by 
Thomas (1988), using Sears Roebucks catalogs to construct ceramic price indexes up 
through 1927. These data not only bring the indexes later in time but add in American-
made wares. The ceramic index values calculated for the Jewell site using Thomas’ 
indexes, and giving separate values for cups/saucers, plates, and bowls are, 1.87, 1.22, and 
1.68, respectively (Table 8.5).  Since plates are much more numerous, and more frequently 
undecorated, their strong popularity at the Jewell site brings the total value of the 
assemblage down to 1.40.  
 

Table 8.5. Ceramic Price Index Values for the Jewell and Elkins sites. 
 Cups & Saucers Plates Bowls Total 
Site Value Freq Value Freq Value Freq Freq Percent 
Jewell Site         
Undecorated 1.00 15 1.00 64 1.00 10   89 65.0 
Molded 1.69   2 1.47 14 1.71   1   17 12.4 
Gilt 1.90  1.74   2 1.93      2   1.5 
Slipped   NA   2       2   1.5 
Transfer print 2.18  1.94   2 NA      2   1.5 
Decal 2.43   6 2.02   8 2.28   2   16 11.7 
Porcelain 4.42   4 4.09   3 4.53   2     9   6.6 
Total  27  95  15 137 100.0 
Index value 1.87  1.22  1.68  1.40  
Elkins Site         
Undecorated 1.00   8 1.00 12 1.00 6 26   60.5 
Molded 1.69   1 1.47   7 1.71 1   9   20.9 
Gilt 1.90  1.74  1.93    0     0.0 
Transfer print 2.18  1.94   1 ?    1     2.3 
Decal 2.43  2.02   1 2.28    1     2.3 
Porcelain 4.42   3 4.09   1 4.53 2   6   14.0 
Total  12  22  9 43 100.0 
Index value 1.91  1.38  1.86  1.63  

 
The ceramic index values calculated for the Elkins site using Thomas’ indexes, for 

cups/saucers, plates, and bowls, 1.91, 1.38, and 1.86, respectively. As with the Jewell 
assemblage, since plates are more numerous, and more frequently undecorated, their strong 
influence bring the total value of the assemblage down to 1.63. The Elkins assemblage has 
a higher overall index, due to a higher percentage of porcelain vessels (14 percent for Elkins 
site compared to 6.6 percent for Jewell site).  

 
Most ceramic price index values calculated from Kentucky assemblages range from 

a little over 1.00 (so minimal decoration) to two to three times the value of undecorated 
ware (highly decorated and with much expensive porcelain). The highest values computed 
by this author are 3.29, from an assemblage of highly decorated wares, with many 
expensive porcelains, from a mid-nineteenth century privy at Ashland, the Henry Clay 
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estate in Lexington, and the 3.49 computed by McBride and Esarey (1995) from a group 
of artifacts recovered from a later privy at Ashland, with materials from the descendent 
Bullock family.  

 
Caution is needed when comparing indexes created with Thomas’ values with those 

created by Miller’s values. The only values at hand calculated using the later Thomas index 
values to compare to the Jewell site index values are those Thomas calculated from the 
ceramics found in a 1920s privy on the Illinois State University campus.  These ceramics 
yielded a ceramic index overall value of 2.83 for cups/saucer, and 2.01 for plates (this 
sample had too few bowls to calculate that index), and that calculated by archaeologist M. 
Jay Stottman (Stottman et al. 2015) from the greenhouse/staff residence at Eastern State 
Hospital, which yielded a total value of 2.91 (for the entire assemblage, values not 
calculated by vessel forms). Stottman et al. (2007) calculated an index value of 1.00 (so no 
decoration, again all vessel forms combined) for ceramic recovered from the home of an 
African-American farmer in Nicholas County, Kentucky. Wagner calculated an index 
value of 1.01 using Thomas’ 1890 ceramic index to 1.23 using Thomas’ 1900 ceramic 
index (little to moderate decoration) for ceramics recovered from the home of a white 
farmer in Southern Illinois, and 1.02 for 1890 and 1.11 for 1900 (little decoration) from the 
ceramics recovered from the home of an African-American farmer in Henderson County, 
Kentucky (Wagner 1995). The 1900 indexes are higher than the 1890 indexes because of 
the addition of decalcomania in Thomas’ 1900 formula. The Elkins and Jewell sites were 
calculated with Thomas’ 1920s index, which does include decalcomania. 

 
Since these ceramic price indexes have a limited range of variation, from a low 1.00 

to a high 3.49, small differences can be meaningful. This makes comparisons tricky, 
especially if dealing with the issue of variation between indexes created using sherds versus 
vessels. The problem is that vessel analysis is so time consuming that it is often not 
undertaken, and sherds, or maybe just rim sherds (a bit more reliable) are used (McBride 
and McBride 1987; McCorvie 1988). The use of sherd counts likely artificially lowers the 
index due to the inclusion of interior undecorated sherds that come from vessels that had 
decorations around the rim. A good example of this is shown when ceramic index values 
were calculated both from sherd (2.07) and vessel counts (2.36) from a late nineteenth to 
early twentieth century house in Florida (McKinnon 2010). McKinnon interprets these 
index values as representing middle class households (McKinnon 2010:257). The data 
presented by Wagner is calculated using rim sherds, not all sherds, so is somewhat of a 
compromise between using sherd counts and a full-blown vessel analysis. Another 
difficulty with using sherds, and even just rim sherds, is that vessel x may get counted 
many more times than vessel y if vessel x happened to break into more sherds than did 
vessel y.  

