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ABSTRACT 
 

 

In 1998, the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet contracted with Cultural 
Resource Analysts, Inc. to complete an intensive archaeological 
investigation at McConnell’s Homestead (15Bb75). This investigation was 
in compliance with Section 106 regulations associated with the proposed 
U.S. Highway 27/68 upgrade project. The analyses of artifacts found at 
this site, such as faunal remains, domestic materials and architectural 
elements, were particularly useful during this investigation for site dating 
and drawing socio-economic conclusions about those who occupied this 
site from the late-eighteenth thru late-nineteenth centuries. Ceramic cost 
indexing analysis indicates that McConnell and his heirs maintained an 
upper middle-class status. Dietary preferences, as represented from the 
faunal assemblage, indicate an adherence to the Upland South tradition. 
Insights dealing with the application and utility of the historic analytical 
techniques used during this investigation also are provided. This 
investigation provides a much-needed database for future comparative 
analyses of early historic sites in Kentucky. Although McConnell’s 
Homestead was previously referred to as a station, results from this 
investigation indicate that it is not possible to differentiate it from other 
early Kentucky households based on architecture and/or artifacts alone. 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 
Topics in this paper are covered in more detail in the comprehensive report 

submitted to the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (Day and Clay 2000).  The McConnell 
Homestead site was located on the Bradyleigh Farm in a grassy pasture overlooking a 
freshwater spring on the north side of US 27/68, just five to seven km southwest of Paris, 
Kentucky.   
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Nancy O’Malley (1987a) first identified this site in 1986 during a Phase I survey 
of the U.S. Highway 27/68 upgrade.  In 1990, O’Malley (1992) conducted a limited 
Phase II investigation.  These investigations uncovered architectural elements of two 
structures and artifacts believed to be related to the period of McConnell’s occupation.  In 
1998, intensive Phase II investigations successfully located the remains of two structures 
(Structures 1 and 2), a deep cellar associated with Structure 1, the chimney pad of 
Structure 2, and two midden areas (Day and Clay 2000). Phase III investigations focused 
on these two structures and the surrounding features. Structure 1 is assumed to be 
McConnell’s Homestead, constructed ca. 1790. This identification is based upon archival 
information that places his home in the immediate vicinity and archaeological evidence 
(primarily the dating of window glass and ceramics) that dates the earliest occupation of 
this structure to the late-eighteenth century. Eighty-two 1 x 1 m units were excavated 
during the investigation of Structure 1 and an additional 105 m2 were hand-stripped to 
reveal structural elements and associated features. Approximately 27,000 artifacts were 
found in association with Structure 1. 

 
Structure 2 was built during the late nineteenth or early twentieth centuries.  It 

may have been built for, and occupied by, a tenant farmer(s) and is believed to have had a 
short period of occupation, less than 40 years. Artifacts from the base of a builder's trench 
surrounding the chimney pad indicate that the chimney was not constructed earlier than 
1875.  Thirty-one 1 x 1 m units were excavated during the investigation of Structure 2 
and an additional forty-one, 50 x 50 cm units were excavated in this location to reveal 
architectural information, artifact distributions, and locations of associated features. 
Approximately 9,500 artifacts were found in association with Structure 2.  Fourteen 
additional 1 x 1 m units were placed in midden areas to investigate features surrounding 
the structures.  A total of 2,413 artifacts were recovered from these 14 additional units.   

 
In this paper, the analyses of artifacts found at McConnell’s Homestead (Structure 

1) are described and insights to life at this early settlement are provided.  The analyses of 
artifacts, such as faunal remains, ceramics, window glass, nails, and other architectural 
elements, allow interpretations to be made about the daily lifestyles of the families who 
lived at this homestead and their transition from a frontier settlement to an agrarian 
lifestyle.  Critical to this discussion is the term “station” and how frontier stations and 
early settlers in the Bluegrass Region generally have been perceived and described.    

 
 
 

ARCHIVAL HISTORY 
 

 
William McConnell migrated to Kentucky from Lancaster County, Pennsylvania 

as early as 1781.  In 1788, he purchased land in Bourbon County and settled there with 
his family.  In Kentucky, McConnell became a relatively prosperous farmer who raised 
livestock and periodically rented slaves.  McConnell also held several civic positions, 
including road overseer, deputy surveyor, and grand juror (O’Malley 1992:14).  
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McConnell lived at this location with his wife Rosanah and at least nine children until his 
death in 1823, at which time he left his house and land to his heirs.   

 
John Ardery, who married William McConnell’s daughter Elizabeth in 1818, 

inherited the house and a portion of the land after McConnell’s death.  Like William 
McConnell, John Ardery also became a prosperous farmer.  He increased his land 
holdings by purchasing surrounding farms and he obtained an increasing number of 
slaves as his estate grew.  Census records indicate there were 20 people living at the 
Ardery plantation by 1830.  Thirteen were family members and seven were probably 
slaves.  Ardery and his family occupied the site until his death in 1853 when Lafayette 
Ardery, John Ardery’s son, inherited the household and farm.  Lafayette, Fannie (his 
wife) and their children may have lived at the site until 1871, at which time archival 
records indicate they purchased a more commodious house in another location.  It is not 
known for certain how long Lafayette and his family occupied the house or if it was sold 
or rented to another family after 1871.  However, the lack of artifacts dating post-1880 
indicates that the structure was abandoned prior to 1880.  In addition, the abundance of 
ash, burned nails, and other burned artifacts indicate that the structure, or a significant 
portion of it, burned prior to abandonment.   

 
 

ARCHITECTURAL REMAINS 
 
 

As discerned from the archaeological investigations, McConnell’s Homestead has 
two main distinguishable sections, which are referred to as the north half and the south 
half (Figures 1 & 2).  The north half was defined by a discontinuous limestone foundation 
with outside dimensions measuring approximately 12.8 m long by 5.49 m wide (42 ft 
long by 18 ft wide).  The south half was defined by a stone walled cellar that measured 
approximately 10.97 m long by 7.32 m wide (36 ft long by 24 ft wide).   

