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ABSTRACT 

 

Heritage is perceived as intangible in that it is the meanings applied to 

objects and places that provide interpretations and understandings of the past in 

the present.  Heritage is a cultural process in which meanings are interpreted by 

its constituencies.  Heritage is observed through a three-layer approach of 

people, history, and landscapes.  These three layers are analyzed together to 

gain a holistic view on heritage construction and decipher how the past is 

conceptualized in the present.   

The relationships between people, history, and landscapes are explored 

for their role in the process of heritage construction using the historic U-Lazy-S 

Ranch as a case study.  The historic U-Lazy-S Ranch has been an operational 

cattle ranch in Garza County for over 100 years and has been owned and 

operated by one family throughout that time.  Understanding the history of this 

ranch can further inform an understanding of regional ranching heritage, as well 

as the process of heritage construction. 

Eight historic archaeological ranching sites, source material from 

museums and archives, and the results of three oral histories with landowners 

have been examined in order to understand and construct this heritage.  The 

historic ranching sites are observed in context with their place on the landscape 

to understand how the heritage process occurs in place.  People in the form of 

heritage constituencies represented by the community, researchers, and 

landowners with direct kinship relations to historic agents are assessed to 
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provide a clearer view of the heritage process.  The historic record is surveyed 

through source material and regional museums and archives in order to 

recognize the heritage process better.  

Constructing U-Lazy-S Ranch heritage has synthesized new information 

and drawn new connections to provide a broader understanding on how heritage 

is constructed in the present.  The constructed heritage for the U-Lazy-S Ranch 

demonstrates that process is facilitated by the agency of its constituencies at 

both active and passive levels.  Heritage is expressed in a broader context 

through this cultural process as an act of interpreting the past in the present for 

future generations.  Heritage becomes an undertaking of meaning-making in the 

present with the purpose of forming identities and interpreting one’s place in 

today’s world.   
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A heritage perspective provides insights into the relationships 

between past and present peoples.  Heritage provides an intangible link 

connecting people to history and landscapes. The research question posed 

is:  what are the relationships between history, landscapes, and people in 

constructing heritage?  In order to address this question, research is focused 

on the ranching heritage of the eastern escarpment ecotone of the Llano 

Estacado (Southern High Plains).  

Heritage is assumed to be a cultural process rather than a tangible 

matter in which the past becomes a part of the present through the act of 

preserving heritage (Harvey, 2003; Smith, 2006:1-2).  Ranching heritage 

on the eastern escarpment ecotone of the Llano Estacado presents a 

context for exploring the heritage process and examining its relationship 

to history, landscapes, and people.  The historic U-Lazy-S Ranch in Garza 

County, Texas (Figure 1.1) provides a case study in which to examine 

those interrelationships.  The research revolves around a broad narrative 

of regional Anglo/Euro-American settlement and ranching history using 

the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch as a focus in constructing a regional ranching 

heritage.   The term Anglo is used loosely to refer to the descendent Euro-

Americans primarily composed of early American and English ancestry and 

custom but also may include those of Germanic descent.   

Descendants of John B. Slaughter still manage and reside at the 

historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.  The ranch, however, has been divided into four 

sections governed by different branches of the family (Figure 1.2). The 

property has been used continuously as a cattle ranch since 1882.  The 

current ranch covers ca. 83,000 acres and sits on the geophysical border 
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between the Llano Estacado and the Western Rolling Plains.  The research 

seeks to identify landowners’ perspective of heritage through a study of 

memory and place and the relationship of current knowledge of heritage to 

the historic archaeological record and documentary record of the ranch and 

surrounding region.  Landowners provide opportunity as a source of intangible 

insight due to direct kinship relations to the historic ranch and its associated 

landscapes.  In this sense, heritage is constructed and examined through a 

combination of archaeology and material culture, history and memory, past 

and present. 

Figure 1.1.  Location of the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.
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Historic Context and Research Background

Introduction to the Llano Estacado

      The Llano Estacado, or Southern High Plains, is part of the Great 

Plains of North America (Fenneman, 1931; Holliday et al., 2002; Hunt, 

1967).  It is a large flat expanse covering 130,000km in eastern New 

Mexico and western Texas (Johnson, 2008:122).  A large pedogenically 

formed calcium carbonate layer in the Ogallala Formation below the 

modern soil that is often exposed along the escarpments and draws 

commonly is known as the Caprock (Holliday, 1995:11).  Anglo exploration 

and settlement is late by comparison to that of the greater contiguous 

United States and early Republic of Texas.  This situation in part is due 

Figure 1.2.  Modern divisions of the U-Lazy-S Ranch.
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to Western perception that the Llano Estacado was a desert wasteland 

(Foreman, 1937:150-151) as well as the region being under the dominion 

of the Comanche for much of the historic period (Holden, 1930; Webb, 

1931).  The border of western Texas is in flux throughout the 19th century 

due to Comanche roaming free and the political turmoil of the Civil War 

engulfing the United States in the middle part of the century.  

Adobe Walls and Anglo/Euro-American Settlement 

 Anglo encroachments into the region caused tensions to rise among 

Southern Plains Indians culminating in the physical landscape along the 

Canadian River at the base of the Llano Estacado at a site known today 

as Adobe Walls.  This site on the landscape became the staging area 

for two events separated temporally but representative of the continued 

cultural struggle that played out between Euro-Americans and Native 

Americans along the borderlands of the Llano Estacado.    

 The Bent, St. Vrain and Company based out of Bent’s Fort, located 

in present-day Colorado, established a trading outpost (ca. 1840) built of 

adobe along the Canadian River in the Panhandle of present-day Texas 

(Baker and Harrison, 1986:13, McClure, 1948).  William Bent and Ceran 

St. Vrain sought to trade with the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache.  They 

sent an expedition to the Canadian River to found an outpost they referred 

to as Fort Adobe (Baker and Harrison, 1986:14).  The venture proved to 

be short-lived, and the camp was later abandoned (Lavender, 1954:278).  

A second unsuccessful attempt was made to reestablish Fort Adobe.  It 

was destroyed in order to prevent its use by the natives, and left behind 

only abandoned adobe ruins (Lavender, 1954:310; West, 1963).  Those 

ruins later became known as Adobe Walls.   

 The first Battle of Adobe Walls occurred in 1864 as a result of patrols 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016



5

led by Col. Kit Carson and his forces consisting mainly of California and 

New Mexico volunteers accompanied by some Ute and Jicarilla Apache 

scouts (Lynn, 2014).  That were tasked with patrolling the Santa Fe Trail 

to punish native groups “harassing commerce” (Baker and Harrison, 

1986:14; Lynn, 2014; McClure, 1948).  Carson and his men set out from 

Fort Bascom, New Mexico, to seek out the winter campgrounds of the 

Native Americans below the Canadian.  Carson headed for the ruins 

of Fort Adobe, where he had worked years before (Anderson, 1996a).  

Carson encountered a large Kiowa village within a mile of the adobe 

ruins and burned it.  Next, Carson and his forces advanced toward the 

old Bent’s outpost.  They encountered the Kiowa of Chief Dohäsan and 

engaged in battle where Carson quickly realized they were outnumbered 

(Lynn, 2014).  He utilized the ruins as a combination horse corral and 

hospital during the fight that occurred (Baker and Harrison, 1986:14).  

Although outnumbered, superior firepower prevailed and Carson’s artillery 

proved the deciding factor in gaining victory.  The Kiowa retreated and 

Carson and his forces returned to Fort Bascom (Anderson, 1996a; Lynn, 

2014). 

 Over the next decade, developments in tanning techniques first in 

Europe and then Eastern markets provided an economic boon for buffalo 

hunters.  Bison hides began to gain greater profits, increasing demand 

(Baker and Harrison, 1986).  In late 1871 and into the spring of 1872, 

Josiah Wright Mooar played a key role in the promotion and expansion of 

the trade.  Charlie Rath, a hide merchant out of Kansas, contracted him 

to fill an order for an English firm for 500 buffalo hides.  Mooar proved 

successful enough to fill the order and have a surplus of 57 hides.  He 

sent the surplus to his brother, John Wesley Mooar, and brother-in-law, 
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John W. Combs, in New York to sell to eastern tanners (Pace, 2005:17-

18).  This event provided the economic demand necessary and the 

hunters were willing to fill the niche that was to result in near extinction of 

the bison within the decade.  This mass slaughter put major pressure on 

the subsistence strategies of the Southern Plains Indians who relied on 

the great bison herds.

 The second battle of Adobe Walls came in response to the increase 

in buffalo hunting along the Canadian River.  In the summer of 1873, bison 

populations in Kansas had dwindled to near nothing, enticing hunters 

to seek herds further south.  J. Wright Mooar went scouting into Native 

American territory and reported his findings to military command at Fort 

Dodge where he was given sanction to “hunt wherever the buffalo are” 

from Major Dodge (Pace, 2005:36-37).  It was these actions that led to the 

establishment of the buffalo hunter’s supply camp in the spring of 1874 

about 1.6km (1mi) from the Adobe Walls ruin.  Charlie Myers and Fred 

Leonard, hide merchants out of Dodge City, began construction of the 

supply camp and laid out a trail for teamsters leading back to Dodge City 

(Baker and Harrison, 1986).  Several buildings were constructed including 

a saloon.  

 Charles Rath and partner Robert Marr Wright, also from Dodge City, 

opened mercantile interest (Baker and Harrison, 1986:18).  Buffalo hunting 

in the region of the Canadian River proved to be highly successful and the 

hunters and merchants did well with few instances of trouble from the local 

Native Americans (Comanche, Kiowa).  Smaller hunting outfits suffered 

casualties while out hunting on the Llano Estacado but the larger outfits 

and the Adobe Walls supply camp itself remained untouched until the early 

morning of July 27, 1874 (Baker and Harrison, 1986).  

6
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 Led by the medicine man Isa-tai, Quanah Parker and his Comanche 

amassed a force of around 700 including their Cheyenne, Kiowa, and 

Arapahoe allies.  They resolved to attack the encampment but lost the 

element of surprise (Baker and Harrison, 1986; West, 1963).  Heavy 

casualties were suffered by Parker and his allies due in part to the skill of 

the hunters with their buffalo guns.  The engagement ended late into the 

afternoon when Parker and his forces retreated onto the prairie, leaving 

the buffalo hunters stranded and horseless (West, 1963).    

 As a result of the 1874 Adobe Walls skirmish, the United States 

government resolved to put an end to the clashes between the southern 

tribes and Anglo hunters.  That decision began the campaign historically 

known as the Red River War.  Led by Col. Ranald MacKenzie and his 

4th U.S. Calvary out of Ft. Concho, the campaign resulted in several 

engagements that ended with the surrender of Quanah Parker and the 

Comanche at Ft. Sill in 1875.  The remainder of the tribes soon followed 

suit (Cruse, 2008:16-18).  The Red River War officially closed the chapter 

on the Southern Plains Indian’s dominion over the Llano Estacado.  Once 

the danger of attack was diminished, the hunters were allowed free reign 

of the bison herds.  

 In 1875, a new camp called Hidetown (not to be confused with 

the Hidetown that developed into modern Snyder; Anderson, 1984:56) 

developed on Sweetwater Creek, a tributary of the North Fork of the Red 

River.  This camp was on the western Rolling Plains 18.47km (11.48mi) 

east of the escarpment in present-day Wheeler County.  Shortly after 

the camp was established, wagons came from Dodge City to build Fort 

Elliot (Sheffy, 1930).  Under the protection of the fort, the camp known 

as Hidetown developed into a community referred to as Sweetwater.  It 
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later was renamed Mobeetie when it was discovered that Sweetwater 

was already the name of a different post office (Sheffy, 1930).  In 1879, 

Wheeler County was organized and Mobeetie was made county seat, 

making it the first organized county in the Panhandle of Texas (Abbe, 

1996:918).  The 26 unorganized counties in the Panhandle were detached 

from Clay County and were added to the judicial and administrative district 

of Wheeler County (Sheffy, 1930:5).  This realignment of administration 

was what gave Mobeetie its reputation as “mother city of the Panhandle” 

(Sheffy, 1930:5).  