 
With this caveat, and using the data presented above, low socioeconomic 

purchasing power (as representing socioeconomic status) may be represented by ceramic 
index values ranging from 1.00 to 1.29, and lower middle class purchasing power/status by 
values ranging from 1.30 to 1.99. More studies are needed to conduct this analysis on late 
nineteenth to twentieth century assemblages with corresponding good documentary and 
oral historical information about the occupants and using Thomas’s values. The Jewell and 
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Elkins site ceramic index values of 1.40 and 1.63, respectively, suggest that both families 
had lower middle class purchasing power.  

 
Another approach to relating archaeological assemblages to material wealth is more 

simply to compare the quantity versus quality of artifacts found on sites to gauge material 
wealth, with more materials, regardless of their cost, reflecting greater wealth, and vice 
versa (Groover 2003b).  This approach results in the Elkins and Jewell assemblages looking 
rather poor, as the artifact quantity is low. These archaeological perspectives can be 
coupled with the oral history and archival data, which suggest that the Elkins family, and 
the Jewell family in later years following the death of Abner Jewell, were not wealthy. The 
coalescence of the various data sources on the topic of household purchasing provides more 
confidence in the interpretations.   

 
Despite the low quantity, and lower cost of the ceramics, the chronological analysis 

of the artifacts corresponded to the date of the occupations from the archival and oral 
history, suggesting that the Jewell/Pitts and Elkins families were largely buying up to date 
merchandise, and not relying on handed down items. Slight time lag was shown for the 
Elkins family. This finding supports suggestions that occupants on Appalachian farms had 
access to a wide range of material goods and were participating in national to international 
networks for acquisition of goods, contrary to stereotypes of their isolation and 
backwardness (Barnes 2011; Brandon 2013; O’Malley 1989, 1990, 1995; Rotman and 
Thomason 2003; see also Horning 1999, 2000, 2002; and Groover 2003a).   
 

Both the oral history and archival record provided some specific examples of how 
goods were obtained by the Jewell and Elkins families. Family tradition in the Elkins 
family is that Ruth Elkins would ride her horse to stores in Frenchburg (about five km 
away) as needed. Alphas Wells recalled the Jewell/Pitts family buying supplies from stores 
in Frenchburg or in Bowen, in Powell County.  Kenneth Pitts was told by his father, Steve 
Pitts, that at age eight (so about 1920) that he had been responsible for taking eggs and 
chickens to stores in Mt. Sterling to trade for staples, such as flour, sugar, and coffee.  Steve 
would not have lived at the Jewell site until about 1930 but his experience is relevant. 
During the latter part of the Jewell site’s history, Anderson Pitt’s occupation as a peddler 
of Saymans Products ensured that his large family, and surely the neighboring Elkins 
family, had the best possible (like wholesale) access to many household products. That the 
peddling tradition in Menifee County had some longevity is documented in three peddlers’ 
licenses issued by the county in the mid-1870s through the mid-1880s to persons from 
Bath, Montgomery, and Menifee counties (Books A:443, B:137, 3:34). 

 
Anderson Pitts also collected hides or furs to relay to a buyer, and traded livestock 

along his rounds. Thus, while access to mass produced consumer goods was admittedly 
quite different from today’s modern conveniences of 24/7 stores and internet purchasing, 
the residents could and did participate in local to national markets. Betty Pitts, born in the 
Jewell house in 1930, recalled that the furniture was very basic, with the children sleeping 
on pallets, though her parents had a regular bedstead. Possibly Abner Jewell, as a carpenter, 
would have made some of the furniture.  The artifacts recovered suggest the furnishings 
included at least a moderate amount of fancy glass and a player for cylinder records.  
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The data suggest that the by the early twentieth century the Jewell and Elkins 

families needed to supplement farming with other work, Abner Jewell as a carpenter and 
Eli Elkins making moonshine.  Though family descendants did not mention soil erosion or 
problems with farming affecting yields, it is possible that over time the land that Leslie 
Jewell had farmed successfully from the 1860s to the 1880s became worn out. Or it is 
possible that some of the land was damaged by clear cutting, railroad building, and other 
activities associated with the extraction of timber by the Union City Lumber Companies, 
or by or oil and gas companies. Such destruction to the land by oil leasing companies was 
mentioned by descendants of Harve Elkins. The location of the Jewell house built in 1898 
may have been influenced by a desire to be a part of the small economic center of the last 
railroad station for the Red River Valley Railroad.  But, aside from having borders in the 
Jewell House in 1910, there was little evidence of direct economic benefit to the Jewell 
family from their involvement with the logging industry.  
 