 
The most prominent feature recorded in the north half of McConnell’s Homestead 

was a hearth and chimney foundation (Feature 18), and the most prominent feature 
recorded within the south half was a hearth (Feature 11), located along the eastern wall of 
the cellar.  A brick floor surrounded this hearth and a large number of faunal materials 
and ceramics were recovered from this area of the cellar.   

 
Another interesting feature discovered in the south half of the McConnell Homestead was 
a double chimney pad (Feature 26).  This triangular shaped chimney pad was one of the 
more significant architectural features recorded.  Such a chimney pad is usually 
indicative of a three-room plan.  German settlers brought the three-room design with 
them when they settled in areas of Pennsylvania (Kniffen 1986:13; Swaim 1978:34).  The 
three-room plan also has been called the “Quaker plan” or “Penn plan” because it was 
thought that William Penn encouraged its use in Pennsylvania  (Bevins 1981:69; Swaim 
1978:34). 
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Figure 1.  Planview of the 1998 Archaeological Excavation of McConnell’s 

Homestead Showing Stone Foundations of the North and South Halves. 
 
 
 

When McConnell built his house, he reached back to the land of his origin, 
southeast Pennsylvania.  His home principally reflects his Scotch-Irish heritage, tempered 
with Germanic influences from his farming neighbors.  The three-room plan had been 
modified greatly since its European origins.  For instance, more fashionable gable-end 
chimneys replaced the large central chimney.  These chimneys probably were adapted 
from the English I-house, which was considered a symbol of sophistication and 
attainment during the late-eighteenth century (Kniffen 1986:16).  The triangular fireplace, 
a traditional Pennsylvania Dutch feature, was incorporated, allowing one chimney to 
service two ground floor rooms and usually a second story room as well.   
 



 149

 
      Figure 2. View of the 1998 Archaeological 
Excavation of McConnell’s Homestead, Looking 
Southeast. 

 
 
There are several early stone houses built in the Bluegrass region that utilize the 

three-room plan.  Of these, the John Andrew Miller house and the William Thompson 
house have been well documented and are contemporaneous with McConnell’s 
Homestead (Bevins 1981; Riesenweber and Hudson 1990; Wooley 1982).  Conclusions 
were drawn about the unknown architectural characteristics of McConnell’s Homestead 
by examining the Miller and Thompson houses. 

 
 The John Andrew Miller house, built in Scott County around 1790 was very 
similar to McConnell’s Homestead (Figure 3).  The structures have many similarities and 
the original owners have common ethnic backgrounds.  McConnell and Miller were both 
either of Scotch-Irish or of English-Irish descent and arrived in Kentucky from 
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southeastern Pennsylvania between 1775 and 1781.  Miller’s house was constructed with 
sturdy doors, six panels on the outside and bias-batten on the inside.   The mantels were 
high and were finished with fine carvings.  The floors were made of ash and the stairways 
were closeted.  The split logs providing flooring and joists were undressed (Bevins 
1981:69).  It is probable that McConnell’s Homestead was constructed in much the same 
fashion as Miller’s house (i.e., six panel doors, split log flooring and joists, and high 
mantels).   
 

The William Thompson house, built in Boyle County about the same time as 
McConnell’s Homestead (ca. 1790), also utilized the three-room plan (Figure 4).  The 
house is described as having double paneled doors on the front and the rear, pit sawn 
rafters with collar beams, a closeted corner stairway leading to the second floor and 
winding to the attic, small attic windows flanking the chimneys, and a separate kitchen.  
The kitchen of the Thompson house was originally built 3.05 m (10 feet) east of the main 
house.  However, it was connected to the main house during the mid-nineteenth century 
by a two-story frame addition.  In 1806, a room was added to the rear of the main house, 
but it was later removed (Wooley 1982).  
 

 

 
Figure 3.  View of the Miller House.  [Note: Although modifications have been 

made and new additions have been added, the basic characteristics of the original house are still 
intact.  Notice the walkout cellar door on the left end of the house.  There also was a cellar 
window that is now below grade.] 

 
 

Like the Thompson house, the north half of McConnell’s Homestead may have 
been a separate kitchen that was later connected to the main house.  The reasons for 
connecting the kitchen to the main house may have been practical, such as the need for 
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more sheltered space, but it is more likely that they were adding dining and entertaining 
rooms to their houses for specific cultural reasons.  As the American frontier moved 
further west, the Bluegrass region became more sophisticated.  With this sophistication 
came change, such as the appearance of the separate dining room (Wenger 1989).  Most 
early houses had a hall and parlor design, where the hall served as the kitchen, dining 
room, social room, and more.  However, as cosmopolitan formality moved into the region 
the multi-purpose hall became less socially acceptable.  In response, additions were 
added to many houses to accommodate dining rooms, guestrooms, and entertaining areas.  
These additional rooms became a means of displaying levels of sophistication and 
wealth. 
 
 

 
 Figure 4.  View of the Thompson House.  [Note: This house is constructed with much 
larger pieces of stone than the Miller house or McConnell’s Homestead but the layout and general 
appearance are similar.  The walkout cellar door of the Thompson house is not visible in this picture 
because it is located on the right gable end toward the backside of the house.  There also were cellar 
windows that are now below grade.] 
 

 
Based on these architectural comparisons, speculative or interpretive sketches of 

McConnell’s Homestead were drawn (Figure 5).  These sketches represent what 
McConnell’s Homestead may have looked like during his occupation, and that of John 
and Lafayette Ardery’s occupations.  
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Figure 5.  Interpretive Sketches of McConnell’s Homestead View Looking 