 The settlement of Tascosa (ca. 1877) in the Canadian River Valley at 

the base of the Llano Estacado was a contemporary of Mobeetie around 

161km (100mi) to the west (Haley, 1936:359-360; Sheffy, 1930:6).  This 

settlement was founded by the pastores (New Mexican sheepherders; 

McCarty, 1946) who trailed sheep into the Panhandle along the Canadian 

River, along the eastern escarpment, and onto the Llano Estacado (Hicks 

and Johnson, 2000).  Charles Goodnight encountered the pastores when 

he founded the JA Ranch, the first ranch in Palo Duro Canyon (ca. 1876).  

He made an agreement with the pastores to leave the Canadian Valley to 

them and, in turn, they ceded him the right to graze his cattle undisturbed 

in Palo Duro (Haley, 1936).  Combinations of pressures among cattlemen, 

movement away from open range practices, the advent of barbed wire, 

and severe winters led the pastores to retreat back into New Mexico.  By 

1887, their plazas and grazing lands were emptied (Hicks and Johnson, 

2000:47).

Texas Cattle Ranching from Open Ranges to Fenced Pastures

 American and Texas cattle ranching owe its genesis to Spanish and 

Mexican stock-raising strategies first begun in present-day southern Texas 
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(Bolton, 1921; Faulk, 1965; Webb, 1931).  Much of the vocabulary and 

many of the strategies and tools of the trade take their root from this early 

period and carry on into the era of the Great American Cattle Kingdom 

(late 19th and early 20th centuries) stretching out of Texas into the Great 

Plains.  Open ranges during Spanish and Mexican dominion gave rise to 

a substantial population of feral cattle known as the Texas longhorn, in 

addition to wild horses known as mustangs.  After the conclusion of the 

Mexican American War in 1848, many of the Mexican (formerly Spanish) 

ranches in the Nueces Valley were abandoned because of the war.  The 

stock left behind combined with existing feral herds and multiplied greatly 

over the next generations (Webb, 1931).  

 The cattle left behind in South Texas were declared public property 

and settlers began to seize them and put their brands on them (Webb, 

1931).  Several attempts to market these cattle were made to little effect 

until after the Civil War.  This ranching phenomenon remained in southern 

Texas throughout the period of Texas Independence and the American 

Civil War only to spread after the removal of the Native Americans and the 

near extermination of the bison.  Then began the first phase of expansion 

in the industry, known as the open range period, in which cattle were 

grazed on shared public lands and driven to market via trails mainly to the 

north and west, although some were trailed to Louisiana.  

Goodnight, Loving, McCoy, and Smith

 Charles Goodnight, friend and business partner, claimed Oliver 

Loving was the first man to trail cattle from Texas (Hunter, 1925:903).  

Loving sent cattle up the trail to Illinois as early as 1858, making him one 

of the first to do so.  Loving and Goodnight trailed cattle to markets in New 

Mexico and Colorado territory along a trail now known as the Goodnight-
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Loving Trail (Crouch, 1956:235).  Loving was killed by Native Americans in 

1867 on the trail during a drive (Crouch, 1956; Hunter, 1925).  Goodnight 

went on as a cattleman.  

 Joseph McCoy contracted with the Kansas Pacific Railroad in 1867 

to build cattle pens in Abilene, Kansas in order to establish a rail head for 

drovers from Texas to sell their cattle (Holden, 1930:25).  Due to the ever 

expanding line of western expansion, the use of Abilene as a shipping 

point was short-lived, ending in 1872.  Other shipping hubs began 

to development, such as Fort Harker, Atchison, Topeka, and Newton 

(Holden, 1930:29-30).  Approximately 10,000,000 cattle were driven up 

the various trails between 1867 and 1890 (Holden, 1930:37).

 The German-born pioneer, Hank Smith, established the first ranch 

in Blanco Canyon.  Smith’s ranch house, the Hacienda Glorieta, became 

a well-known landmark in the region (Hutto, 1939).  Smith first arrived in 

Blanco Canyon in 1876 to scout out the location for a ranch house that 

he later won in a court decision as recompense for an unpaid investment.  

Smith and his family moved to the ranch in 1878 (Sosebee, 2004:119-

120).  Smith was a prolific promoter of the region, a key organizer 

of Crosby County, and along with his wife, Elizabeth, succeeded in 

establishing the Mount Blanco post office (Sosebee, 2004).  

The Cattle Business Expands into West Texas

 The prairies were emptied by the great bison hunts and Southern 

Plains Native Americans had been relocated to the reservations.  By 

the late 1870s, vast amounts of territory on the Llano Estacado and the 

western Rolling Plains were now available for the cattle industry.  Mass 

migrations of cattle raisers filled the western Texas landscape searching 

for the best grazing lands, beginning the settlement of the region (Holden, 
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1930).  In the initial phase, most ranchers did not buy the land they 

grazed (Webb, 1931:229), instead claiming “range rights.”  Range rights 

were the intangible rights claimed by a rancher to a water source and the 

grasslands surrounding it as the first to settle in an area.  Range rights 

commonly were bought and sold to later ranchers (Webb, 1931).  Once 

range rights were established, ranchers then would pay range leases 

to the state if the lands were on sections designated as school lands or 

to whichever railroad company held the patents (title; Martin, 1969:8-

9).  Often, they could purchase large tracts directly from the railroads but 

school lands were not obtained so easily.  

 Initially, ranchers in western Texas ran their cattle up the trail into 

Kansas and one such trail became well known as the desired highway.  

The Chisholm Trail received its name from a guide by the name of Jesse 

Chisholm (Worcester, 1996:89).  In 1864, Chisholm and partner James R. 

Mead set out from Fort Leavenworth to set up an outpost near present-

day Oklahoma City along the Northern Beaver River.  The trail, along with 

dozens of other feeder trails connected to it, was utilized by cattlemen 

to drive their herds north (Worcester, 1996:89).  Ranchers on the Llano 

Estacado and western Rolling Plains would have utilized this trail until the 

Fort Worth and Denver Railway connected with Colorado City in 1881.  At 

that point, Colorado City became the prominent shipping point for western 

Texas cattle (Hendrix, 1941:32).  

 Rollie Burns, while managing the Square and Compass Ranch in 

present-day Garza County, recalled driving a herd of 1,600 steers south 

to the Colorado City stockyards in 1884 (Holden, 1932:131).  Burns 

commented later that in 1887 once the railroad arrived, “Amarillo became 

the biggest shipping point in Texas for a number of years” (Holden, 
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1932:161).  Burns also recalled seeing as many as 10,000 cattle during 

the 1880s and 1890s watering at Long Lake (now the Lubbock Lake 

Landmark) in Yellowhouse Draw (Holden, 1959:17-18).               

 Theft or rustling was a major problem for cattle ranchers in the 

region.  In the far reaches of the frontier, the law was unable to enforce 

property rights to their fullest although several Ranger companies roamed 

the region (Holden, 1930: 52).  Burns recounted several incidences of 

rustling during his time as manager of the I O A Company in nearby 

Lubbock County throughout the 1880s and early 1890s (Holden, 

1932:150-153).  As a result of incidents like these, cattlemen came 

together to police their own ranges in an attempt to stem the flow of 

rustling.  In 1877 in Graham (Young County), around 300 cattlemen 

came together and met with organizers to establish the Texas Cattle 

Raisers’ Association (Crouch, 1956:137).  This organization grew and 

then consolidated with the South Texas Association to become the 

Cattle Raisers’ Association of Texas.  It later joined with the Panhandle 

and Southwestern Stock Raisers’ Association to form the Texas and 

Southwestern Cattle Raisers’ Association (Holden, 1930: 52) that is still 

in operation today.  Inspectors for the Association were stationed at stops 

along the trail, equipped with brand books and inspecting the herds for 

stolen stock (Martin, 1969:13). 

 The first fences appearing on the range were in the form of drift 

fences (Martin, 1969).  Cattle had a tendency to wander south with 

extreme winter weather conditions, a problem throughout western Texas 

during the open range period.  In order to prevent cattle from wandering 

too far astray from their home ranges, drift fences were installed 

throughout the range.  Prior to this installation, ranchers established long 
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“strings of line-camps” in which riders would go out day after day and 

patrol the range sending strays north (Holden, 1930:43-44).  Drift fences 

were a valuable tool to help in the organization of regional roundups.  The 

usefulness of barbed wire quickly became apparent to the large ranches 

and they soon began fencing in their own ranges in order to maintain 

water and grass for their own use.  Fencing allowed for a better breed 

of cattle to come about to replace the longhorns and range cattle, both 

improving and giving the rancher better control of his stock (Holden, 

1930:50).  

 Cattlemen used an array of strategies throughout western Texas 

to gain patent to their lands, including having their cowboys homestead 

on their behalf or simply waiting out the homesteaders and buying them 

out (Webb, 1931:241-242).  Much of the well watered and fertile land still 

belonged to the homesteader turned farmer.  In western Texas, cattle 

outfits were relegated in many places to areas deemed desolate and 

would have stayed as such without the advent of the windmill that allowed 

wells to be sunk in dry pastures to provide water for stock (Holden, 

1930:53).  Once the ranches began buying more patented lands, the open 

range phase came to an end and they fenced their holdings.  During this 

period, the small rancher began to lose everything as a result of extreme 

weather, the larger holdings of the big outfits, and an influx of foreign-

owned syndicates.  These syndicates came to prominence in West Texas 

during this period and owned such holdings as the Matador Land and 

Cattle Company in Motley County (Pearce, 1964) and the Espuela Land 

and Cattle Company in Crosby County (Holden, 1970).  

The Lindsey Brothers and the Square and Compass Ranch

 James H. “Jim” Lindsey and brother, Finis or Finus, first came into 
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what was to become Garza County with his cattle in 1879 and established 

the first ranch in the research area.  His wife joined him in 1881 and they 

remained until she died in November of 1882 at which time he sold out 

and returned to San Saba County (Cox, 1895:461).  The Lindsey brothers 

only remained in the area for a few years before they sold their cattle and 

range rights and few records remain.  The brothers were representative 

of the open-range period and they are not known to have patented any of 

the land they claimed.  No record of where they kept their headquarters or 

what they called their ranch could be located. 

 Grocers Abraham Nave and James McCord, based out of Saint 

Joseph (Missouri), entered the cattle business in 1882 by investing their 

extra profits (Holden, 1932:125; Hunter, 1925:920).  The Nave-McCord 

Cattle Company was formed and bought the cattle (ca. 1,500 head) and 

range rights of the Lindsey brothers (Didway, 1980:224; Holden, 1932:125; 

Parks and Cramer, 1986).  This purchase encompassed an area on the 

South Fork of the Double Mountain Fork of the Brazos River at the mouth 

of Spring Creek (Didway, 1980:224; Holden, 1932; Figure 1.3).  As the 

exact boundaries of the Lindsey Brothers Ranch are not clear, the initial 

boundaries of the Nave-McCord holdings are not known either.    

 Nave and McCord purchased additional cattle from George Loving, 

son of Oliver Loving, and built up their herd by saving their heifers for 

several years (Holden, 1932:125).  Having only the range rights to the 

land, the Nave-McCord Company started acquiring patent to their land 

by 1883.  It is during this period that the Nave-McCord Company likely 

increased their holdings, expanding into Lynn and Borden counties.  

Between 1882-1884, they purchased or leased around 216 sections with 

half on the high plains surface and the rest in the canyon breaks (Holden, 
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1932; Parks and Cramer, 1986; Figure 1.3).  The ranch was situated in 

a good location.  The uplands were good for summer pastures and the 

canyon breaks offered protection in the winter (Holden, 1932).  Rollie 

Burns described it as “a tract eighteen miles north and south and twelve 

miles east and west, with a range capacity of about twelve thousand 

cattle” (Holden, 1932:126).

 Nave allegedly was a master mason and took the Square and 

Compass as the brand and name of the ranch (Didway, 1980; Holden, 

1932:125).  In 1884, Rollie Burns was hired as the second manager for 

the Square and Compass Ranch.  Burns’ father had known Nave and this 

acquaintance combined with a recommendation from Colonel Young of Ft. 

Worth, the then President of the Llano Ranch (established 1880), secured 

Figure 1.3.  Square and Compass Ranch ca. 1882-1884 (from G.L.O. Abstracts).
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him the position (Didway, 1980:224; Eaves and Hutchinson, 1998:35; 

Holden, 1932:124-5).  