The growing and canning of vegetable produce mentioned by members of both 
families is reflected in the archaeological record by canning jars. The 1880s agriculture 
census indicates that the Jewell farm was very productive, and included chickens, cattle 
and sheep, substantial apple and peach orchards, and 25 tilled acres planted in corn, 
sorghum, beans, potatoes, tobacco, and hay, and products such as honey and beeswax. Over 
the years after Leslie Jewell’s death, the land was divided and several of his sons ended up 
with tracts deeded to them as 100 acres, though in at least one modern survey the 100 acres 
was actually just 65. This house that Ben Jewell built for the family in 1898 eventually 
passed on to Leslie’s son Abner Jewell, his wife Leaner and their children.  At Abner’s 
death, in 1926, his tilled land was described as about two acres. Possibly this was all the 
good farming land contained in his tract, or possibly the family strategy had changed 
drastically post logging.  
 

The oral history data suggest that the families kept pigs, cows, and chickens, and 
supplemented their diet with local resources, such as fish, squirrels, and rabbits. This 
Upland South dietary pattern is reflected in the recovered faunal remains, which 
domesticated pig and cattle, and wild rabbit and groundhog (see Chapter 7).  The eating of 
wild game, seen as helping ease food insecurities, matched a pattern documented for other 
nineteenth century rural Kentucky sites (Peres 2008).  The faunal remains recovered from 
the project area point to extension of the Upland South dietary pattern into the twentieth 
century (Hilliard 1988). We need to be careful to not assume that inclusion of wild game 
in the diet was only to ease shortages of purchased food or domestic livestock; wild game 
may have been sought after due to taste preferences as well.  
 
 
SUMMARY 
 
 This chapter has provided data on changes in school organization and public 
education in the early twentieth century as a context from which to view the East Fork 
School. During this time there were slow but steady increases in funding for education, and 
an emphasis on infrastructural issues, such as better school houses, acquiring desks (as 
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opposed to benches) and blackboards, and on teacher education.  One room schools 
characterized rural education for most of this time, but by the 1940s a new emphasis on the 
benefits of consolidation led to the closing of many one room schools. Data on migration 
showed patterns of industry specific migration to follow lumber companies who had come 
into Menifee County back to areas, such as Wisconsin. Even wider spread migration was 
documented from Menifee County (and all of Eastern Kentucky) to the Cincinnati to 
Dayton corridor for factory work from the 1920s to 1960s. Understanding this migration 
was crucial to identifying oral history informants from the Jewell, Elkins, and Palmer 
families.  Data also were presented on the nature of employment in the area around the 
Jewell and Elkins sites as depicted in the 1940 census. These data give a close up look at 
the ways that people worked, how much they made, and issues of unemployment or 
underemployment, factors closely tied in with the migration trends. By far most persons 
worked as farmers, and only a few jobs remained by 1940 of the boom in logging related 
jobs that was seen in the 1910 census. Many persons made very little in cash wages in 
1940.  Eli Elkins was listed as a farm laborer working only four weeks for $30 (but with 
other income over $50 a year), and Boyd Ingram, possibly renting the Jewell house, was 
listed as a laborer in the log woods working 52 weeks for $124 (but also having more than 
$50 in additional income).  
 
 A final section looked at the data on architecture and layout of the Jewell and Elkins 
sites, and wealth and material culture.  The oral history and archaeology data indicate that 
each family lived in a boxed house, two stories at the Jewell site and one story at the Elkins.  
No definitive outbuildings were identified, but it is possible that the artifact concentration 
north of the Forest Service road at the Elkins site is from an outbuilding, if it is not from 
the front of the Elkins house. It is likely that both houses faced the East Fork of Indian 
Creek. At the Jewell family house, possible work areas may have been located off of the 
front porch and in the northern yard, and around the well behind the house, which also may 
have been a play or leisure area. The oral history and the artifacts suggested that the 
families were of relatively modest economic means, for the Jewell family especially after 
the death of Abner Jewell, and likely for the entire occupation of the Elkins house. While 
Leslie Jewell was a farmer with a very productive farm in the 1880 census, by the mid-
1920s his son Abner, was farming a much smaller acreage and worked as a carpenter.  Yet 
the artifacts suggest that the Jewell/Pitts and Elkins families were buying relatively up to 
date goods and were very much connected to national global markets, especially once 
Anderson Pitts became a salesman for Saymans Products. They combined strategies of 
reliance on locally procured or produced foods (and moonshine whiskey for the Elkins 
family), and home preservation (canning and drying) with market-based purchases.  
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CHAPTER 9   
SUMMARY AND RECOMNDATIONS 

 
 