Northeast.  [Note: (top) represents the house possibly during McConnell’s occupation; and (bottom) 
represents the house during John Ardery’s and Lafayette Ardery’s occupations.] 
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Figure 6.  Speculative Layout of McConnell’s Homestead:  [Note:  top 

left, planview of the archaeological ruins excavated during the 1998 excavations; top right, 
planview of the cellar or basement level of the house.  This level had a brick floor in the 
southeast corner that surrounded a stone hearth.  This area probably served as a kitchen, storage 
area, and workspace.  The rest of the cellar had a clay floor; bottom left, a speculative planview 
of the first floor level of the house.  The designation of rooms and porches was based on the 
existent stone foundations, artifact distributions, and the layout of similar contemporary 
structures.  Grayed areas under porches indicate the locations of existent supporting stone 
foundations; bottom right, a speculative planview of the second floor level.  Comparative 
analysis alone indicates the existence of a second floor on the south half of the house.  The 
second floor probably contained additional sleeping areas.] 
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The designation of rooms and porches on the first floor level was based on the 
existent stone foundations, artifact distributions, and the layout of other contemporary 
three-room plan structures.  The locations of the porches were determined by the 
existence of short segments of stone foundations adjacent to the main structure.  The 
existence and design of these porches is speculative but viable.  For instance, it is not 
known whether the porches were covered, open, or fully enclosed additions to the house, 
but it is fairly certain that the stone foundations in these locations supported some type of 
addition.  The front door and windows are shown slightly off center to accommodate the 
three-room plan.  The north half addition may have been a separate kitchen that was later 
renovated and connected to the main structure.  “Between 1780 and 1820, the wealthiest 
Kentuckians had separate kitchen buildings for cooking and other heavy household work 
like laundry and soapmaking” (Riesenweber 1992:254).  The existence of the double 
hearth in the north end of the addition is validated by the existence of the large stone 
chimney pad.  The analysis of the faunal material and the ceramic assemblage recovered 
from that area indicates that cooking and dining activities took place there.  A wash area 
or possibly a pantry may have been located in the north half of the structure.  A number 
of buttons recovered from the northern end of the north half lends support to the theory of 
a wash area.  Comparative analysis alone indicates that at least the south half of the 
homestead had a second floor.  The second floor probably contained additional sleeping 
areas. 

 
It is likely that rooms within this structure had an exceedingly complex history of 

use.  The archaeological data offer hints of the types of activities that may have taken 
place at this location.  These data, however, are difficult to relate to particular events that 
took place at McConnell’s Homestead during the almost 90 years of use.  What is clear, 
however, is that William McConnell built a stone home during the late-eighteenth 
century that set him apart from his neighbors still living in log cabins and reflected his 
southeastern Pennsylvania origins.   

 
WINDOW GLASS  

 
By analyzing the window glass fragments recovered in association with McConnell’s 
Homestead, it was hoped that the date of initial construction and the span of occupation 
could be estimated.  This analysis provided evidence to determine the construction 
sequence of the north and south halves of the dwelling.  The estimated date of 
construction was ascertained through a modified use of window glass dating methods 
suggested by Chance and Chance (1976), McKelway (1992), Moir (1987), and Roenke 
(1978).   A total of 5,096 window glass fragments were collected and dated from 
McConnell’s Homestead.  The thickness of each flat glass sherd was measured using 
digital calipers to the nearest thousandth of a centimeter using digital calipers.  These 
measurements were then processed using Moir’s (1987) formula to obtain an associated 
date of manufacture for each fragment.  A histogram was constructed from these 
calculated dates to illustrate the probable initial construction date and the span of 
occupation for the structure (Figure 7).  Dates derived through this analysis were 
compared to occupation dates derived from archival sources and analysis of other artifact 
classes. 
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Figure 7.  Histogram derived from the analysis of window glass fragments 

recovered from McConnell’s Homestead. 
 

 
The analysis of window glass indicates a construction date of ca. 1790.  This date 

was established by the sharp increase in the frequency of window glass fragments with a 
thickness of 0.92 mm (1790) or greater.  According to the distribution of calculated dates, 
the span of occupation for McConnell’s Homestead falls predominantly between 1795 
and 1886.  These dates concur with those of the ceramic assemblage and historical 
documentation of McConnell’s Homestead.  According to historical documents, the 
elevated peaks of window glass fragments between 1800 and 1850 correspond to the 
peaks of occupation at this site.  Between 1800 and 1850, William McConnell and John 
Ardery were raising their children, purchasing and renting slaves, and most likely 
expanding and updating their dwelling.  The increase of people and construction 
activities at the site during these years would increase the likelihood of glass breakage 
and therefore account for the abundance of window glass fragments attributed to this 
period.   

 
The gradual decline of window glass fragments dating between 1854 and 1886 

indicates that McConnell’s Homestead was abandoned ca. 1875.  However, there is a 
small but noticeable decrease in the amount of window glass between the years of 1854 
and 1870.  Interestingly enough, this 16-year period corresponds to the occupation period 
of Lafayette Ardery.  This could indicate that the dwelling was abandoned during this 
period or that Lafayette replaced few windows during his occupation.  Events associated 
with the Civil War may have diminished Lafayette’s access to new window glass.  

 
NAILS 

 
The nails recovered in association with this structure were analyzed to determine 

its relative age and type of construction.  Of the 8,265 nails recovered, nearly 100 percent 
could be identified as wrought, cut, or wire nails.  The majority of nails recovered were 
cut nails (93.8 percent), with a minor percentage of wrought nails (3.7 percent), even 
fewer wire nails (2.4 percent) and a negligible number of unidentified nails (0.1 percent).  
The overwhelming percentage of cut and wrought nails indicates that this structure was 
constructed during the early- to mid-nineteenth century.  However, when the north and 
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south halves of McConnell’s Homestead are viewed separately, the percentages change 
slightly.  The majority of nails identified from the south half of McConnell’s Homestead 
was cut nails (85.2 percent), with a minor percentage of wrought nails (12.3 percent), 
very few wire nails (2.2 percent), and a negligible number of unidentified nails (0.3 
percent).  The majority of nails identified from the north half of McConnell’s Homestead 
was cut nails (96.8 percent), with very few wire nails (2.5 percent) and a negligible 
number of wrought nails (0.3 percent).  The higher percentage of wrought nails found in 
the south half of McConnell’s Homestead indicates that it may have been constructed 
slightly earlier than the north half, or that wrought nails were used for special building 
purposes primarily associated with the southern half.  A chi-square test of independence 
indicates that there is a significant difference in the representation of wire versus wrought 
nails between the two halves of the structure (chi-square = 224.648, df: 1, p < 0.0001).  
An examination of Table 1 indicates that wire nails are over-represented in the north half, 
while wrought nails are over- represented in the south half.  This supports the hypothesis 
that the south half was constructed earlier than the north half. 