 Burns located the Square and Compass headquarters “between 

the Caprock and Double Mountain River near the present headquarters 

of the John L. Slaughter estate” (Holden 1932:126; Figure 1.4).  Burns 

mistakenly identified him as John L. Slaughter; however, it was John 

Bunyan Slaughter to whom he was referring.  The construction of the 

Square and Compass headquarters was a large two-room framed house 

with a porch and two shed rooms used as a dining room and kitchen as 

well as a nearby bunkhouse (Holden, 1932:126; Figure 1.5).  

Figure 1.4.  Square and Compass Ranch headquarters ca. 1880s, sod buildings 
(image courtesy of Richard Kirkpatrick). 
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 The corrals when Burns began his position were made of rock and 

were up against the Caprock on the south side.  Burns commented that 

they were constructed so that in the afternoon, the cattle were driven 

in against the sun and that was extremely difficult.  Thus, his first order 

of business was to have lumber hauled from Colorado City in order to 

construct new corrals with southern approaches (Holden, 1932:126-127).  

No record of who had the original pens built but as Burns pointed out, the 

approach was not built by an experienced cowboy.  Many of the pens on 

the modern ranch were constructed with approaches from all sides (Doug 

Cunningham, personal communication, 2014). 

 In the fall of 1884, Nave and McCord tasked Burns with fencing their 

range, that would have the benefits of granting greater control of their 

cattle, keeping all the grass for their cattle, and requiring fewer hands 

(Holden, 1932).  The Company had accrued all the deeds to their land and 

bought half of the northern line shared with the Llano Ranch, also known 

as the Curry Comb Ranch (Holden, 1932).  The rest of the fence line was 

Figure 1.5.  Square and Compass Ranch headquarters ca. 1880s, framed 
buildings (image courtesy of Richard Kirkpatrick).

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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contracted out and posts were gathered from the “cedar brakes east of the 

Caprock” (Holden, 1932:128).   Burns estimated the cost of the fence at 

approximately $100 a mile (Holden, 1932:128).  In December 1888, Burns 

accepted a higher paying position as the new manager of the I O A Ranch 

in Lubbock County (Holden, 1932).  The Square and Compass Ranch 

remained a mainstay in Garza, Lynn, and Borden counties for about 20 

years (Figure 1.6).  

Figure 1.6.  Square and Compass Ranch cowboys ca. 1890s; (front row) 
Dennison, J.D. Mitchell, Jim Mitchell (back row) Pressley, Whatley, Crossland, 
Austin Bouchier, Weatherford (image courtesy of the Garza County Historical 
Museum, Post, Texas). 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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John Bunyan Slaughter

 John Bunyan Slaughter (Figures 1.7-9) was born in 1848 in 

Sabine County, Texas (Hunter, 1925).  He was the fourth son of Texas 

Revolutionary and cowboy preacher George Webb Slaughter (Clarke, 

1979; Figure 1.10) of German-American ancestry (Hunter, 1925).  The 

Slaughter family was at the forefront of the westward moving frontier line.  

John’s great grandfather served in the volunteer militia of North Carolina 

during the American War for Independence.  His grandfather fought 

alongside Andrew Jackson at the Battle of New Orleans.  His father served 

as General Sam Houston’s personal courier during the Texas Revolution.  

Finally, his older brother, Christopher Columbus (C.C.) Slaughter, served 

in a Texas frontier militia during the Civil War guarding the western frontier 

from Native attacks (Murrah, 1981:3-5).  

Figure 1.7.  John Bunyon Slaughter (image courtesy of the Southwest 
Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 154 envelope 
17, #4).

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, May 2016
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Figure 1.8. John B. Slaughter (image courtesy of the Southwest 
Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 154, envelope 
17, #1).

Figure 1.9. John B. Slaughter in his later years posing before the U-Lazy-S 
bunkhouse, ca. 1920s (image courtesy of the Southwest Collections/Special 
Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 154, envelope 17, #2).

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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 John was born into the early days of Texas cattle ranching known 

as the open range period.  At the age of 17, he drove cattle up the trail 

to Kansas for his father and brother C.C. Slaughter, a cattle king in his 

own right (Clarke, 1979; Didway, 1980).  The Slaughters were based out 

of Palo Pinto County at this time (Hunter, 1925) that was the extreme 

western settlement line in Texas.  During this period, John traveled many 

of the cattle trails (Clarke, 1979) such as the Chisholm, Dodge, and Santa 

Fe (Hunter, 1925), and experienced multiple encounters with the Southern 

Plains Indian.  George and his sons were well-known trail contractors.  

They drove cattle up the Chisholm Trail for hire during this period that 

gave John a practical cowboy education at an early age (Anderson, 

1996b:1075).     

Figure 1.10.  George Webb Slaughter (image courtesy of the Southwest 
Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 154, envelope 
12, #7).
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 In 1877, John formed a partnership with his younger brother Will and 

they ran cattle up the trail to Kansas (Cox, 1895:389).  Two years later, in 

1879, they established a ranch in present-day Crosby County near Smith’s 

Hacienda Glorieta just outside Blanco Canyon in the canyon breaks and 

the western Rolling Plains (Cox, 1895).  Their ranch was the second in 

the county at the time.  Will settled on the east side of McDonald Creek 

(Will’s range on Figure 1.11) and had milled lumber freighted in from Ft. 

Worth with which he built a small four-room ranch house.  John settled 

four miles east of Will where he made a dugout his home along Scalawag 

Creek later renamed Home Creek (John’s range on Figure 1.11; Holden, 

1970).  The Slaughter brothers were in partnership with one another and 

no record of whether they kept a headquarters remains.  

Figure 1.11.  Location of Slaughter ranges in Crosby County.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, May 2016
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 The two brothers had around 5,000 head of cattle and they staked 

out and claimed range rights for about 20 square miles (Clarke, 1979).  

They released their cattle on their respective ranges, the areas they 

claimed right over, and let their cattle mingle.  The brothers were in 

partnership each combining their two ranges to form one ranch though 

some of the cattle were not included in the partnership.  Will branded 

his cattle WILL followed by a Long S and John used JOHN followed by 

a Long S (Holden, 1970:31).  They used US to brand the steers in the 

partnership and sometimes branded the heifers for their wives, MAY S for 

John’s first wife and ANNA A for Will’s wife.  John’s first wife, May Burris 

Slaughter and baby died in 1879 in Dallas due to complications arising 

from childbirth.  John then married Isabella (Belle) Masten May (Figures 

1.12-13) of Dallas in 1880 who had taught school in Palo Pinto and was 

friend to his sisters (Clarke 1979).  

Figure 1.12. Isabella (Belle) Masten May Slaughter (image courtesy of the 
Southwest Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 
154, envelope 13, #2).

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, May 2016
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 After a few years on their Crosby ranch, the State of Texas began 

requiring cattle ranchers to pay range leases on public lands (ca. 1883; 

Martin, 1969:8).  The Espuela Land and Cattle Company (The Spur 

Ranch) procured the title to the lands Will and John had been ranching 

and thus they realized they would need to move further west (Clarke, 

1979).  John requested that they be paid for their improvements on the 

land and the company compensated them even though they were not 

obligated (Holden, 1970).      

 In 1883, John and Will then moved west into New Mexico Territory 

150 miles west of Socorro where the range remained open (Clarke, 

1979).  In 1886, John sold out to an English syndicate and moved 30 

miles east of Salt Lake City, Utah.  He ranched along the Green River 

for the next two years until moving back to the New Mexico/Texas border 

where he remained another two years (Hunter, 1925).  John then moved 

Figure 1.13. Isabella (Belle) Masten May Slaughter in her later years (image 
courtesy of the Southwest Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech 
University, box 154, envelope 13, #11).

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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to Glasscock County and settled outside of Colorado City (Figure 1.14) 

where he was president of the Peoples’ National Bank and established 

a ranch of 6,000 head of cattle, 100 horses, and 160 sections (Hunter, 

1925).  In 1898, John moved his family to Fort Worth (Figure 1.15).  In 

1905, the family settled in Garza County permanently (Clarke, 1979; 

Hunter, 1925).  

Figure 1.14.  Slaughter home in Colorado City (image courtesy of the Southwest 
Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 154, envelope 
15, #4).

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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The Historic U-Lazy-S Ranch

 In 1901, John B. Slaughter bought the Square and Compass Ranch 

from the Nave-McCord Cattle Company.  He paid $1.60 per acre totaling 

99,188 acres of land and 5,000 head of cattle (Clarke, 1979; Didway, 

1980; Parks and Cramer, 1986).  That same year, Slaughter added 6,000 

head of cattle from his Glasscock County holdings and acquired more 

land, increasing his holdings to around 126,227 acres within what would 

become Garza County in a few short years (Clarke, 1979; Hunter, 1925).  

John Bunyan Slaughter was new to Garza County but not to the business 

of cattle ranching (Clarke, 1979).  These acquisitions were the founding 

Figure 1.15.  Slaughter home in Ft. Worth (image courtesy of the Southwest 
Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 154, envelope 
12, #1).

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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of the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.  In 1905, John moved his family onto the 

ranch and into a large home that became a landmark in the area (Hunter, 

1925).  C.W. Post purchased 47,749 acres from Slaughter in 1906.  Post 

added that acreage to the newly acquired Llano Ranch, OS Ranch, and 

several other smaller purchases to make up the Double U Company 

(Eaves and Hutchinson, 1998; Figure 1.16).  The modern boundaries of 

the U-Lazy-S Ranch (Figure 1.2) do not contain lands in Lynn County, 

whereas the Square and Compass Ranch (Figure 1.3) did.  These lands 

may have been included in the sale to Post (Figure 1.16).    

Figure 1.16.  C.W. Post Lands in Garza and Lynn counties ca. 1907 (from G.L.O. 
Abstracts).

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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 Post founded Post City in 1906.  Slaughter used the town as the 

shipping point for the U-Lazy-S Ranch because the town was situated 

along the Santa Fe rail line (Eaves and Hutchinson, 1998; Hunter, 1925).  

The Slaughter outfit was at its time the most modern of operations, 

complete with large branding pens, dehorning chutes, squeezers, 

and dipping vats as well as being watered thoroughly by tanks, wells, 

springs, creeks, and the South Fork River (Hunter, 1925).  In 1936, the 

Slaughter Ranch house and the ranch records were destroyed in a fire.  

This destruction appeared the reason why few sources exist describing 

ranching activities from 1906-1928 (Didway, 1980:224).           

 On November 11, 1928, John B. Slaughter passed away after being 

on horseback all day.  His son John (Jay) Slaughter Jr. (Figures 1.17-18) 

took over control of the ranch until his death in 1940 (Garrett, 1935).  Jay 

Slaughter had no heirs so his mother, Belle Slaughter (Figures 1.11-12; 

19), retained control until her death in 1947.  Belle wanted the ranch 

to remain within the family so her daughter Mamie’s son, John F. Lott, 

assumed control of the ranch in partnership with his sister, Mary Belle Lott 

Macy (Figure 1.19).  On January 1, 1965, John and Mary Belle dissolved 

their partnership and divided the ranch into fourths (Didway, 1980).   

Three-fourths remained under the governorship of John and his heirs and 

the other one-fourth became the Macy section under the governorship of 

Mary Belle’s son Bob Macy (Figure 1.19) using the flying M brand (Bob 

Macy, personal communication, 2014; Didway, 1980:222-226).  The other 

three-fourths of the ranch retained the U-Lazy-S brand.  Mary Belle’s son 

Bob managed the Macy section for many years until his retirement from 

daily management in 2013.  Bob’s son, Mike Macy (Figure 1.19), then 

assumed daily management.  

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 1.17.  John (Jay) Bunyon Slaughter, Jr. (image courtesy of the Southwest 
Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 154, envelope 
11, #2).

Figure 1.18. John (Jay) B. Slaughter, Jr. (image courtesy of the Southwest 
Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 154, envelope 
11, #6).

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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 John Lott retired in 1989 (Lott, 2001).  He had three children, John Jr. 

(Jack), Patricia, and Linda (Figure 1.19).  The remaining three-fourths of 

the ranch then were divided among them to make up the other divisions of 

the land (Doug Cunningham, personal communication, 2013).  

 Patricia Lott Kirkpatrick’s division is what makes up the PLK section 

and her sister Linda Lott Bouchier’s section is referred to as the LLB 

section.  The 4JK section is named for a 4-way split between Jack, son of 

John Lott, and Jack’s children Jay, Jeff, and Kim (Figure 1.19).  Ranching 

activities and the surface landscape have been divided among Slaughter 

heirs.  The U-Lazy-S Ranch, however, remains whole for mineral purposes 

(Doug Cunningham, personal communication, 2013).