This project has combined archival, oral historical, and archaeological data to 

contextualize the Jewell, Elkins, and East Fork School sites within local, regional, and 
national trends.  Extensive archival and oral historical research was conducted to 
understand the context of initial settlement, and to construct genealogical charts and the 
chain of land ownership for these sites. This settlement history began with Leslie and Mary 
Jewell, a farming family with roots in Clark County, who may have moved to the East Fork 
of Indian Creek by 1860.  The Jewell family was among the early settlers to the area and 
they have left a few marks on the landscape. For example, deeds in the late nineteenth 
century sometimes reference Jewell Gap, though this landscape reference is no longer on 
any maps.  Jewell Rock, near Gladie, named after Bluford Jewell, son of Leslie Jewell, is 
still a landmark known to residents today.  Yet, few persons remembered the house down 
on Indian Creek, and in the local tradition the name Leslie Jewell had been changed to 
Lester Jewell.  Both the East Fork School site and Elkins site were established on lands 
that came out of Leslie Jewell’s estate. Relative to the Jewell family, the Elkins occupation 
of the project area had a more limited impact on the local landscape. 
 

Lumbering and railroad building into the Indian Creek drainage of Menifee and 
Powell counties were part of a broader process of extracting and exporting Appalachian 
resources by companies of seasoned industrialists from outside the region (Billings and 
Blee 2000; Eller 1982, 2008; Lewis 1998; Shapiro 1978; Shepard-Powell 2017). Research 
on the companies that worked in the East Fork of Indian Creek drainage in Menifee County 
provides a concrete example of how these broader patterns were institutionalized at the 
local level. The research shows varying ways that residents participated in these extractive 
industries, frequently not to their benefit. 
 
 
ARCHIVAL AND ORAL HISTORIAL INVESTIGATIONS 
 
Jewell Site 
 

The Jewell house was built in 1898 by Leslie’s son Ben Jewell (at age 15) just south 
of the mouth of Big Amos Creek, where this stream flows into the East Fork of Indian 
Creek. A new house was possibly needed since the original Jewell house – location 
uncertain – was probably badly damaged or destroyed in a huge flood in June 1882. Leslie 
was quite elderly at this time and died in 1899. In 1898, Ben’s mother Mary Jewell sold a 
30 foot right of way through the family land to the Union City Lumber Company, a Grand 
Rapids, Michigan based company formed to harvest timber from the Indian Creek area.  
This company had acquired over 4,000 acres from the defunct Menifee Mining and Lumber 
Company, a company formed by a group of investors from Louisville, Kentucky, and 
added another couple thousand acres. They located the last stop of their Red River Valley 
Railroad at the mouth of Big Amos Creek. The Union City Lumber Company named the 
stop Apperson after Mt. Sterling Judge and Attorney Lewis Apperson, who served as 
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council for the Red River Valley Railroad and had been involved in land acquisition in the 
area for several years. If the Jewell family had not been living at this exact location at this 
time they may have moved here to partake of the economic and social activity of the lumber 
industry.  The Jewell family also was involved, at the least in buying and selling land, with 
the Kentucky Land and Supply Company owned by Mt. Sterling Judge Benjamin Franklin 
Day and his brother John C. Day.  
 

The Red River Valley Railroad, a narrow-gauge rail line, was started by the 
Menifee Mining and Lumber Company and expanded by the Union City Lumber Company 
to at least 14 miles. Their local base was at Rothwell, where the Kentucky and South 
Atlantic Railroad had a station and was by 1892 incorporated into the Chesapeake & Ohio 
system, giving them access to a national level transportation system.  The Union City 
Lumber Company built upon the failed efforts of the Menifee Mining and Lumber 
Company, founded in 1882 by investors from Louisville, Kentucky.  

 
A deed establishing the Red River Valley Railroad shows it was well-furnished 

with at least three Climax engines, 10 coal cars (though there is no further record of the 
company mining coal in any records) and 16 flat lumber cars and other equipment.  One of 
the main products of the Union City Lumber Company was railroad ties, greatly in demand 
during this time as railroads expanded nationally.  Some of the lumber also may have gone 
to the production of school desks, since one of the Union City Lumber Company directors 
was president of one of the largest companies in the United States making this kind of 
furniture.  These school desks were also in great demand during the early 1900s. One of 
the goals of Menifee county school superintendents at this time was to acquire desks and 
blackboards; it would be ironic if they ended up buying desks from the Grand Rapids 
School Furniture Company made out of lumber harvested in Menifee County.  Newspaper 
articles also suggest that the Union City Lumber Company had plans to expand their 
business into manufacturing cement at Rothwell, but this never materialized.   

 
Intensive commercial logging lasted about 12 years, and in 1910 the Union City 

Lumber gave up their interest to a local company called the Rothwell Tie Company. The 
latter was formed by men who either had been employed by the Union City Lumber 
Company’s Red River Valley Railroad or were in business at the Rothwell depot and 
undoubtedly associated with the Red River Valley Railroad and Union City Lumber 
Company.  Though information could not be found on what happened to the buildings the 
Red River Valley Railroad built at Apperson (possibly a post office and a store), a 1910 
newspaper article said that the company was to pull up much of their track.  At least some 
ties remained to be spotted by locals for many years, and loose ties remained to be 
scavenged by children at the Jewell site.  Survey between the Jewell site and the mouth of 
Big Amos Creek, or in some flat areas along the creek, did not result in the identification 
of any traces of the Apperson rail stop.  
 