 
 

Table 1.  Chi-square Test of Independence of Wire versus 
Wrought Nails between the North and South Halves of 
McConnell’s Homestead. 

Chi-square North Half South Half Total 
Wire Nails 144   (67.58)* 23   (99.42) 167 

Wrought Nails 47 (123.42) 258 (181.58) 305 
Total 191 281 472 

*Observed (expected) 
 
 

The nails also were sorted by size or pennyweight to determine the type, or types, 
of construction used.  Research indicates that different pennyweights can be associated 
with different functional categories to provide clues about the types of construction used 
(Walker 1971; Young 1991).  Nearly 56 percent of the nails recovered could be assigned 
pennyweights accurately.  Young (1991) created four functional categories: (1) roofing; 
(2) siding and light framing; (3) flooring; and (4) heavy framing nails.  Young 
determined that roofing nails range in size from 3 to 5 penny, siding and light framing 
nails are 6 to 8 penny, flooring nails are 9 to 10 penny, and heavy framing nails are larger 
than 10 penny.  Young created models based on the percentages of each nail type 
expected to be associated with log, timber frame and balloon construction.  Using 
Young’s method, the nails recovered were sorted by pennyweight and then placed into 
the four functional categories (Figure 8).  The results were not similar to any of Young’s 
structure type models.  Suspecting that the north and south halves were of different 
construction types, the nail assemblages were compared independently and still no 
similarities were discovered.  
 

The lack of similarity between McConnell’s Homestead and Young’s models is 
probably due to at least three factors.  The first is that McConnell’s Homestead, or at least 
the south half, probably was constructed of stone.  Stone construction does not have an 
established nail pattern model.  The nail assemblage for a stone structure may be very 
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similar to that of a log or timber frame structure where few, if any, nails are used in the 
walls.  Generally, stone construction would require nails to be used only for the roofing, 
flooring, framing around doors and windows, and interior trim.   Theoretically, this 
would produce a pattern similar to that of McConnell’s Homestead, but there are no 
comparative data.   

 
 

 
Figure 8.  Distribution of Nails by Functional Category Compared to 

Young’s Models for Log Construction, Timber Frame Construction and Balloon 
Frame Construction (Young 1991). 

 
 
The second factor is that the models themselves need to be further tested and 

possibly modified.  Initially, Young only used two archaeological sites (Garner and 
Locust Grove) to test her log model and these sites were of unknown construction types.  
The models need to be tested with archaeological nail assemblages from structures of 
known construction types. 

 
The third factor is that standard-sized nails are less likely to be used prior to the 

introduction of machine cut nails and standard-sized lumber, such as the 2” x 4.”  When 
investigating structures that were constructed in stages using different sized pieces of 
lumber, one is likely to recover a variety of nail sizes.  The overall pattern for the use of 
these nails may be difficult to discern and there may be more than one pattern represented 
in the nail assemblage.  Factors that are not accounted for, such as availability, 
economics, and aesthetics, also play a role in this equation (Ball 1996).   

 
 

CERAMICS 
 
 

The ceramics recovered from the McConnell Homestead were analyzed to help 
determine the socio-economic status of the occupants (McKelway 2000).  Pearlware and 
whiteware were well suited for identifying differences in the ceramic assemblages of 
McConnell and his heirs John and Lafayette Ardery.  Pearlware was manufactured from 
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ca. 1790 to 1830 and would have been the most prominent ware during McConnell’s 
occupation until his death.  Whiteware was manufactured after pearlware, and would 
have been the primary ceramic type utilized by John and Lafayette Ardery.  Cost index 
values (Miller 1991) were determined for McConnell and Ardery and they were 
compared to the index values of other nineteenth century individuals to determine social 
or class rank (Table 2).  Based on this analysis, McConnell and Ardery both were 
classified as upper middle class farmers. 
 
 

Table 2.  Vessel Ceramic Cost Index Comparisons from Other Historic Sites. 

Site 
Occupation 

Range Status 
Vessel Cost Index 
Average for Site 

Moses Tabbs 1800-1840 tenant farmer 1.42 
Kings Bay Plantation Slave Cabin A 1791-1815 slave housing 1.47 
Kings Bay Plantation Slave Cabin C 1791-1815 slave housing 1.64 
William Hale 1832-1837 poor farmer 1.67 
Harmony Hall 1793-1832 small planter 1.77 
Mabry Slaves 1830-1823 small planter 1.78 
James King West Kitchen 1806-1823 small planter 1.84 
George Mabry 1830-1860 small planter 1.90 
John and Lafayette Ardery 1823-1875 upper middle class 1.98 
Gowan Site 1830-1860 small planter 2.10 
William McConnell 1790-1823 upper middle class 2.21 
John Richardson 1810-1816 wealthy 2.31 
Walker Tavern 1834-1850 tavern 2.37 
Diaz 1842-1858 merchant 2.69 

 
 

As McBride and McBride (1987) demonstrated, there is an association between 
expensive ceramics and individuals of means who maintained positions of social 
prominence.  O'Malley (1995) suggests that the social context of an urban residence of a 
well to do family, where visitations are more likely, might encourage a show of more 
expensive ceramics.  Social contexts also may have influenced the purchasing decision of 
some rural households.  When viewed from this perspective, the wealth reflected by the 
McConnell and the Ardery’s ceramic assemblages would correspond to the prestigious 
image that these families wanted to project.  This is particularly relevant in the context of 
interacting with one's social peers through social calls, which frequently involved 
offering tea and coffee along with food.  The prominent and highly visible stone house 
they constructed along one of the more important transportation routes through Kentucky 
may be another example of the desire to present their success through their material 
culture.   

 
This analysis is only a beginning point for ceramic analyses of early sites in 

Kentucky.  Additional studies of this type are drastically needed in the state.  Analyses of 
this kind provide comparative data for other historic sites studied in the future, to 
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understand the importance, manipulation, and function of ceramics within different social 
contexts. 