Significance of Research 

 The research seeks to explore a multitude of heritage layers 

comprised of memory, material culture, landscape, historic context, and 

the written historic record using the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.  Heritage 

exhibits tangible and intangible values, both of which are explored.  

Memory and oral history interviews represent these intangible links while 

the historic written record and historic archaeology represent the tangible 

links.  Evidence related to both heritage values are linked in order to 

develop a more holistic view of the ranch and thus provide a study in 

heritage construction as seen from the U-Lazy-S Ranch. 

 Heritage maintains a special transmission of values and a shared 

past among individuals in society.  This research contributes to a greater 

understanding of how heritage forms by looking at a specific ranch 

throughout time and examining multiple interpretive layers.  Additionally, 

very little ranching archaeology has been documented within the region 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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(Boyd, 1997; Freeman and Boyd, 1990) and nothing in depth.  This 

research provides the perspectives of those with direct kinship ties to 

that historic occupation.  The documentation of heritage may benefit 

the present generation by providing a more tangible connection to their 

heritage.  

 The research documents how people connect with their personal 

heritage by examining their memory in relation to that of the material 

culture, archaeological context, and archival documents.  As heritage 

studies seek to understand how people connect with and pass on their 

heritage, this research effectively provides documentation of this process.  

In addition, constructing and documenting heritage enhances the personal 

heritage of the family and greater community as a whole.                  

Ending Comments

 Ranching heritage on the eastern Llano Estacado is seen through 

the lens of the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.  Heritage as a cultural process 

enables deeper investigations into meaning. Studying heritage from this 

perspective enables the different layers of history, landscapes, and people 

to be examined in the construction of heritage. Heritage landscapes 

encompass the past and the present through the people that attach 

meaning to them. Additionally, the landowners provide opportunity as a 

source of intangible insight due to direct kinship relations to the historic 

ranch and its associated landscapes.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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CHAPTER II

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE

 

 Heritage studies can provide an invaluable resource for historic 

preservation by facilitating partnerships with researchers and constituent 

communities.  These partnerships have the potential to glean deeper 

meanings about local identities and collective memory.  Researchers 

work together with landowners to interpret the evidence of the past 

remaining on the landscape and within the historic record.  The U-Lazy-S 

Ranch, along the eastern escarpment ecotone of the Llano Estacado, is 

conceptualized using a landscape perspective.  Heritage is constructed in 

situ at the individual level forming a building block for the broader regional 

discourse.   

 The construction process begins at the individual or local level 

and feeds into the collective knowledge of ranching heritage as well as 

the regional heritage of the Llano Estacado.  U-Lazy-S Ranch heritage 

informs the greater body of ranching heritage in a similar fashion to the 

Haley (1936) study on Charles Goodnight.  Haley’s (1936) work provides 

a contribution to the ranching heritage of the region while it simultaneously 

was informed by the same.  This same principle can be applied here with 

regards to Llano Estacado heritage, ranching heritage, and the heritage of 

the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.  

Defining Heritage

 Two major definitions of heritage often are used.  The first is an 

international interpretation.  The United Nations Educational, Scientific and 

Cultural Organization (UNESCO) defines cultural heritage as “monuments, 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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groups of buildings, or sites which are of outstanding universal value from 

the point of view of history, art or science” (UNESCO, 1972).  The idea 

of “outstanding universal value” facilitates the prerequisite that heritage 

belongs to all communities of humankind.   

 The second takes the national point of view and the concept of 

identity is emphasized.  The National Register for Historic Places (NRHP) 

in its Criteria for Evaluation emphasizes things that express “quality of 

significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, 

and culture” (NRHP, 2014).  It encompasses “districts, sites, buildings, 

structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, 

materials, workmanship, feeling, and association” with events, lives of 

significant people of the past, objects or sites that exemplify periods or 

methods of construction, or the works of a master, and sites that may yield 

information about history or prehistory (NHRP, 2014).    

 In contrast to the first two definitions, heritage can be described as 

the whole of a set of values and a shared history within a cultural group 

in which transmission occurs from one generation to the next through 

a cultural process (Smith, 2006:1-2) or social communication (Dicks, 

2000:63).  Heritage often maintains tangible elements that are defined by 

the intangible meanings associated with them (e.g., relics, place; Smith, 

2006:2).  It is because of these relationships that heritage plays a key 

role in identity formation and as “an act of making meaning in and for the 

present” (Smith, 2006:1).  This definition of heritage is the one used in this 

research.    

Heritage as Process

Harvey (2003:475) explains heritage as a process of human 

action and agency.  The assumption that heritage acts as process 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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facilitates understanding it with regards to the present.  It allows the past 

to be viewed as an “artifact of the present” (Lowenthal, 1985:xvi) when 

documenting and interpreting the process.  Heritage is enacted through 

remembering the past and making connections between the present and 

past by defining places of importance on the landscape or interacting with 

objects (Smith, 2006).  Objects are important because of the intangible 

meanings attributed to them, that which distinguishes them from others of 

their kind.  

Heritage as cultural process provides a framework in which to 

examine the correlations between history, landscapes, and people in the 

construction of heritage.  These three layers are combined conceptually 

under the perspective of heritage as process in order to understand their 

relationships and how heritage is constructed.  Interpreting heritage as 

process allows for an holistic approach in which multiple interdisciplinary 

aspects of the past can be analyzed concurrently.  

 History for the purposes of this research is defined as the 

collected written and archival record of past regional events and people.  

Landscapes are the geophysical locations that have culturally attached 

meanings and are related to memories of present-day people and/or 

have historic archaeological deposits.  People refers to the contemporary 

heritage constituency and current landowners descended from past 

generations.  Describing heritage in this manner provides a philosophical 

framework for organization of the three interdisciplinary layers.  The 

importance of this approach manifests in the present-day heritage and 

how it reflects the past in the present.  

 In addition, by investigating heritage in this fashion, it places the 

focus of the research on the process of constructing heritage at the 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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individual level.  Heritage at the individual level is informed by the greater 

regional heritage through providing context in which to place that individual 

and local heritage.  Heritage forms in small localized contexts taken as a 

whole to form a regional context.  This context provides a setting for the 

localized to be constructed.  The smaller local heritage forms a building 

block that in turn becomes a segment of the greater regional heritage.  

The two levels work in synergy with each other and inform one another.  

Intangibility of Heritage

 Heritage manifests in tangible ways through the meanings 

attributed to the physical objects and places of the past, its tangible 

elements.  Often, it is the tangible aspects of heritage that society 

has emphasized.  The UNESCO Convention of 1972 has established 

guidelines to identify and protect cultural and natural heritage before it 

vanished.  The Convention focuses on the tangible heritage of places 

of importance.  Due to this focus, the 1972 Convention has come under 

scrutiny over time because it was perceived as a western interpretation of 

what heritage is or what is meant by heritage (Smith and Akagawa, 2009).  

 This research instead takes the view that heritage is more of the 

agency behind this process of forming meanings within the backdrop of 

place.  This process is what can be understood to be the embodiment of 

heritage rather than merely the tangible localities and objects involved.  

Heritage is more than tangible aspects and includes the intangible 

meanings or practices associated with it.  

 In 2003, UNESCO convened the Convention for the Safeguarding 

of Intangible Cultural Heritage.  The group espoused that not only material 

heritage components are worthy of recognition and preservation, but 

also the intangible elements of heritage are valued and acknowledged.  

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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The convention defined intangible cultural heritage as “the practices, 

representations, expressions, knowledge, skills – as well as the 

instruments, objects, artefacts and cultural spaces associated therewith 

– that communities, groups and, in some cases, individuals recognize as 

part of their cultural heritage” (UNESCO, 2003). 

 Interpretation of objects provide context for conceptualization of the 

past.  Objects provide an experiential link to the past in which notions of 

the past can be illustrated and reinforced.  Tangible heritage provides a 

setting for the process of meaning making to occur, where ideas of place, 

time, identity, and genesis can come together.  Heritage is viewed by the 

process or intangible links attributed to objects or place.  All heritage can 

be explained as intangible when interpreted within this framework (Smith, 

2006).  

 Heritage in the form of objects and places, therefore, only is 

heritage due to the intangible links or the meaning and importance 

attributed to the objects by their respective constituencies.  The process of 

heritage ascribes significance to objects that distinguishes them from other 

similar objects.  Ordinary objects become special when heritage value is 

assigned.  In a similar fashion, a place only becomes heritage because 

it is labeled as such.  The process of heritage distinguishes mundane 

objects or places from objects or places of heritage.  It is the process that 

gives them significance.  It is the act of agency that labels them as such.  

 In the case of heritage where no contemporary constituent 

community exist, as with the archaeology of cultures past (e.g., 100+ 

years in the past), the act of signifying them as important provides 

an intangible link.  If not for the researchers or the foster constituent 

community, then the archaeological remains are no more significant than 
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any other place or object.  A foster constituent community is defined as a 

group that takes responsibility for heritage that is not necessarily directly 

descended from or linked to the heritage being described.  The act of 

signifying it as heritage is what makes it heritage (Smith, 2006).  The 

importance ascribed to it is the intangible link or the act that designates it 

as such.   

Landscape Approach to Heritage

 The concept of cultural landscape provides a way to examine 

multiple heritage layers.  Cultural landscapes offer a holistic approach 

in which interdisciplinary boundaries (e.g. historical, geographical, 

archaeological) are stretched and multiple sources inform the heritage 

construction process.  Landscape studies can encompass land-use, 

memory, and meaning and these studies can be placed within an 

expanded framework (e.g., geology, pedology, biology, and anthropology).  

Landscapes are dependent on time in that it is the temporal link that 

defines them (Bender, 2002).  Multiple heritages can exist in one place 

separated by time. 

 The landscape approach ties memory to the landscape and 

provides a sense of place where the heritage process of meaning 

making and agency occurs.  Heritage does not happen within a vacuum 

but in place.  Landscapes also can become a shaping influence for 

heritage (Mitchell et al., 2009:17).  People interact and adapt to life ways 

consistent with the structures and physical geography of the landscape 

(Johnson, 2008).  In the same way that landscape is shaped by people, 

the landscape also can shape heritage.  Water as a key resource on the 

landscape provides a good example in that people develop strategies 

for acquiring and using this resource as it relates to their needs and the 
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landscape.  Landscape becomes a facilitator to the heritage process when 

people and geography interact.    

Heritage Construction - A Three Step Process

 Heritage can be constructed using a three step process, through 

the use of research, preservation, and outreach.  The primary intention in 

constructing heritage narratives relies on the desire to understand past 

life ways and motivations.  A second intention is the understanding of how 

individuals interact and utilize their past within the present.  The desire to 

understand one’s place on the landscape or to know a sense of place in 

time becomes an act of agency for discovering and interpreting the past.  

This theoretical model is flexible in that the order of the three steps is not 

set and can occur in different sequences.  

Research

 If research informs heritage, then the aim is to guide the process of 

making meaning out of the things, places, and people that came before.  

In this sense, research adds to the collective heritage narrative and 

becomes part of the greater story by making new connections.  Regional 

heritages can provide communities with a sense of identity and aides in 

the reenforcement of value systems.  Heritage creation often is intentional 

(e.g., research, genealogy).  At other times, the construction can occur 

without the knowledge of the constituency, i.e., on a subconscious level, 

and represents them interacting with their environment and culture (e.g., 

family memories, family reunions/traditions).  

 Heritage at the individual or local level provides a building block 

for forming the larger regional narrative.  Heritage construction of the 

U-Lazy-S Ranch is representative of one facet of the larger ranching 
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heritage of western Texas.  Taken together with other ranching heritage 

narratives in a region, a sense of the regional heritage is developed for a 

holistic view of the practice within the area.  All heritage begins in these 

smaller heritage narratives building towards higher levels of heritage at the 

regional level on to national and/or global, levels.   

 The purposes of research is to locate new or more complete 

information as well as provide an intangible link to heritage.  Research 

supplements and enhances understanding from documentation but it is 

different than documentation in that research makes connections whereas 

documentation primarily preserves information.  It also is a method for 

acquiring additional documentation in that research can locate new or 

unknown documentation.   Research is active participation in heritage and 

furthers understandings of heritage.   