 The precise relationship between the Jewell family and the Union City Railroad 
remains elusive.  That the family sold them a right of way for the railroad for just $1 (a 
minimum required transfer of funds) suggests that they had hopes for other compensation. 
In the 1900 census, the Jewell house built by Ben Jewell in 1898 seems to have been 
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functioning as a small boarding house, with three out-of-state borders, one of whom, 
Charles F. Tiffany, married into the Jewell family.  Leslie Jewell died in 1899, and his wife 
Mary and some of their adult children (they had 12) continued to live and farm in the area.  
The information provided by the 1880 agricultural census suggests that the family had 
established a very productive farm and owned over 1,000 acres.  Their house was initially 
located on a 490-acre tract that was subdivided between at least five of the children (tracts 
of generally 100 acres), many of whom married locally and stayed in the general area.  This 
house was remembered by Alpha Wells as a plank or box house facing west toward the 
creek, with four rooms downstairs and four rooms upstairs, a narrow front porch, fireplaces, 
a well behind the house, a privy and chicken house further back toward the mountain, and 
a pig pen and barn somewhat further away. Betty Pitts recalled that her father Anderson 
kept horses and cattle in the barn. The area never had electricity and cooking was done on 
a Home Comfort cast iron stove.  Light was provided by kerosene lanterns. Leisure 
activities in the yard, included playing horseshoes using scavenged railroad spikes as the 
pole. The family grew large gardens, canned and dried fruits and vegetables, sometimes 
using a sulphur smoke to kill bacteria. The boys fished and hunted (mostly rabbits and 
squirrels). Other goods were obtained from stores in the county seat of Frenchburg or 
Bowen, in Powell County, by mail order, or from traveling peddlers.   
 

When Ben Jewell married in 1904 he moved several miles to the west, leaving at 
least his brothers Abner and Thomas Jewell to care for his mother Mary (her care specified 
in the deed by which Ben quit his claim to his siblings). In 1910, Abner and Thomas Jewell 
married sisters, Leaner and Nannie Allen. Nannie and Thomas lived on family lands up on 
McCausey Ridge, while Abner and Leaner, and their children, continued to live at the 
house at the mouth of Big Amos Creek. Family members recall that Abner was farming at 
least two acres and working as a carpenter making furniture and coffins in 1926 when he 
was killed in a local dispute over ownership of land to the west of the Jewell house, where 
he and his brother Ben and Ben’s son Butler Jewell were cutting timber.  The Jewells 
thought they owned the land from a sale by B. Frank Day of the Kentucky Land and Supply 
Company or his nephew Frank Day, but their neighbors claimed they owned it. The 
shooting was covered by newspapers from Louisville and Cincinnati.   

 
In the years following Abner’s death, Leaner had to mortgage her land. By 1929, 

Leaner married Anderson Pitts, whose wife had died a couple of years after Abner’s death.  
At that time each spouse may have had as many as five children living with them (assuming 
Anderson’s children over age 20 did not continue to live with him, in which case the 
household would have been even larger!).  The 12-member household increased by one in 
1930 when Anderson and Leander had a daughter, Betty. 

 
Prior to the death of his first wife Jemima “Mimi” Profitt, Anderson Pitts had run a 

store several miles to the west of the Jewell site.  By 1930, he had become a traveling 
salesman for Saymans Products, a line of at least 166 household, cosmetic, and medicinal 
items made in St. Louis. He also traded livestock and collected furs or pelts or other 
produce as he made his rounds. The boys in the family helped provide food via fishing, 
trapping and hunting, and the family continued to farm.  In 1935, Anderson was offered a 
job as assistant jailer for Menifee County, in Frenchburg, and the family loaded their 
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household and personal goods in a wagon and moved to town. They kept the farm for four 
years, but sold it in 1939 to Frenchburg merchant Clay Williams, who rented it at least part 
of the time (with tenants possibly including Ruth Elkins, separated from Eli Elkins, and 
Ruth’s father Garrett Lawson) until Clay Williams sold it to the U.S. Government in 1941 
to become part of newly formed Cumberland National Forest (name changed to Daniel 
Boone National Forest in 1941). 

 
When Anderson and Leaner’s marriage dissolved some years later, she moved to 

Ohio as did her daughter Betty from the marriage with Anderson and children from her 
first marriage to Abner Jewell. The draw was factory jobs. It is presumed that the Forest 
Service tore the Jewell/Pitts house and any outbuildings down soon after they purchased 
it, as was their policy.  Over the years persons using all-terrain vehicles made a road 
through the middle of the site, where the house had sat, and in 1985 the Forest Service put 
in a new gravel road on the back side of the house site, not far from the steep mountain 
slope against which the house was positioned. The road then went past the site before 
bending around to the west to go by (or through?) the East Fork School and Elkins sites. 
Over the years, campers have moved some stones about to establish fire-rings.  Still, the 
Jewell site has remained relatively undisturbed. 
 