 
 

FAUNAL REMAINS 
 
 

Faunal remains were identified and analyzed to examine subsistence activities that 
occurred at this site (Tuma 2000).  Domesticated species dominated the assemblage.  Pig 
bones dominated the assemblage in terms of NISP (Number of Identified Specimens), 
MNI (Minimum Number of Individuals), and bone weight.  Other important 
domesticated species recovered from this site included cow, chicken, and sheep (Figure 
9).   
 
 

 
Figure 9.  Proportions of NISP and Bone Weight among Domesticated 

Species Recovered from McConnell’s Homestead. 
 

 
The occupants of McConnell’s Homestead appear to have been part of the Upland 

South Cultural Tradition.  This tradition originated in the Upper South during the 
eighteenth century and spread with the migrations of emigrants from the southern states 
(McCorvie 1986, 1987:251; McCorvie et al. 1989).  The main characteristic of the 
Upland South populations is their reliance on a diversified farming complex that utilized 
a variety of resources, enabling each homestead to be self-sufficient in relation to food 
production (Wagner and McCorvie 1992:7).  The Upland South tradition typically 
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translates into a reliance upon corn, pork, buttermilk, and clabber for a majority of food 
consumption.   

 
Northerners and Europeans found this reliance “utterly foreign” (Power 

1953:106-112).  Instead, New Englanders incorporated wheat bread, fresh milk, and beef 
into their diets.  Early nineteenth-century travelers’ accounts of the Bluegrass area voice 
their disdain for the Upland South tradition.  One early traveler reported that the road 
from Philadelphia to Lexington had small inns located every 10 or 12 miles (16.1 or 
19.32 km) of the route.  He continued saying, “They are generally log huts, of one 
apartment, and the entertainment consists of bacon, whiskey, and Indian bread” (Ashe 
1809:91).   

 
A small part of the McConnell faunal assemblage consisted of wild species, most 

importantly wild turkey, ruffed grouse, rabbits, and squirrels (Figure 10).  In terms of 
biomass contributed by hunted animals, wild turkey was the most important species.  
Interestingly, no deer remains were recovered.  Several accounts by early explorers and 
settlers in the region noted the abundance of deer.  Imlay (1792:90) observed that “the 
mountains, hills, and uninhabited parts are abound [sic] in deer…” and that “deer abound 
in extensive forests” (Imlay 1792:94).  Although this region may have never supported a 
high deer density, they were no doubt present in the Bluegrass Region during the late 
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. 

 
 

 
Figure 10.  Proportions of NISP and Bone Weight among Wild Species 

Recovered from McConnell’s Homestead. 
 

 
The cultural aspects of the Upland South tradition may explain the absence of 

deer from the faunal record.  Frederick Law Olmstead noted that a farmer in east Texas 
owned land that was abundant with game, including deer, but “he never shot any; ‘twas 
too much trouble.  When he wanted ‘fresh’, ‘twas easier to go out and stick a hog.” This 
cultural attitude may have been prevalent in Kentucky in the early nineteenth century as 
well.  In addition to the ease of killing a domestic hog over hunting a deer, Kentuckians 
may have preferred salted pork to fresh venison or fresh meat of any kind.  Ashe 
(1809:216-217) noted that Kentuckians “have an aversion to fresh meat… they find it 
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unwholesome… they eat salt meat three times a day…” and Michaux (1805:238-239) 
reported that Kentuckians’ use of salted meats gives them a distaste for fresh meat.  
Venison was generally too lean for Euro-American tastes and they weren’t adept at 
processing and storing large lean animals, although they did quite well with bear (Richard 
E. McCabe personal communication 2001).  McCabe also stated that agrarian settlers 
killed deer when they could, not so much for meat or skins, but to keep them out of crop 
patches.  Thus, the absence of deer from the archaeological record in the eighteenth to 
nineteenth centuries appears to be a reflection of cultural traditions regarding meat 
consumption that were in place not only in Kentucky, but also throughout the Upland 
South. 

 
  

STATIONS, FORTS, AND HOMESTEADS 
 
 

One of the more important questions this investigation had to address was, 
“Whether McConnell’s Homestead was a frontier station?” This question was important 
because the title or label of “frontier station” has specific connotations about the lifeways, 
functions, and architecture associated with it.  The term frontier station usually is 
associated with: settlements occupied by individuals, such as Daniel Boone, threats of 
Indian attacks, hunting and living off the land, cabins with log palisades, dirt floors, 
wooden bowls and utensils, and crude living conditions in general.  However, the term 
station has been applied to a variety of early settlements in the Bluegrass region, 
including McConnell’s Homestead, confusing the characteristics that determine the 
differences between stations, forts, and homesteads. 

 
Nancy O’Malley (1985, 1987b, 1999) has done extensive research regarding the 

topic of Bluegrass region frontier stations, from which many of the following defining 
characteristics of a station are derived.  Basically, stations were temporary shelters 
designed to protect settlers from the threats of frontier life.  Early settlers in Kentucky 
were subject to a number of threats including attacks from wild animals, Native 
American tribes and possibly British troops.  The scarcity of food and unpredictable 
weather also were concerns of early settlers.  With the intention of diminishing some of 
the dangers of frontier settlement, a system of forts and stations was established.  “The 
system embodied features borrowed from earlier frontiers – safety in numbers, erection 
of physical barriers, a vigilant patrol system” (O’Malley 1999:57).  Stations usually 
consisted of a defensible structure or group of cabins, preferably surrounded by a ditch, 
rampart and parapet, palisades, stockades, or some other means of defense.  They were 
typically constructed of logs, seated on intermittent stone piers and were heated by 
chimneys made of stick and mud daub (O’Malley 1987b:37).  Essentially they were 
temporary civilian forts built at varying scales depending upon the number of people they 
were intended to house.  

 
Stations were not government-sanctioned posts, but many were built and occupied 

by Revolutionary War veterans.  Those who built stations on their land were, in a sense, 
providing a service for which they were entitled to charge a fee.  Those who stayed at 
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someone else’s station generally would pay rent, provide labor, or perform some type of 
service in exchange for their lodging.  Station owners also benefited from the fact that 
those who stayed at their stations sometimes purchased or rented land from them.   