 Research pulls meaning from the past and interprets it within the 

present.  Research is part of the act of agency where meaning is ascribed 

to place, events, things, or customs.  In addition to finding meaning, 

research facilitates connections to other sources and provides opportunity 

for interdisciplinary studies.  Researching heritage using this framework 

pulls information from as many different sources as possible in order to 

gain a holistic view of heritage.  

Preservation

 Preserving heritage is an acknowledgement of its importance for 

future generations.  The intention to preserve is an intangible link and 

the process of preserving is the action or actions taken.  By designating 

things, places, customs, memories, and practices to be preserved, they 

are deemed important or valuable enough to remember and revisit in the 

future.  In constructing heritage, its preservation becomes important in 
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order for multiple generations to glean meaning from it by interpreting and 

reinterpreting it.  This action of preserving heritage indicates the desire to 

maintain it for use by others.  

 One aspect of heritage is seen as a mechanism for the 

transmission of a set of values from one generation to the next (Dicks, 

2000:63; Smith, 2006:1-2).  The process of preserving becomes one 

way, then, that these values are transferred.  Preserving heritage is a 

continuation of the heritage process and an example of an intangible link 

because the act of preserving is one of signifying or attributing importance.  

Preserving archaeological sites also is a continuation of this process.  

 Documentation is an essential part of preservation.  The document 

works as a testimonial of the past in that it is the literal recording of the 

past.  Documents are records in that they are representative of past life 

ways.  The historical record, both primary and secondary sources, are part 

of the documentation process.  Documentation can be represented in the 

recording of past events and in the form of scholarly based interpretation.  

The act of documentation, however, becomes part of the process for 

constructing heritage because it provides written memory of heritage.  

 Documenting archaeological sites can provide a record of a 

different kind.  Archaeological sites provide a material and spatial record.  

If archaeological sites are not recorded, they run the risk of disappearing 

and thus the information can be lost.  Recording sites preserves them for 

future interpretation.  The physical objects in archaeology gain heritage 

value when they are interpreted or when significance is applied to them.  

Preserving and documenting archaeological sites and artifacts facilitates 

interpretation and becomes a crucial part of the heritage construction 

process.  Preserving information in this fashion provides an intangible link 
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that is equally as important as the physical artifact or site.  

Outreach

 Constituent communities are participants in the heritage construction 

process whether the heritage is individual or regional.  Constituent communities 

provide the value system in which heritage is constructed, preserved, and 

interpreted.  Heritage does not occur in a vacuum.  It is these constituent 

communities that determine what is valuable or worthy of preservation and 

interpretation.  Working together with different constituencies, heritage can be 

constructed in ways that are inclusive of all concerned.  Additionally, heritage 

construction can occur at the regional, national, or global levels.  

 Construction occurs when a shared or collective heritage develops.  

Often, this construction develops through a continual process of revision 

whether intentional or unintentional.  This revision process means that heritage 

is fluid and not static.  For instance, new research or insights may come to light 

that then feed back into the heritage loop.  Ultimately, this process of agency or 

accident develops heritage organically through identity formation and meaning-

making.    

 Outreach provides a stage where people come together to participate 

actively in the process.  Additionally, outreach may be the most important 

step because it facilitates the other steps by involving the stakeholders in 

the heritage process.  If heritage is to be explained as a process, then those 

who are vested in the heritage being constructed are an invaluable resource.  

Regional heritages are developed communally through a shared past or 

memory and the combination of multiple individual heritages.  

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Discussion

 Investigating the heritage process can be useful for understanding 

the meanings being applied to heritage and give insight into its 

construction.  Conceptualized as process, heritage is more than object 

or place.  It is the formation of value systems.  The application of this 

theoretical model can enhance the greater discipline in that it seeks to 

document meaning as it is created or as the heritage is constructed.  

Heritage viewed in this fashion seeks to record the intangible links 

presented through the individual heritage narrative as it occurs.  The 

collection of data is informed by the greater heritage narrative and 

interpreted from an individually focused level (i.e., landowner/descendant 

and researcher collaboration).  

 Focusing on a case study of the U-Lazy-S Ranch provides one 

example of ranching heritage at the individual level.  Its ability to inform 

an understanding of a broader regional heritage makes it significant.  

Heritage approached from the theoretical perspective of process offers 

intangible linkages to the landscape and objects.  Partnerships between 

landowners and researchers enhance understandings about the meanings 

present on the landscape.  Investigating U-Lazy-S Ranch heritage and 

interpreting that meaning facilitates heritage construction.  The historic 

record, archaeological record, and physical geography provide details 

and links to the past.  Heritage on the U-Lazy-S Ranch is representative 

of multiple constituencies.  It can provide a model for viewing regional 

heritage construction at the individual level through partnerships with the 

descendants as they construct meaning.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Goal and Objectives

 The goal and objectives have been designed to provide a 

context for constructing heritage using history, landscapes, and people.  

The research seeks to provide insight into the heritage process by 

examining ranching heritage on the Llano Estacado using a case study 

of the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  The goal is to understand the role of heritage 

construction in connecting the past with the present and people with their 

past.

 Four objectives are posited to achieve this goal.  These objectives 

are:

Objective 1: Examine the archaeological record in relationship to 

landscape features at the ranch to identify landscape use and intangible 

links. 

Objective 2: Examine the historical record of the Llano Estacado and 

western Rolling Plains region and U-Lazy-S Ranch through research in 

regional archives and a literature review focused on local history within 

archives and libraries. 

Objective 3: Document current landowners’ perspective on past ranching 

activities and practices and compare those with that of the present-day 

ranching operations. 

Objective 4:  Develop an historic narrative using the history of the ranch 

and supplement current knowledge through research, interviews, and 

documentation at the U-Lazy-S Ranch.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Ending Comments

 The most important point in constructing a heritage for the 

U-Lazy-S Ranch is recognizing how the multiple constituent communities 

(e.g., landowners, researchers, and higher levels) interact with the past 

and apply meaning to the present using the past.  This research seeks 

to understand how it is that the landowner relates to the past in order 

to make meaning out of the present and what provides them with the 

memory that guides their world view.  Landscape plays a primary role 

in the understanding of heritage construction as seen on the U-Lazy-S 

Ranch because it is the human interaction with the landscape that heritage 

manifests.    

 If heritage is conceptualized in this fashion using the U-Lazy-S 

Ranch as a case study, the landscape provides a multi-layered backdrop 

for interpretation.  Additionally, the U-Lazy-S Ranch provides the kinship 

link to the past that is necessary to construct heritage in this fashion.  

Key to this research is the need to work alongside the landowners and 

let their concept of heritage take shape as their memory relates to the 

documentation and the landscape.  The U-Lazy-S Ranch heritage, then, 

contributes to the greater regional narrative.  

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

 

      The approach is interdisciplinary (historical, geographical, archaeological) 

within the framework of heritage that allows for a holistic view of the historic 

U-Lazy-S Ranch in terms of the present as well as the past.  The historic 

U-Lazy-S Ranch provides a case study to produce an examination of the 

process of how private landowners pass down heritage within their families 

and communities as well as their views of present day heritage.  The research 

also seeks to identify intangible relationships between memory and place by 

examining past and present perceptions of landscapes.  It also intends to 

enhance current understandings of regional ranching heritage by providing 

multiple layers for interpretation.  This approach, then, allows a focus on the 

present as well as the past. 

Field Methodology

	 Historic	sites	were	documented	according	to	the	field	methodology	of	the	

Lubbock Lake Landmark regional research program (Johnson, 1987).  Eight 

historic-age sites (Table 3.1) were documented for the purposes of this research.  

Pedestrian survey was conducted by crew members transecting a site several 

times approximately 5m apart.  Surface artifacts were piece-point plotted using 

a Trimble R8 GPS base station with sub-centimeter accuracy.  Metal objects 

on the surface were collected and objects that were buried were excavated in 

small discovery holes and both types were piece-point plotted using the Trimble 

R8 GPS.  Additionally, excavation units were divided into 1m x 1m units and 

sediment was removed in 10cm levels with 2.5cm sub-levels.  Sediment from 

the units was dry screened through 1/4in mesh screens in order to recover any 
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small objects that were missed during the initial excavations.  Each site was 

photodocumented, recording objects in situ, features, artifact concentrations, site 

furniture, and landscape features.  

Analytical Methodology

 The analytical methodology addresses the way in which the objects were 

identified	and	interpreted,	how	the	sites	were	interpreted,	and	how	the	interviews	

were conducted and analyzed.  In addition, historical research and review of 

regional archives are an important part of the analytical methodology.  Historic 

maps	from	the	General	Land	Office	(GLO)	of	Texas	and	GIS	analysis	are	used	in	

order to provide a spatial layer to the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.  Spatial analysis 

is utilized to determine ranching site placement in order to make connections with 

landscape-use patterns. 

Historic Artifacts and Sites

 Three aspects of material and spatial data interpretation go into 

determining site types: diagnostic artifacts, the eight artifact categories, and 

ranching	furniture.		These	three	aspects	are	prime	factors	in	determining	final	

interpretation for site type.  A methodologically rigorous approach is used to 

identify artifacts in order to determine diagnostic artifacts and further develop the 

eight artifact categories.  Site furniture is documented when present at sites or 

found to have once been present.

	 All	objects	recovered	were	identified	by	numerous	sources	and	then	

divided into analytical categories (Hurst et al., 2015) in order to interpret their 

meaning.  The analytical categories were developed to group object types based 

on	their	identification	(i.e.,	like	objects	are	grouped	into	categories).		Several	

facsimile	catalogs	were	utilized	for	object	identification:		Montgomery	Ward	&	

Co. (1895); Sears, Roebuck & Co. (1905-1910); and the Illustrated Catalog of 
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American Hardware of the Russell and Erwin Manufacturing Co. (1865).  Cans 

were	identified	using	Berryman	(1983),	Fontana	et	al.	(1962),	Judge	(1914),	

and	Rock	(1984).		Nails	were	identified	using	Adams	(2002)	and	Wells	(1998).		

Cartridges	were	identified	using	Logan	(1959),	Mann	and	Pearsall	(2012),	White	

and Munhall (1963), Barnes (1980), Barber (1987), Iverson (1988), and from 

measurements referenced to the cartridge database developed by Steinhauer 

(2011).  

	 Horseshoes	and	horseshoe	nails	were	identified	using	Morris	(1988).		For	

wire, a number of sources were consulted: McCallum and McCallum (1965); 

Clifton	(1970);	Glover	(1996);	and	Hagemeier	(2001).		For	glass	identification,	the	

primary	resource	used	was	Historic	Glass	Bottle	Identification	and	Information	

Website	maintained	jointly	by	the	Society	for	Historical	Archaeology	and	the	

Bureau of Land Management.  Additional sources for glass were Fike (1987), 

Jones	and	Sullivan	(1985),	and	Toulouse	(1971).		For	ceramic	identification,	the	

online Florida Museum of Natural History Digital Type Collection was consulted 

along with Beaudry et al. (1983) and Lehner (1988).  

 Diagnostic artifacts were used to place objects in their temporal 

categories consisting of Buffalo Hunters era (ca. 1874-1877), Lindsey Brothers 

Ranch era (ca. 1879-1882), Square and Compass Ranch era (ca. 1882-1901), 

and U-Lazy-S Ranch era (ca. 1901-1965).  Cartridges were the main type 

of diagnostic used to date the sites.  Cartridges were easier to place in time 

based on measurements and head-stamps (when available).  These attributes 

made them the most accurate for relative dating of historic sites found on the 

U-Lazy-S Ranch.  As appropriate, cans, glass, and nails also played a role by 

supplementing	cartridges	when	they	were	not	present	at	a	site	or	confirming	

age range when combined with data gleaned from cartridge analysis.  Temporal 

categories were determined based on age of diagnostic artifacts and percentage 
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of diagnostics found at each site.    

	 Eight	categories	for	object	classification	were	developed	to	aide	in	

identifying the site types (Hurst et al., 2015).  These categories were: clothing 

and	personal	items;	fence	hardware;	firearms-related	objects;	food	containers/

serving vessels; horses and tack objects; nails; wagon hardware; and 

miscellaneous objects.  The amount of different object types recovered at each 

site determined the category frequency of each.  Category frequency aided in 

identifying site type and furthered interpretive analysis of site use and activity.  

The range of types of artifacts present also was considered in determining site 

type.		Sites	with	different	size	assemblages	could	be	identified	because	not	only	

were percentages of object types considered but also the presence or absence 

of object types in determining site type.  