Elkins Site 

 
The history of the Elkins site begins with the Jewell family, since this land was 

once part of Leslie Jewell’s 490-acre home tract. In 1905, Lula Jewell Tiffany and her sister 
Emmeline Jewell Branham, and her husband W. B. Branham, from Pike County, Kentucky, 
swapped some of the land they had inherited from their father Leslie Jewell.  A 100-acre 
tract on the north side of the East Fork of Indian Creek that had first belonged to Lula, but 
then to Emmeline, was then swapped by Emmeline and her husband W. B. Branham to 
local resident George Eggelston, for some land on the McCausey ridge (named after one 
of the Union City Lumber Company directors).  This ridge is situated to the east of the 
Jewell house and was once connected to the East Fork of Indian Creek bottom by a logging 
railroad running up Big Amos Branch and a footpath.    

 
In 1911, George Eggelston sold the 100 acres he had acquired from Emmeline and 

W. B. Branham to Harve and Nettie Elkins, who were related to the Branham family and 
also from Pike County. Harve and Nettie established a farm on this land. In addition to 
farming, Harve became a trustee of the local school district, and Nettie served the local 
area as a midwife. Then, three years later in 1914, the Jewells sold a 50–acre tract to another 
person from Pike County related to Harve Elkins and the Branhams, Alex Moore.  This 
land was on the south side of the East Fork of Indian Creek, across from Harve and Nettie 
Elkins’ land and just west of the East Fork School lot. When in 1921 Harve and Nettie’s 
son Eli married a local girl, Ruth Lawson, Alex Moore let Eli and Ruth live on this tract. 
This is the Elkins site investigated as part of this project. Whether Eli bought part of the 
land, or rented his house, described as a small plank house with maybe a chicken coop or 
small shed, is not known, as no transfers were found recorded in the deed records for Eli 
Elkins. That Eli and Ruth lived in this house was part of the local oral tradition provided 
by Menifee County residents Alpha Wells and Audrey Wynn, and Elkins family members.  
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The Eli and Ruth Elkins house was more like a rural residence than a complete 

farmstead, since Eli did not own any acreage and farmed with his parents Harve and Nettie 
Elkins, on their farm across the East Fork of Indian Creek (within whistle hearing distance 
according to descendants).  The house was a very small one-story plank or boxed structure 
on piers, without the usual outbuildings of a farmstead. Besides farming on Harve and 
Nettie’s land, Eli did some logging, and he and his sons hunted or trapped wild game to 
supplement the family’s diet or to sell the pelts.  Mostly, Eli secured his cash income by 
making moonshine whiskey, developing a reputation for a fine product, as had his father 
making peach brandy in a cave on his farm.  

 
A final note regards the interconnections of the Jewell and Elkins sites, through the 

Branham family into which Emeline Jewell married, and to which the Elkins were related.  
Kinship is the most important factor in land ownership and occupation, and the household 
economy. In the case of Alex M oore, who owned the Eli Elkins site, possibly fictive 
kinship and social relationships could be as strong as full biological kinship. 
 
East Fork School 
 

In 1906, several Jewell family members deeded half an acre at the mouth of Big 
Amos Branch to the District No. 36 of the Menifee County School Board for the East Fork 
School. This one room school operated until the early to mid-1940s. One of the early 
teachers was Maude Palmer, daughter of Shelby Palmer who built the first school house. 
Shelby was a farmer who lived to the west, on the main branch of Indian Creek, and was 
known as an entrepreneur farmer and businessman. Another teacher was Bibb Rainey, who 
had gone to school at the Hazel Green Academy, graduating in 1901.The final teacher was 
Lexie Phelps, whose family lived near the end of McCausey Ridge and who went at least 
three years to Morehead State Normal School.  

 
Two photographs were found showing a group of students with the school building 

as a backdrop.  Though neither photograph shows the entire building they provide some 
information.  The first, likely taken about 1913 or 1914, shows the side elevation of a 
vertical plank unpainted structure with framed windows. The second photograph, likely 
taken about 1927, shows a different building, a wooden structure with horizontal siding, 
painted white, from the front (no windows are shown). Few details can be seen except that 
the building appears to be on piers. An earlier photograph of this same second school house, 
taken about 1924 of Eli, Ruth, and infant Mazella Elkins, shows close-up details of the 
front entry that had been blocked out by people in the 1927 photo, showing four steps going 
up to a solid two-part door. The 44 students shown in 1913/1914 decreased to only 22 in 
1927, likely showing the effects of the end of the commercial logging in the area by the 
1920s and resulting outmigration.  

 
Published reports of county superintendents housed as the Kentucky Department of 

Libraries and Archives chart the frustrations faced during this time, with lack of funds for 
school, and even basics such as desks and blackboards. But the reports show general 
progress over time in acquiring these basics, in building new and better school houses, and 
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in increased teacher training.  By the mid-1940s many one room schools were being closed, 
partly due to population loss but also because of a new emphasis on consolidated schools.  
 