 
Bryant’s Station and Squire Boone’s Station are among the many examples of 

early stations in the Bluegrass region.  Descriptions of these stations are nearly identical 
to what most would consider being a fort (Figure 11).  With the exception of four 
examples in the Bluegrass region, Boonesboro, St. Asaph’s, Harrodsburg, and Lexington, 
the term “fort” is rarely used when referring to early pioneer settlements in the Bluegrass 
region.  Forts are typically associated with military occupation, and early Kentucky 
stations generally housed civilians.  However, historians, when discussing the early 
history of Kentucky, use these two terms almost interchangeably (O’Malley 1987b:27).   
 

 

 
Figure 11.  Interpretive Sketch of Squire Boone’s Station (Durrett Papers). 
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The 1792 account of Gilbert Imlay, a Captain in the American Army and a 
Commissioner for laying out land, may be one of the earliest descriptions of frontier 
stations in the Bluegrass Region:  

 
The perturbed state of that period, and the savage state of the country, 

which was one entire wilderness, made the object of the first emigrants that of 
security and sustenance, which produced the scheme of several families living 
together in what were called Stations.  These stations were a kind of 
quadrangular, or sometimes oblong forts, formed by building log-houses 
connectedly, only leaving openings for gate-ways to pass as they might have 
occasion (Imlay 1792:132-134).   

 
Even Imlay, writing as early as 1792, uses the term “fort” to describe stations.   
 

Most stations were established between 1770 and 1785 and were “abandoned 
within a period of only ten or twelve years” (O’Malley 1987b:30).  As the threats of 
frontier life decreased over time, stations were no longer needed.  So, they generally were 
abandoned as people began to settle on their own land.  Many people probably built 
simple log cabins to live in until arrangements could be made for a more substantial 
structure.  Imlay described this process by writing, “As the country gained strength, the 
stations began to break up in that part of the country, and their inhabitants to spread 
themselves, and settle upon their respective estates” (Imlay 1792:132-134). 
 

However, the term station continued to be used beyond the frontier period (after 
1785) and was being used in reference to homesteads that more resembled a typical 
family dwelling as opposed to a fort in miniature.  O’Malley (1987b) documented a rise 
in the number of stations being built after 1785.  Many of these later dwellings were 
constructed with little or no defense capabilities, but they were still labeled as stations.  It 
appears that by the 1790s, stations were viewed less as defensive retreats and more as 
landmarks or resting areas along the trail.   

 
The term “station” has been applied to a broad spectrum of early housing in the 

Bluegrass Region.  At one end of the spectrum is Bryant’s Station, consisting of a solid 
rectilinear row of cabins and stockades with blockhouses in the corners, housing 
approximately 44 families near its peak.  And at the other end of the spectrum is 
McConnell’s Homestead consisting of a single-family stone dwelling with no apparent 
stockade, that may have housed only one additional person or family for a relatively short 
period of time.  This illustrates how misleading it can be to classify Bryant’s Station and 
McConnell’s Homestead together under the same heading of “station” because the two 
are quite different.   

 
McConnell’s Homestead does not conform to the stereotypical station description 

of a stockaded fort in miniature.  Archival information indicates that McConnell built his 
house toward the end of the frontier period, around 1788.  Excavation revealed that 
McConnell’s house had a substantial and continuous stone foundation, a full sized cellar 
with stonewalls, large and substantial stone hearths, and the main portion of the house 
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itself was constructed of stone.  There was no evidence of a stockade, or other nearby 
contemporary cabins, and this structure was not built for short-term occupation.  
McConnell planned to live in this house long after the threats of frontier life had 
diminished and stations were part of the past.  In fact, McConnell and his descendants 
occupied this structure for nearly one hundred years. 

 
So, why is this site sometimes referred to as McConnell’s Station? In the few 

known documents associated with McConnell, he never refers to his house as a station.  
“McConnell’s Station” is not labeled on any known early maps.  In fact, in his last will 
and testament he refers to his house as a “mansion” and he refers to his farm as a 
“plantation.” There is only one known historic reference where McConnell’s Homestead 
is actually referred to as a “station.”  This is a 1798 court case, Lanier vs. Protzman, 
where William McDowell deposed that he lived at McConnell’s Station about four miles 
from Paris around 1789-1790 (Bourbon County n.d.).  McConnell provided shelter for at 
least one person for a short period of time and it is likely for this reason alone that this 
site is known as McConnell’s Station instead of McConnell’s Homestead.  So, although 
history has recorded McConnell’s house as a “station,” it is actually more representative 
of an upper-middle class homestead or farmstead.  It is possible that McConnell built an 
earlier temporary structure in another location which resembled a fort in miniature; 
however, this investigation found no evidence for this possibility. 

 
Early stations in the Bluegrass region, such as Bryant’s Station were basically 

temporary forts that were designed primarily to protect groups of settlers from attacks by 
Native Americans and British troops.  Later, it appears that the term was applied to more 
permanent homesteads where neighboring families or individuals may have stayed while 
they were building their own homesteads.  It also is possible that these later homesteads 
may not have been erected as stations, but later acquired the title because of their location 
or because they provided shelter to new settlers in the region.  The term station may have 
evolved from meaning “a fort in miniature” to meaning a “frontier hotel or rest area.” 
Other possibilities for the evolution of the term station might include a rallying point for 
surrounding settlers in case of an attack or possibly a place where travelers or soldiers 
were welcome to rest and acquire supplies.  However, these lines of inquiry require 
additional research and investigation before they can be substantiated.   