 Ranching site furniture includes pens (corrals), tanks, windmills, trash 

dumps, and fence-lines (Rollins, 1924; Holden, 1932; Hurst et al., 2015).  These 

features occur across the landscape and provide another layer for interpretation 

and	site	type	identification.		While	ranching	site	furniture	can	be	considered	a	

site type, it has been used more as supporting evidence for the major site types 

employed in this analysis. 

 Site types were developed by examining the diagnostic artifacts, artifact 

category frequency, and presence of ranching site furniture in comparison to 

the stock-raising settlement systems developed by Kornfeld (1983) and the 

methodology used in Hurst et al. (2015).  In addition, a review of historic literature 

(Hough,	1897;	Ward,	1958)	further	developed	a	set	of	ranch	occupation	site	

types.  Four main types of ranch occupation site types were used: headquarters, 

line-camps, roundup camps, and other short-term camps (Kornfeld, 1983).

 Ranch headquarters are occupied year-round, usually by ranch owners 

and/or management along with cowboys and their families (Kornfeld, 1983:57).  
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The headquarters act as the base of operations from where all ranching activities 

can originate (e.g., monitoring of fence-lines and water for stock).  Structures 

found at the headquarters can include, but are not limited to, a ranch house, a 

bunk house, pens, and a windmill (Rollins, 1924; Hurst et al., 2015).  

 Line camps operate as secondary operating bases and are situated on 

the landscape in a fashion that they are utilized when multiple days worth of 

work must be done far enough removed from the headquarters to justify travel 

by	horseback	daily	(Guyer	1938:95;	Ward	1958;	Holden	1970).		Line	camps	

usually have an associated permanent structure such as a half-dugout or shack 

representative of their extended-use (Rollins, 1924:154; Kornfeld, 1983; Hurst et 

al., 2015).  The same activities that occur at the headquarters can originate at a 

line camp and predominantly they are occupied only by cowboys.  Supplies are 

transferred from the headquarters to the line camp.  

 Roundup camps are short-term camps related to a single, seasonal task.  

They typically include a horse wrangler, cowboys, a wagon boss, and a wagon 

cook.		In	larger	outfits,	a	bed	wagon	may	be	used	to	haul	tents,	bedding,	extra	

equipment,	and	supplies	(Hough,	1897:155-156;	Ward,	1958;	Hurst	et	al.,	2015).		

Roundups are held seasonally in the fall and spring and require extra labor in 

which cowboys from other ranches participate by “repping” (Hough, 1897:155; 

Ward,	1958)	or	“neighboring”	(Bob	Macy,	personal	communication,	2012).		

Roundup camps usually have a chuck-wagon and temporary horse corral present 

(Hurst et al., 2015).  

	 Short-term	camps	usually	are	a	task	specific	single-use	campsite.		

While	present	on	the	landscape,	their	placement	is	less	predictable	than	the	

longer-term	camps.		Campfires	and	temporary	horse	corrals	can	be	associated	

with such sites.  Examples of this type of camp includes, but is not limited to, 

construction projects, maintenance of windmills and tanks, monitoring cattle or 
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pastures, and installing or repairing fence-lines (Hurst et al., 2015).  

GIS and Spatial Analysis

 GIS software (QGIS for Macintosh) has been utilized in order to provide 

a spatial layer to the U-Lazy-S Ranch heritage.  A digital relational database 

has been created to manage relevant observations and measurements.  All 

geographic research methods are desk-based and primarily involve the 

construction, management, and dissemination of information through an 

integrated GIS approach.  The controlled recovery of diagnostic artifacts (e.g., 

cartridges, nails, cans) allows a temporal framework and landscape elements 

(e.g., playas, creeks, springs) allows a spatial framework to be added to the 

dataset.  The geographical distribution and density information of such data are 

maintained within GIS and provide a means to examine the interrelationship 

between ranching sites and the landscape.  In addition, data on place within 

the landscape have been recorded (e.g., uplands, canyonlands) to enhance 

landscape analysis further and provide links to site location and distribution.  In 

order to aide in understanding site context, Crime Stat IV software was used to 

establish	clusters.		Clusters	were	defined	as	10	objects	within	10m	of	each	other.		

 GIS research played a major role in understanding how landscapes effect 

heritage construction as seen on the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.  Construction 

occurred as a result of location and usage of ranch sites.  Maps were made 

in order to determine land-use patterns present.  Historic maps developed by 

consulting the historic record and GLO data were developed and compared 

to modern boundaries and points of interest to examine changes over time 

(Figures 1.2, 1.3).  Additionally, spatial data from other major neighbors of the 

ranch	(e.g.,	C.W.	Post;	Figure	1.5)	were	mapped	in	order	to	enhance	contextual	

understandings.  These spatial tools were used in order to present the spatial 

data in an organized, logical manner.    
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Historical Archives and Research

 Research into historic sources was conducted to provide an historic 

context for the region and the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.  The GLO website’s 

digital archive provided a large portion of spatial data for historic boundaries and 

was utilized as well.  In addition, four Texas archives were visited to enhance 

understandings of the U-Lazy-S Ranch: the Southwest Collection of Texas Tech 

University in Lubbock; the Nita Stewart Haley Memorial Library and J. Evetts 

Haley History Center in Midland; the Panhandle-Plains Historical Museum 

Research Center in Canyon; and the Borden County Historical Museum in Gail.  

 Information obtained from the archives that expands on the readily 

available information on the U-Lazy-S Ranch was used in order to enhance 

historical context for the U-Lazy-S Ranch and surrounding region.  The research 

strategy at three of the archives was the same with the exception of the Borden 

County Historical Museum.  Recording of the information had to conform to the 

policies of the archive and were limited to notes or photocopies.  Any information 

on the Square and Compass Ranch, U-Lazy-S Ranch, and the Slaughters was 

sought.  This information was photocopied when possible and digitized for the 

Anthropology Division archive or recorded into notes.  

 Short-hand notes on paper were made using key phrases.  After the 

original search terms (e.g., the Square and Compass Ranch, U-Lazy-S Ranch, 

and the Slaughters) were exhausted, the queries were expanded to encompass 

contemporaries	of	the	previous	searches	(e.g.,	C.W.	Post,	A.W.	Bouchier,	etc.)	

to expand regional knowledge and increase historical context.  Any information 

regarding the research targets mentioned above that was not photocopied 

consisted primarily of source information that later was searched for at the 

Texas Tech Library.  If unavailable, they where obtained using inter-library loan.  
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At	the	Borden	County	Historical	Museum,	the	Austin	W.	Bouchier	archive	was	

consulted.  Boucher was a friend of J.B. Slaughter and at times helped him with 

ranching	activities.		Bouchier	went	on	to	become	the	foreman	of	C.W.	Post’s	

Double U Ranch.  In addition, Bouchier’s grandson Ronnie married Linda Lott, 

J.B. Slaughter’s great-granddaughter (Figure 1.6).  Information gathered at the 

archives was compared to current knowledge of U-Lazy-S Ranch history and 

new information was documented.  

Oral History Interviews

 All interviews were treated as oral history interviews for the purpose 

of analysis.  The landowners interviewed were Bob Macy and Jack Lott.  Lott 

grew up on the ranch and Macy did not so their perspectives varied.  All 

interviews were as in-depth as the interviewee was comfortable with or able 

to recall.  The parameters were set in this fashion in order to capture heritage 

as it is constructed as well as facilitate that construction.  The interviews were 

conversational and reminiscent in order to make direct connections with the 

interviewee’s memory.  Transcripts of the taped interviews were archived in the 

Anthropology Division of the Museum of Texas Tech University. 

	 The	oral	history	methodology	used	was	basic	for	the	field	of	oral	history	

and follows the Principles and Best Practices laid out by the Oral History 

Association (OHA, 2014).  The interview questions (Appendix A) were aimed at 

filling	in	understandings	of	sites	or	events	and	including	the	interviewees	in	the	

construction of heritage.  All interview questions were completed ahead of time 

and copies were provided to the interviewee in advance.  No questions were 

posed without the expressed permission of the interviewee in advance.  Macy’s 

interviews were conducted at the Museum of Texas Tech University in order 

to provide a comfortable, quiet, and private locale.  At his request, Lott was 
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interviewed on the ranch in the home of his son Jeff Lott.  Interview times ran 

about an hour but no longer than 90 minutes.  

	 Macy	was	interviewed	twice	because	the	first	interview	ran	too	long.		The	

unanswered	questions	were	revised	based	on	the	results	of	the	first	interview	

and a second interview was conducted.  A set of questions (Appendix A) was 

developed	for	Macy,	who	was	interviewed	first,	that	were	directed	at	gaining	

knowledge of his time on the ranch.  Lott was interviewed only once as he no 

longer lives in the region and was available for a limited time.  Lott’s questions 

(Appendix A) were the same as Macy’s but due to time constraints not all 

questions were addressed.  

 All questions were drafted for discovering knowledge of the landscape, 

practical ranching techniques, historic knowledge of the ranch, the interviewee’s 

early ancestors, and memories of their time at the ranch all throughout their 

lives (i.e., childhood to adulthood).  An interviewee going “off script” was allowed 

in order to maintain the air of informality as well as record the process of 

remembering.		Both	interviewees	signed	an	Interview	Release	Form	that	fulfills	

the role of a deed of gift and transfers ownership of the audio to the Museum of 

Texas Tech University.  

 Two digital recorders were used with micro SD backup memory; a primary 

with a slightly better mic and a secondary as a backup in case something 

happened	to	the	recording	on	the	first.		The	primary	recorder	was	a	SONY	ICD-

SX733 Digital Flash Voice Recorder and the secondary recorder a SONY ICD-

AX412 Digital Voice Recorder.  This method ensured that all information was 

captured accurately and prevented the need to recreate interviews.  All interviews 

were	copied	onto	micro	SD	cards	and	backed	up	on	a	WD	3TB	Elements	

Desktop Hard Drive for additional copies to be stored.  

	 After	the	interviews	were	finished,	copies	of	the	interviews	were	burned	



56

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016

56

onto rewritable archival DVDs and placed in the Anthropology Division archive.  

Full transcripts were drafted using as near as possible exact wording including 

stops and colloquial language in order to preserve the feel of the original 

interview in case all digital information is lost.  Interview transcripts were printed 

on archival paper and housed in archival folders in the Anthropology Division 

archive.  The interviews were checked for errors and the interviewees were given 

opportunity to read and edit for possible transcription errors.  

 Site visits were crucial to connecting the landowners to the landscape and 

the archaeology on a personal level.  These visits also helped them to remember.  

Site visits with Macy occurred frequently throughout the documentation process 

as he lives on the ranch.  Site visits were conducted before the interview with 

Lott as he and his wife Molly reside in Santa Fe, New Mexico.  This method was 

utilized	in	order	to	allow	for	a	natural	flow	of	memory	connected	to	the	sites	and	

past ranching activities.  Any information obtained from ranch owners during 

these visits was noted but not taped due to equipment limitations.  The approach 

sought to discover what knowledge current generations have of their past with 

regards to the landscape and associated history as well as identify modern 

activities in order to compare what changes, if any, have occurred.

Ending Comments

 The methodology was developed in order to glean as much knowledge 

as possible from all sources (history, landscape, objects, and people) with the 

intention of synthesizing it together.  The interdisciplinary nature of the research 

necessitated a wide variety of techniques to be used in tandem.  U-Lazy-S Ranch 

heritage was constructed by collaboration among researchers and landowners.  

Artifacts and sites were examined together in order to gain an understanding 

of landscape use and determine ranching activities past and present.  Archives 
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and the historic record were utilized to provide a context of understanding the 

U-Lazy-S Ranch in relation to the greater regional heritage.  Interviews with the 

landowners enhanced understandings of the U-Lazy-S Ranch and sought to 

enhance knowledge of the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  The methodology was devised to 

gain the best understanding of how landowners perceive their past in the present 

and provide an intangible link to the landscape and archaeology present at the 

ranch. 
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

 The historic layers present on the landscape have been documented 

since 2005 when research began on the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.  The ranch 

is situated along the eastern escarpment edge of the Llano Estacado providing 

flat uplands dotted with playas, canyon breaks with springs and drainages, and 

rolling plains east of the Caprock.  Eight historic-age sites (Figure 4.1) have been 

examined and these sites were chosen because they are ranching-related sites 

in different landscape settings.  