Broader migration and economic patterns 

 
Additional research was conducted from census and other records to place the 

histories of the Jewell and Elkins families into a broader context.  This research showed 
that the lumber industry had a large effect on work and living arrangements for a short 
period in the early twentieth century, but this effect was only temporary, and farming 
remained the primary occupation for most families from settlement to the establishment of 
the Cumberland National Forest.  Some persons migrated to Wisconsin to follow the 
logging work, but usually came back. As the logging ended, many more Menifee residents 
migrated permanently to the Cincinnati to Dayton corridor to work in factories. By the 
1940 census, most families who remained still were farming and some also had other jobs, 
mostly as farm labor, but the amount of wages paid was very low.  A new category of work 
had emerged by this census, government relief work, not just for men in CCC employment 
(with a camp on Tarr Ridge) but for women via a Sewing Room project. The economic 
situation of many families by this time was not favorable.  This situation may have 
encouraged acceptance of the Federalgovernment’s offers to buy their land for 
incorporation into the Cumberland National Forest. 

 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS 
 

Shovel probe and unit excavation at the Jewell and Elkins sites resulted in the 
recovery of late nineteenth/early twentieth century material culture assemblages, and 
generated information about site organization and possible structure locations. Neither of 
the sites contained evidence of earlier or later permanent domestic occupations. This is one 
of the strengths of both sites, that they are short-term single component sites, with links to 
documentary and oral history resources. The activity from campers or day visitors has 
caused some disturbance, and may have created some “noise,” especially in the form of 
non-diagnostic bottle glass that is hard to affiliate. Campers have created campfire rings 
from chimney falls. Other disturbances consist of the Forest Service Road at both sites, a 
cleared and graded area at the Elkins site, and a two-track road created by all-terrain 
vehicles at the Jewell site. Despite these disturbances, the sites have good integrity. 

 
At the Jewell site, the chimneys and rear dripline of the main residence, and an 

outdoor activity (small fire pit) was documented in the front yard. The maximum distance 
between the chimney rock piles is 18 m, and the minimum distance between them is 7 m. 
The absence of a foundation coupled with oral histories suggests that the structure was set 
on piers. A well was present to the rear of the house. These interpretations are informed by 
descriptions of the house as having faced west toward the East Fork of Indian Creek.  

 
At the Elkins site, only very limited evidence of the main residence or other 

structures was found. It consisted of two piles of sandstone thought to be from a chimney 
and a shallow depression that could be a dripline, and a small pit or posthole about a meter 
from the dripline. The dripline is located 13 m from the closest chimney pile, and could 
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represent the front of the house, and the chimney the rear, but this would make for a large 
structure, and contradicts the oral history that the Elkins house was a small boxed structure. 
Alternatively, the possible dripline may represent the location of a shed or other 
outbuilding, and the front of the Elkins house was in the disturbed area where the Forest 
Service road is located.  

 
Temporally diagnostic artifacts recovered from both sites have date ranges that 

matched well the archival and oral history occupation span of 1898 to 1941 for the Jewell 
site, and 1921 to mid-1940s for the Elkins site.  In general, the recovered assemblages are 
consistent with what one would expect at a domestic site, with kitchen and architecture 
group artifacts accounting for most of the cultural materials. Those assigned to the kitchen 
group consisted primarily of plain white tablewares suggesting limited spending on fancy 
consumer items.  Some differences between the Jewell and Elkins site in the ceramic forms 
and types, mostly the higher proportion of flatwares, ironstones, and serving vessels at the 
Jewell site, may reflect its function as a boarding house in the early 1900s.  Locally made 
crockery and glass containers were found in abundance, evidently important for food 
storage. The architecture group artifacts were mostly window glass and nails.  The 
architecture materials from both sites are suggestive of a boxed house on piers with 
windows and rimlocks on the doors. Information on furniture was limited, but both houses 
had cast iron stoves, clocks, and some fancy decorative ceramic or glass containers or 
figures.  

 
The arms artifacts suggest the families owned rifles, pistols, and shotguns, and that 

shooting guns took place near the houses. The activities group artifacts were few but quite 
interesting, with the C-clamp, files, pulley weight and handsaw blade from the Jewell site 
possibly associated with Abner Jewell’s occupation as a carpenter.  The cross-cut saw blade 
and hunting trap from the Elkins site suggest ways the Elkins family supplemented their 
farming. Transportation artifacts reflected the presence of horses at both sites, and oxen 
and some livestock that was tagged (cattle, sheep, and pigs possibly?) at the Jewell site. A 
snap hook from the Jewell site also is suggestive of working with animals. The personal 
artifacts were especially sparse within the Elkins assemblage, consisting of a bit of shoe 
leather, a few buttons or buckles and doll fragments to indicate play.  The personal artifacts 
from the Jewell site were more numerous and more varied, with a bigger sample of bib 
overall, shirt, and pants buttons, buckles, a bead and possibly earrings as jewelry, and parts 
of hair combs or bands.  Leisure activities at the Jewell site were represented by railroad 
spikes for playing horseshoes, smoking pipes, toys (dolls, a metal gun, a marble), parts of 
a harmonica and even a cylinder record that would have required a phonograph to play.  In 
general, the types of artifacts recovered from these sites reflect consumption of mass 
produced consumer goods, though in quantities limited by income. The animal bone 
recovered from the Jewell site is suggestive of adherence to an Upland South pattern diet, 
with a reliance on pork, along with some beef and wild game. 