 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
This investigation has provided new insights into Kentucky’s frontier and settlement 

periods and the way early historic sites in Kentucky are investigated.  The analysis of 
window glass, ceramics, nails, and faunal remains for site dating and drawing socio-
economic conclusions about the site occupants were particularly informative during this 
investigation.  The method of graphing the calculated dates of manufacture for each 
individual window glass fragment by frequency to show the full distribution of fragments 
proved very successful for the analysis of this structure, yielding good correspondence 
between artifact dates and archival evidence.  Much needed comparative information has 
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been added to Kentucky’s database for conducting ceramic cost indexing analyses.  Two 
hypotheses for conducting nail analyses were tested.  The first, which proved useful, 
indicates that the relative age of a structure can be determined by dating the nails used to 
build that structure.  The second hypothesis, which indicates different types of 
construction (i.e. log, timber frame, and balloon frame) that can be identified by the 
archaeological nail assemblage (Young 1991), was inconclusive for the McConnell’s 
Homestead but should not be ruled out for future investigations.   The faunal analysis 
from this site indicates that McConnell and Ardery adhered to the diet of the Upland 
South tradition.  This diet typically refers to a reliance upon corn, pork, buttermilk, and 
clabber for a majority of food consumption.  The main characteristic of the Upland South 
tradition is a diversified farming complex that utilized a variety of resources, enabling 
each farmstead to be self-sufficient in relation to food production (Wagner and McCorvie 
1992:7).  However, McConnell and Ardery were much more than just self-sufficient.  
They were producing surplus hogs, cattle, and crops with the intent of making a profit.  
They participated in local government and made investments in stocks.  With their 
earnings they bought status items, such as fashionable ceramics, and they expanded their 
landholdings when possible and made additions and improvements to their home.  This 
investigation of McConnell’s Homestead was the first full-scale excavation of a 
Bluegrass so-called “station” and it is one of the few large-scale excavations of a late-
eighteenth to early-nineteenth century farmstead in Kentucky to date.  Although 
McConnell’s house has been referred to as a station, it would be hard to differentiate it 
from other early Kentucky households based on architecture and/or artifacts alone.  The 
term station may have evolved from meaning “a fort in miniature” to meaning a “frontier 
hotel or rest area.” Clearly, a substantial amount of new research is needed to fully 
understand the changing role of the term “station” in the history of the Bluegrass region. 

 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 

 
The success of this project has resulted from the efforts of many people.  I would like 

to thank James Brady for graciously allowing access to his farm where the site was 
located.  Members of the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet and the Kentucky Heritage 
Council also should be acknowledged for their professional guidance and support during 
this investigation.  Many people gladly answered diverse questions raised during the 
excavation, analysis, and the writing of this paper.  I particularly would like to thank 
Berle Clay, Karen Hudson, James Kirkwood, Henry McKelway, Nancy O'Malley, Robert 
Polsgrove, and Carolyn Woolley for their cheerful toleration of my questions.   

 
 

REFERENCES 
 
 

Ashe, Thomas Esq. 
  1809 Travels in America, performed in the year 1806 for the purpose of Exploring the 

Rivers Alleghany, Monongahela, Ohio, and Mississippi, and Ascertaining the 



 166

produce and condition of their Banks and Vicinity.  Printed for Richard Phillips, 
Bridge Street, Blackfriars, by B. McMillan, Bow Street, Covent Garden, 
London.  

 
Ball, Donald B. 

1996  Of Patterns and Nails: Cautionary Notes on Nail Patterning Studies.  Paper 
 presented at the 14th Annual Symposium on Ohio Valley Urban and Historic 
 Archaeology, Louisville. 

 
Bevins, Ann B. 
1981  A History of Scott County: As Told By Selected Buildings. Kreative Grafiks Ink, 

Georgetown, Kentucky.  
 
Bourbon County Record Books 
n.d.   Bourbon County Circuit Court Case #3557. 
 
Chance, David H., and Jennifer V. Chance 
1976  Kanaka Village, Vancouver Barracks 1974.  Reports in Highway Archaeology, 

No. 3. Office of Public Archaeology, University of Washington, Seattle. 
 
Day, Grant L., and R. Berle Clay 
2000  A Phase III Excavation of the McConnell Homestead (Site 15Bb75) Bourbon 

County, Kentucky.  Cultural Resource Analysts, Lexington, Kentucky. 
 
Durrett Papers 
1821- The Reuben  Thomas  Durrett Collection.   On file, Special Collections, Filson 

1831 Historical Society, Louisville.   
 
Imlay, Gilbert  
1792 Topographical Description of the Western Territory of North America;   

Containing a Succinct Account of its Climate, Natural History, Population, 
Agriculture, Manners and Customs, with an Ample Description of the Several 
Divisions into Which that Country is Partitioned, And an Accurate Statement of 
the Various Tribes of Indians that Inhabit the Frontier Country.   To Which is 
Annexed, A Delineation of the Laws and Government of the State of Kentucky.  
Tending to Shew the Probable Rise and Grandeur of the American Empire.  In a 
Series of Letters To A Friend in England.  J. Debrett, Opposite Burlington-
House, Piccadilly, London, England. 

 
Kniffen, Fred B. 
1986  Folk Housing: Key to Diffusion.  In Common Places: Readings in American 

Vernacular Architecture, edited by Dell Upton and John Michael Vlach, pp. 3-
26.  University of Georgia Press, Athens.   



 167

 
McBride, Kim, and W. Stephen McBride 
1987  Socioeconomic Variation in a Southern Town: The View from Archaeological 

and Documentary Sources.  In Consumer Choice in Historical Archaeology, 
edited by Suzanne M. Spencer-Wood, pp. 143-161.  Plenum Press, New York. 

 
McCorvie, Mary R. 
1986 The Fsbid (21D3-246H) and Huggins (21D3-247H) Sites: Two Nineteenth 

Century Upland South Farmsteads in Perry County.  In Nineteenth Century 
Archaeology in Illinois, complied by Thomas E. Emerson and Charles L. 
Rohrbaugh, pp 204-225.  Illinois Cultural Resources Study No. 2. Illinois 
Historic Preservation Agency, Springfield. 

 
1987  The Davis, Baldridge, and Huggins Sites: Three Nineteenth Century Upland 

South Farmsteads in Perry County, Illinois.  Preservation Series 4.  American 
Resources Group, Carbondale, Illinois. 

 
McCorvie, Mary R., Mark J. Wagner, Jane K. Johnston, Terrance J. Martin, and Kathryn 

E. Parker 
1989 Phase III Archaeological Investigations at the Fair View Farm Site (11-Sa-

336): A Historic Farmstead in the Shawnee Hills of Southern Illinois.  Cultural 
Resources Management Report 135.  American Resources Group, Carbondale, 
Illinois. 