Material Culture

Diagnostic Artifacts

 Diagnostic artifacts provide the temporal layer (Table 4.1) necessary to 

place the sites in their respective ranching occupations through relative dating 

techniques.  Sites are dated based on two aspects: 1) the highest percentage 

of diagnostics present at the sites; and 2) greatest overlap in date range when 

multiple diagnostics are present.  They are categorized temporally as Buffalo 

Hunters era (1874-1877), Lindsey Brothers Ranch era (1879-1882), Square 

and Compass Ranch era (1882-1901), and U-Lazy-S Ranch era (1901-1965).  

Relative dating using diagnostic artifacts cannot provide exact dates but it can 

give a temporal range when multiple diagnostic artifact types are taken together 

and compared to the known historic occupations present within the research 

area.  Further, object classification categories, temporal designations from 

diagnostic artifacts, and in some cases, the presence of site furniture on the 

landscape combine to inform site interpretation.  Diagnostic artifacts are grouped 

into five categories; tin cans; nails; cartridges; barbed wire; and miscellaneous.

 Tin Cans.  Tin-plated canisters, commonly known as tin cans, have 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.1.  Historic sites on the U-Lazy-S Ranch.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Object Type Time Period
Cans:

Hole-in-cap cans with lead soldered seams Buffalo Hunters (1874-1877), Lindsey Brothers Ranch 
(1879-1882), or Square & Compass Ranch (1882-1901)

Hole-in-cap cans with double-side seams and 
stamped ends Square & Compass Ranch or U-Lazy-S Ranch (1901-1965)

Sanitary cans Square & Compass Ranch or U-Lazy-S Ranch

Nails:

Cut nails Buffalo Hunters, Lindsey Brothers Ranch, Square & 
Compass Ranch, or U-Lazy-S Ranch

Wire nails Square & Compass Ranch or U-Lazy-S Ranch

Cartridges:

.22 Federal Cartridge Corp. U-Lazy-S Ranch

.22 magnum U-Lazy-S Ranch

.22 UMC Co. Square & Compass Ranch or U-Lazy-S Ranch

.22 WRA Co. Square & Compass Ranch or U-Lazy-S Ranch

.30-30 Winchester Square & Compass Ranch or U-Lazy-S Ranch

.32 Long S&W U-Lazy-S Ranch

.38 unidentified (no H.S.) Lindsey Brothers Ranch or Square & Compass Ranch

.40-75 Winchester Square & Compass Ranch or U-Lazy-S Ranch

.44 S&W (no H.S.) Lindsey Brothers Ranch or Square & Compass Ranch

.44 unidentified (no H.S.) Lindsey Brothers Ranch or Square & Compass Ranch

.44-70 Sharps Buffalo Hunters or Lindsey Brothers Ranch

.44 Henry Flat rimfire Buffalo Hunters, Lindsey Brothers Ranch, Square & 
Compass Ranch, or U-Lazy-S Ranch

.44 UMC rimfire Buffalo Hunters, Lindsey Brothers Ranch, or Square & 
Compass Ranch

.45 Long Colt (no H.S.) Lindsey Brothers Ranch or Square & Compass Ranch

.45-75 Ballard Buffalo Hunters or Lindsey Brothers Ranch

.50-90 Sharps Buffalo Hunters

Federal Cartridge Co. 12 GA shotgun cartridge U-Lazy-S Ranch

Peter’s 12 GA shotgun cartridge Square & Compass Ranch or U-Lazy-S Ranch

Remington-Peter’s 12 GA shotgun cartridge U-Lazy-S Ranch

Barbed Wire:

2-strand Scutt’s Plate Arrow-point Variation Square & Compass Ranch

2-strand Baker’s Barb, flat barb, Perfect Variation U-Lazy-S Ranch

2-strand Baker’s Barb, round barb, Perfect Variation U-Lazy-S Ranch

Miscellaneous:

Arizona state sales tax token/coin U-Lazy-S Ranch

Cee-Tee Co. Pliers U-Lazy-S Ranch

JHL Connected, cattle brand Lindsey Brothers Ranch

Patent Medicine Bottle, Mrs. Winslow’s Soothing 
Syrup Lindsey Brothers Ranch or Square & Compass Ranch

Tractor Parts U-Lazy-S Ranch

Victorian hat pin U-Lazy-S Ranch

Table 4.1.  Diagnostic artifacts and time periods found on the historic sites.
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diagnostic features that have been well documented within the historic literature 

(Berryman, 1983; Fontana et al., 1962; Judge, 1914; Rock, 1984).  The 

typologies, tops of cans, and their seams all provide temporal information.  The 

typologies are the easiest to recognize and two main types are present in the 

ranch artifact assemblages (Figure 4.2), that of hole-in-cap and sanitary cans.  

Hole-in-cap cans are filled through holes in their lids and then covered with a 

metal disc that has a vent hole in the top (Berryman, 1983).  They are affixed 

to the lids of the can with lead solder and then the cans and their contents are 

cooked.  The vent hole is covered with a dot of lead solder after the can and its 

contents are cooled.  This style of can is used for commercial food containment 

in the United States throughout the early to late 19th century (ca. 1820s-1900; 

Judge, 1914; Rock, 1984).  

Figure 4.2.  Diagnostic artifacts – cans: a) hole-in-cap can with machine 
soldered-side seam and stamped end (TTU-A1-216693); b) hole-in-cap can with 
double-side seam and stamped end (TTU-A1-166642); and c) sanitary can with 
double-side seam and sanitary top (TTU-A1-166636). 
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 In addition, the seam style of this type of can also evolved through time.  

The top would overlap the cylinder part of the can and the side seam also would 

overlap and lead solder would be added by hand to seal the seams (Rock, 1984).  

Can manufacture became fully automated by the 1880s.  Hand-soldered side 

seams were replaced by machine-soldered side seams and machine-stamped 

ends replaced the need for soldering the end (Figure 4.2a; Rock, 1984).  In 1888, 

soldered side seams began to be replaced by the double-side seams, where a 

seam folds in on itself and interlocks.  This type of seam became widespread 

by the 1890s (Figure 4.2b; Rock, 1984).  Hole-in-cap cans with lead soldered 

seams fall into the early periods present in the research area: Buffalo Hunters 

era, Lindsey Brothers Ranch era, or the Square and Compass Ranch era.  Hole-

in-cap cans with the interlocking double-side seam is better placed within the 

Square and Compass Ranch era or the U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  

 Improvements in seam manufacture techniques and automation of the 

canning process lead to the development of the sanitary can by the turn of the 

century (ca. 1900).  The sides of sanitary cans have double-side seams and 

the tops also had double seams eliminating the need for lead solder (Figure 

4.2c; Rock, 1984).  These new solder-less cans are known as sanitary cans 

because they were completely air-tight and the insides were lacquered to prevent 

contamination of the food with the metal (Rock, 1984:101).  This type of can is 

the basis for modern cans distributed commercially today.  The sanitary can type 

falls into the Square and Compass Ranch era or the U-Lazy-S Ranch era with a 

higher percentage making it more likely to be later.

 Nails.  Nails make up a large portion of the assemblages found at historic 

sites on the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  Nails are valued for their diagnostic qualities for 

the same reasons as cans, because they are well documented (Adams, 2002; 

Wells, 1998).  The two main types of nails found on the ranch are steel cut 
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nails and steel wire nails (Figure 4.3).  Steel cut nails (Figure 4.3a-b) are used 

predominantly throughout the 1880s and early 1890s when they began to be 

replaced by steel wire nails that were used almost exclusively in construction in 

the early 20th century (Adams, 2002).  Cut nails are more common in the older 

layers present on the historic ranch and become less common in more recent 

layers but can be found in all historic contexts.  

Figure 4.3.  Diagnostic artifacts – nails: a) steel cut nail (TTU-A1-252435); b) 
steel cut nail (TTU-A1-252249); c) steel wire nail (TTU-A1-251970); and d) steel 
wire nail (TTU-A1-200656). 
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 Wire nail (Figure 4.3c-d) manufacture techniques had been around since 

the early part of the 19th century but were not practical for manufacture because 

nail plate, used for making cut nails, was cheaper and easier to produce.  The 

advent of barbed wire increased demand for wire and consequently wire 

manufacture become more practical.  As a result of these changes in the market 

(Adams, 2002), increased availability and reduced costs in wire production 

caused nail manufacturers to conform to wire nail production almost exclusively 

by 1900.  Wire nails can only represent the later time periods on the ranch, the 

Square and Compass Ranch era or the U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  

 Both types of nails often are found together at sites in different quantities 

and percentages.  Combined with other types of diagnostics (e.g., cans and 

cartridges), nails can help provide a relative date for a site.  Higher percentages 

of steel cut nails dates a site within one of the older occupations.  The higher the 

percentage of wire nails, the more recent in time the site is and may place the 

occupation in the U-Lazy-S Ranch era.    

 Cartridges.  Cartridges are the shell casings left behind after a bullet 

is fired.  It is a brass, sometimes copper, cylinder in which a primer cup, gun 

powder, and lead slug are combined to make up the bullet.  Cartridges are well 

documented, making them useful as diagnostic artifacts (Figure 4.4).  Many, 

however, do not have exact dates.

 Buffalo Hunters era cartridges consisted mainly of the .50-90 Sharps 

(Figure 4.4u) recovered from the historic sites.  The .50-90 Sharps was first 

introduced in 1875.  When a “Big 50” Sharps buffalo rifle is mentioned, the .50-

90 Sharps was the round it fired (Barnes, 1980:127).  This type of ammunition 

was in common use by buffalo hunters (Baker and Harrison, 2007; McClure, 

1948; Mooar, 1930).  Sharps made multiple caliber rifles but the larger .50 caliber 

model was a favorite of the hunters as well as one of several manufacturers who 
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Figure 4.4.  Diagnostic artifacts – cartridges: a) .22 short Union Metallic 
Cartridge Co. (TTU-A1-200702); b) .22 short (TTU-A1-204247); c) .22 short 
Winchester Repeating Arms Co. (TTU-A1-175867); d) .22 long Federal 
Cartridge Corp. (TTU-A1-200700); e) .22 long Winchester Repeating Arms 
Co. (TTU-A1-200701); f) .22 long (TTU-A1-175866); g) .22 long Peters HV 
(TTU-A1-175868); h) .22 long Union Metallic Cartridge Co. (TTU-A1-175862); i) 
.22 magnum (TTU-A1-251974); j) .32 long Smith & Wesson (TTU-A1-259810); 
k) .38 unidentified (TTU-A1-204082); l) .44 unidentified (TTU-A1-251802); m) .44 
Smith & Wesson (TTU-A1-203819); n) .44 rimfire Union Metallic Cartridge Co. 
(copper; TTU-A1-169948); o) .44 rimfire Winchester/Henry (TTU-A1-252300); 
p) .45 Long Colt (TTU-A1-166509); q) .30-30 Winchester/Winchester Repeating 
Arms Co. (TTU-A1-258511); r) .40-75 Winchester/Winchester Repeating Arms 
Co. (TTU-A1-206016); s) .44-70 Sharps (TTU-A1-252323); t) .45-75 Ballard 
(TTU-A1-252324); and u) .50-90 Sharps (TTU-A1-252317).
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produced similar rifles.  Sharps was not the only weapon used by the buffalo 

hunters although it is the most famous (Baker and Harrison, 2007; McClure, 

1948; Mooar, 1930).  

 A large number of cartridges recovered at the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch 

consist of internally primed center-fire pistol rounds (e.g., .45 Long Colts, Figure 

4.4p; .44 Smith & Wessons, Figure 4.4m; or unidentified .38s Figure 4.4k and 

.44s Figure 4.4l).  These cartridges do not carry headstamps and this lack 

suggests they were manufactured commercially during the 1880s.  That time 

period would place them within the Square and Compass Ranch era (Hurst et al., 

2016).  The .44-70 Sharps cartridge (Figure 4.4s) is based on exactly matching 

measurements in Steinhauer  (2011) and closely resembles the .50-90 Sharps.  

Barnes (1980:109) mentions a similar bullet, .40-70 Sharps, dating to 1879, 

but further information on this specific cartridge could not be located.  This time 

period indicates primarily the Buffalo Hunter era.  