 
Topsoil/midden at the Elkin site was shallower than at the Jewell site, and artifact 

density was much lower than was documented at the Jewell site. Archival and oral history 
research suggests that the Elkins site was occupied for a much shorter period of time, and 
it is also possible that the number of occupants at the Elkins site was lower. In the 1930 
census, there were seven people living at the Elkins house and eleven people living at the 
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Anderson Pitts/Leaner Jewell house. These factors, coupled with a lower income of Eli 
Elkins, may explain the lower artifact density and diversity of the Elkins site material 
culture. The lower artifact density at the Elkins site may also reflect the ties of the Eli and 
Ruth Elkins family to that of Eli’s parents Harve and Nettie just across the creek, where 
they farmed together, and shared meals and companionship.  In this way the archaeological 
evidence highlights the importance of kinship in the local culture, as did the archival and 
oral history records. 

 
It is possible that the loss of some of the Elkins site to the Forest Service road 

resulted in the recovery of a less than representative sample of artifacts. The artifacts from 
the 1985 survey at the Elkins site were much larger and the assemblage is more diverse 
relative to the 2016 assemblage.  The same difference in artifact diversity from the 1985 to 
2016 assemblage was not as evidence at the Jewell site.  The Elkins site is closer to the 
Forest Service road coming in from the main branch of Indian Creek (from the southwest), 
and the road runs right through site, while the Jewell site sits a bit back from this road, and 
across the East Fork of Indian Creek from this approach, making access much more 
difficult.  
 
 It is worth noting that the railroad depot of Apperson has left almost no 
archaeological trace, except for the railroad spikes (which are in a secondary context just 
behind the house at the Jewell site). The most likely explanation is that the Red River 
Valley Railroad, the Elkins and Jewell/Pitts family members, and others from the local 
community thoroughly scavenged and reused materials from the railroad track and 
associated Apperson structures. Oral histories suggest that vestiges of the railroad bed/track 
have been viewed along Big Amos Creek, but this was some time ago and erosional 
processes may have buried, or washed out, these remains. Without the oral tradition, passed 
on to Forest Service staff Don Fig, and from him to Forest Service archaeologists and 
recorded on the Elkins and Jewell site forms, the existence of the train depot of Apperson 
might have not been available to us.  
 

The limited amount of work conducted at the East Fork School in 1985 hinders site 
interpretations. The recovered artifacts are all in keeping with a 1906 to mid-1940s date of 
occupation, and suggest a wooden building with windows, as supported by the historic 
photographs. The porcelain and whiteware sherds suggest eating and/or drinking at the 
school, as do the three canning jar fragments. The glass marble suggests playing with 
marbles, a common game in the early twentieth century.   

 
Native American artifacts recovered from the Jewell site consisted of a light lithic 

scatter.  Although the chipped stone assemblage was small, it can be said that locally 
available chert was preferred, and tool production and maintenance, as well as the 
processing of plant or animal remains were activities carried out by Native Americans at 
this locale. It also can be inferred that the site represents a short-term occupation, such as 
a hunting camp, rather than a longer-term village.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The archaeological investigation of the Jewell and Ekins sites demonstrated that 

though these sites have experienced some ground disturbances, they still contain data that 
can be used to address research questions, such as the economic strategies of the occupants, 
site layout and architecture, and material culture acquisition.  Additional archeological 
work at these sites would generate a larger artifact sample and lead to a better 
understanding of site structure.  It is recommended that the sites be preserved, and not be 
reopened to camping or other potentially destructive activities.  Any “surface cleaning” or 
other efforts undertaken to benefit recreational visitors should be conducted or supervised 
by Forest Service archaeologists.  

 
It would be ideal if the history of these sites and the logging industry in the area 

could be interpreted for the general public. Possible avenues of interpretation include 
wayside signage, and/or onsite brochures, or brochures or other materials that could be 
accessed at the Gladie interpretive center. Another possible venue would be online 
presentations, with posted links on websites such as those operated by the Daniel Boone 
national Forest or other public institutions such as the Menifee County Public Library, in 
printed materials or on site, or possibly via smart phone QR codes.  A difficulty with online 
and onsite approaches is the lack of cell phone reception for most service providers at the 
mouth of Big Amos Creek area. Possibly this reception may improve in the future or such 
signage could be posted at the closest area with better cell phone reception.  
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