 
McKelway, Henry S. 
1992 Architectural Change and Window Glass at the Matt Russell House.  In Proceedings of 

the Tenth Symposium on Ohio Valley Urban and Historic Archaeology, edited by Amy 
Young and Charles Faulkner, pp. 92-105. Miscellaneous Paper No. 16. Tennessee 
Anthropological Association, Knoxville.   

 
2000 Ceramic Analysis for Site 15Bb75.  In A Phase III Excavation of the McConnell 

Homestead (15Bb75) Bourbon County, Kentucky, edited by Grant L. Day, pp. 
10.32-10.48.  Cultural Resource Analysts, Lexington, Kentucky. 

 
Michaux, F. A. 
1805 Travels to the Allegany Mountains, in the States of the Ohio, Kentucky and 

Tennessee, and return to Charlestown, through the Upper Carolinas; 
containing Details on the Present State of Agriculture and the Natural 
Productions of These Countries; as well as information relative to the 
commercial connections of these States with those situated to the eastward of 
the Mountains and with Lower Louisiana.  Undertaken in the Year X, 1802, 
Under the Auspices of his Excellency M. Chaptal, Minister of the Interior.  
Translated for the Original French by B. Lambert.  Printed by W. Flint, Old 
Bailey; for J. Mawman, No. 22, Poultry, London. 



 168

 
Miller, George L. 
1991  A Revised Set of CC Index Values for Classification and Economic Scaling of 

English Ceramics From 1787 to 1880.  Historical Archeology 25(1):1-25. 
 
Moir, Randall W. 
1987  Socioeconomic and Chronometric Patterning of Window Glass.  In Historic 

Buildings, Material Culture, and People of the Prarie Margin, edited by  David 
H. Jurney and Randall W. Moir, pp. 73-81.  Richland Creek Technical  Series 
Vol. V.  Southern Methodist University, Dallas. 

 
O’Malley, Nancy 
1985  "Stockading Up": An Archaeological Evaluation of Pioneer Station Sites in 

Central Kentucky.  Proceedings of the Symposium on Ohio Valley Urban and 
Historic Archaeology 3:117-121. 

 
1987a  A Cultural Evaluation of Archaeological Resources Along Paris Pike, Bourbon 

and Fayette Counties, Kentucky.  Report No. 172.  Program for Cultural 
Resource Assessment, University of Kentucky, Lexington. 

 
1987b  Stockading Up: A Study of Pioneer Stations in the Inner Bluegrass Region of 

Kentucky.  Report No. 127.  Program for Cultural Resource Assessment, 
University of Kentucky, Lexington. 

  
1992  Archeological Test Excavations at Two Sites Along Paris Pike, Bourbon and 

Fayette Counties, Kentucky.  Report No. 291.  Program for Cultural Resource 
Assessment, University of Kentucky, Lexington. 

 
1995  Living the Good Life: Archeological Exploration of  Middle Class Life in 

Nineteenth Century Prestonburg, Floyd County, Kentucky.  In Historical 
Archeology in Kentucky, edited by Kim McBride, Stephen McBride, and David 
Pollack, pp. 169-194.  Kentucky Heritage Council, Frankfort. 

 
1999  Frontier Defenses and Pioneer Strategies in the Historic Settlement Era.  In The 

Buzzel About Kentuck: Settling the Promised Land, edited by Craig Thompson 
Friend, pp. 56-75.  University Press of Kentucky, Lexington. 

 
Power, Richard Lyle 
1953 Planting Corn Belt Culture.  Indiana Historical Society, Indianapolis. 
 
Riesenweber, Julie 
1992  Historic Architecture: Chapter 16.  In Our Kentucky, edited by James C. Klotter, 

pp. 248-263.  University Press of Kentucky, Lexington. 



 169

 
Riesenweber, Julie, and Karen Hudson 
1990  Kentucky’s Bluegrass Region: Tours for the 11th Annual Meeting of the 

Vernacular Architecture Forum, May 10 & 11, 1990.  Kentucky Heritage 
Council, Frankfort. 

 
Roenke, K.G. 
1978  Flat Glass, Its Use as a Dating Tool for Nineteenth Century Archeological Sites 

in the Pacific Northwest and Elsewhere.  Northwest Anthropological Research 
Notes, Memoir No.4.  Moscow, Idaho. 

 
Swaim, Doug 
1978  Carolina Dwelling: The Student Publication of the School of Design: Volume 

26.  North Carolina State University, Raleigh. 
 
Tuma, Michael W. 
2000  Faunal Analysis for Site 15Bb75.  In A Phase III Excavation of the McConnell 

Homestead (15Bb75) Bourbon County, Kentucky, edited by Grant L. Day,  pp. 
10.83-133.  Cultural Resource Analysts, Lexington, Kentucky 

  
Wagner, Mark, and Mary McCorvie 
1992  The Archeology of the Old Landmark.  Nineteenth Century Taverns Along the 

St. Louis Vincennes Trace in Southern Illinois.  Illinois Department of 
Transportation and the Center for American Archeology, Kampsville. 

 
Walker, John W. 
1971  Excavation of the Arkansas Post Branch of the Bank of the State of Arkansas.  

Southeast Archeological Center, Division of Archeology and Historic 
Preservation, Florida. 

 
Wenger, Mark R. 
1989  The Dining Room in Early Virginia.  In Perspectives in Vernacular 

Architecture, III, edited by Thomas Carter and Bernard L. Herman, pp. 149-159.  
University of Missouri Press, Columbia. 

 
Wooley, Carolyn Murray 
1982  Early Stone Buildings of Central Kentucky.  National Register of Historic 

Places Inventory Nomination.  On file, Kentucky Heritage Council, Frankfort. 
 
Young, Amy L 
1991  Nailing Down the Pattern in Historical Archaeology.  Unpublished M.A. thesis, 

Department of Anthropology, University of Tennessee, Knoxville. 


	Volume 7 front matter
	McConnell book chapter