 The .45-75 Ballard (Figure 4.4t) is identified by measurements in Barnes 

(1980) and by the unique rounded shape of the rim of the cartridge.  This round is 

made “for the J.M. Marlin Ballard. Perfection No. 4, Pacific No. 5 and Schuetzen 

No. 6, all introduced in 1876” (Barnes, 1980:118).  This date places the cartridge 

within the Buffalo Hunters era.  The .40-75 Winchester cartridge (Figure 4.4r) 

was based on exactly matching measurements in Steinhauer (2011).  Barnes 

(1980:109) mentions a similar round identified as a .40-70 Winchester that 

was introduced in 1894.  This date places the cartridge in the late Square 

and Compass Ranch era or U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  Similar cartridges still are 

produced today.  

 Examples of the .30-30 Winchester (Figure 4.4q) have a headstamp 

design WRA .30 WCF.  The cartridge is shouldered, meaning it exhibits a 

tapering near the neck designed to enhanced velocity and performance.  The 
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round is “the first American small bore, smokeless powder sporting cartridge,” 

and was fired from the Model 94 lever action Winchester rifle (Barnes, 1980:48).  

It is first marketed in 1895 and still available today.  This time period indicates the 

late Square and Compass Ranch era or U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  The .32 caliber 

long Smith & Wesson pistol cartridges (Figure 4.4j) with the .32 S&W head stamp 

is introduced in 1903 for the Smith & Wesson, First Model, solid frame, hand 

ejector revolver (Barnes, 1980:168).  They are still in production although less 

common now due to the development of a light frame .38 caliber revolver.  This 

time period indicates the U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  

 Two related types of cartridge are the .22 short rimfire (Figure 4.4b) and 

.22 long rimfire cartridges (Figure 4.4f).  The .22 short rimfire pistol cartridge is 

among the oldest manufactured in the United States and was first introduced by 

Smith & Wesson in 1857 (Barnes, 1980:289).  The .22 long rimfire rifle cartridge 

is first introduced in 1871 (Barnes, 1980:289). These cartridges could encompass 

all temporal layers present on the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.  Without additional 

diagnostic features (e.g., headstamps), they are not diagnostic.  Some of the .22 

cartridges (Figure 4.4a short and 4.4h long) have an impressed U headstamp 

from the Union Metallic Cartridge Company, introduced in 1885 (Barber 1987:48), 

placing them in the Square and Compass Ranch era or U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  

 Two full bullets (slug and cartridge; Figure 4.4c short and 4.4e long) had 

a small impressed H headstamp from the Winchester Repeating Arms Company 

used beginning in 1895 (Barber, 1987:55).  This date placed them in the Square 

and Compass Ranch era or U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  A .22 long rimfire (Figure 4.4d) 

with an impressed HP was produced by the Federal Cartridge Corporation.  This 

cartridge dated no older than 1924, the year they introduced their line of rimfire 

bullets (Barber, 1987:80).  In addition, a .22 magnum rimfire (Figure 4.4i) rifle 

cartridge was first introduced in 1959.  Dates for the .22 long rimfire Federal 
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Cartridge Corp. and the .22 magnum rimfire cartridges placed them well within 

the U-Lazy-S Ranch era (Barnes, 1980:291).  A .22 long rimfire PETERS HV bullet 

could not be categorized as no date could be found for this headstamp design.  

 Two additional rimfire cartridges came from the historic investigations.  

The first is a .44 Henry Flat rimfire (Figure 4.4o) made by the New Haven Arms 

Company 1860-1866 and then by the Winchester Repeating Arms Company 

until 1934 (Barnes, 1980:296).  This age range places this cartridge in all time 

periods found at the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.  The second is a .44 Union Metallic 

Company rimfire (Figure 4.4n) with a raised U headstamp that dates it between 

ca. 1877 and ca. 1885 (Barber, 1987:48-49).  This tight range indicated both 

the Buffalo Hunters era, the Lindsey Brothers Ranch era, and the Square and 

Compass Ranch era, although more likely the Lindsey Brothers Ranch period.  

 Some of the shotgun cartridges (Figure 4.5) had headstamps and a few 

were in too poor condition to be identified.  A Peter’s 12 gauge shotgun cartridge 

(Figure 4.5c) had a large stylized p headstamp.  The Peter’s Cartridge Company 

began making its own shotgun cartridges in 1889.  The company was absorbed 

by Remington and Dupont in 1934 but the Peter’s headstamp was used until the 

Remington-Peter’s headstamp replaced it in 1960 (Iverson, 1988:114-115).  The 

age range placed it within the Square and Compass Ranch era and the U-Lazy-S 

Ranch era.  A Remington-Peters 12 gauge cartridge (Figure 4.5a) with plastic 

remnants would be no older than 1960 (Iverson, 1988:114-115).  That date put it 

within the U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  

 A date for a Federal Cartridge Company 12 gauge cartridge (Figure 4.5b) 

could not be determined.  The company, however, began operations in 1922 

(Iverson, 1988:70).  This date placed the cartridge within the U-Lazy-S Ranch 

era.  A date for a Winchester Repeater 12 gauge shotgun cartridge (Figure 

4.5d) could not be determined.  The company, however, did not begin shotgun 
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Figure 4.5.  Diagnostic artifacts – shotgun cartridges: a) Remington Peters 12 
GA (TTU-A1-251975); b) Federal 12 GA (TTU-A1-252056); c) Peters 12 GA 
(TTU-A1-216684); and d) Winchester Repeater No. 12 (TTU-A1-259811).

cartridge production until 1875 (Iverson, 1988:169), and this cartridge still is in 

production today.  The cartridge can be no older than that date placing it in all the 

historic periods.  

 Barbed Wire.  Two types of barbed wire (Figure 4.6) appear at the eight 

historic sites: the 2-strand Scutt’s Plate Arrow-point; and the 2-strand Baker’s 

Barb Perfect Variation, both flat and round wire barb variants.  Patent dates 

on fencing do not provide exact dates for fence construction except that those 

fences can be no older than a patent date.  Three types of barb are found at 

the historic sites: sheet metal barbs; flat barbs; and round wire barbs.  Sheet 
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Figure 4.6.  Diagnostic artifacts – barbed wire samples: a) 2-strand Scutt’s Plate 
Arrow-point (TTU-A1-175614); b) 2-strand Baker’s Barb Perfect Variation, flat 
barb (TTU-A1-175871); and c) 2-strand Baker’s Barb Perfect Variation, round 
barb (TTU-A1-175618).

metal barbs are part of a class of barbed wire known as vicious wire used ca. 

1876-1880.  Among the most popular styles during this period (McCallum and 

McCallum, 1965:234-235), the 2-strand Scutt’s Plate Arrow-point Variation is 

patented on August 1, 1876 (sheet metal barb; Figure 4.6a; Clifton, 1970:190-

192).  Sheet metal barbs typically are older and indicative of earlier fences.  

These fences likely are associated with the Square and Compass Ranch era and 

are examples of the earliest fences in the research area.  

 Sheet metal barbs were replaced later by smaller and simpler round wire 

and flat barbs because they were more practical, cost effective, and caused less 

damage to stock.  The Baker Perfect Variations were among the bestseller’s in 

this period (ca. 1885-modern era; McCallum and McCallum, 1965:238).  The 
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2-strand Baker’s Barb Perfect was patented on February 27, 1883 (Clifton, 

1970:90) for both flat (Figure 4.6b) and round barb variations (Figure 4.6c).  

Based on market trends, smaller flat or round wire barbs more likely were 

associated with the U-Lazy-S Ranch era and represent later uses of barbed wire 

fencing (McCallum and McCallum, 1965:234-235).  

 Miscellaneous.  Miscellaneous diagnostics encompassed objects that do 

not fit into one of the other four categories.  A patent medicine bottle (Figure 4.7) 

was an embossed aqua glass bottle that reads: Mrs. Winslow’s Soothing Syrup; 

Curtis & Perkins Proprietors.  Mrs. Winslow’s Soothing Syrup was first marketed 

in the 1830s but its peak popularity and production occurred during the 1880s 

(Christen and Christen, 2000:103).  It was representative of patent medicines 

made prior to the Pure Food and Drug Act of 1907.  This particular patent drug 

contained alcohol and morphine as its active ingredients.  These ingredients 

caused addiction, coma, or death in infants.  It was removed from the market 

by the 1930s even after the ingredients were changed (Christen and Christen, 

2000:104; Fike, 1987).  

 In 1915, the company dropped “Soothing” from the name of their product.  

By then, they were known as a class of medicines called “baby killers” and 

morphine was removed from the patent drug (Christen and Christen, 2000:104).  

The object still exhibited the “Soothing” portion of the label, making it older than 

the 1915 date.  Although this object could be associated with any of the temporal 

eras, it most likely represented the Lindsey Brothers era or Square and Compass 

era based on peak production period.  

 Two pairs of pliers (Figure 4.8) exhibit diagnostic characteristics.  The 

pliers are very similar and could be the same design.  One has the Cee-Tee Co. 

logo (Figure 4.8a-b) that was in use beginning in 1913 (Hurst et al., 2016).  The 

other does not have a visible logo (Figure 4.8d).  They both, however, exhibit a 
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Figure 4.7.  Diagnostic artifacts – embossed patent medicine bottle 
(TTU-A1-169963), all panels: a) MRS WINSLOW’S; b) SOOTHING SYRUP; c) 
CURTIS & PERKINS; d) PROPRIETORS.

Figure 4.8.  Diagnostic artifacts – pliers: a) close-up Cee Tee Co. logo; b) pliers 
from Macy Locality 16 (TTU-A1-206021); c) close-up checkerdot grip pattern; and 
d) pliers from Macy Locality 103 (TTU-A1-252082). 
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checkerdot grip pattern (Figure 4.8c) patented by the company in 1915 (Hurst et 

al., 2016; Peterson, 1915).  The checkerdot pattern indicates both pairs of pliers 

were manufactured by the Cee-Tee Co. and were made after 1915.  That date 

places them within the U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  

 A Victorian hatpin (Figure 4.9) exhibits some stylistically diagnostic 

characteristics and was dated between 1890 and 1910.  This date places it within 

the Victorian era (ca. 1840-1900).  The pin-shank is made of steel and measures 

7in.  The head measures 1/2in and is made of brass.  The hatpin head may have 

been gilded or gold electro-plated at one time.  Hatpins manufactured between 

1850-1925 are what is known as period hatpins by collectors, making this hatpin 

an example of a period hatpin (Baker, 1983:19; 1998).  The height of hatpin 

popularity was between 1890-1925 (Baker, 1998:119).  

Figure 4.9.  Diagnostic artifacts – Victorian hat pin (TTU-A1-200640).

 Hatpins reached lengths of between 4in and 12in.  Hatpins began to be 

shortened ca. 1900, sometimes mandated by law, because of perceptions that 

they were used as weapons (Baker, 1998:112-118).  Hatpins were shortened in 

two ways: 1) by the manufacturers as market trends changed; and 2) by after-

purchase modification.  The object exhibited a solder mark at the base of the 

pin shank and the head of the hatpin, indicating probable modification.  This 

modification indicated an early 20th century date and the hatpin falls within the 

U-Lazy-S Ranch era (1901-1965).  

 A cattle brand exhibiting the JHL connected design (Figure 4.10) was 
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made from strips of iron shaped to form the brand.  It had a protruding tongue 

that could be where a long iron handle broke off or more likely where a pair of 

tongs would grasp it.  The object’s condition made it difficult to determine if it is 

broken.  This brand was used by James H. Lindsey.  Historical sources (Cox, 

1895; Didway, 1980:224; Holden, 1932:125; Hunter, 1925; Parks and Cramer, 

1986) placed the Lindsey Brothers in the research area during the open-range 

ranching period (ca. 1878-1882).  

Figure 4.10.  Diagnostic artifacts – JHL connected brand (TTU-A1-252191).
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 The JHL brand fits firmly into the Lindsey Brothers Ranch era (Cox, 

1895; Didway, 1980; Holden, 1932; Hunter, 1925; Parks and Cramer, 1986).  

This brand is registered at the Borden County Courthouse in 1903 to James H. 

Lindsey, who sold out to the Square and Compass Ranch in 1882.  The 1903 

date conflicts with the 1882 date.  It is possible, however, that the brand was only 

recorded in the book at that time because Garza County was not yet organized 

and it remained tied to Borden County administratively until 1907 (Didway, 1980).  

Borden County is organized in 1891 and prior to that was tied to Howard County 

(Clark and Clark, 1976).  

 An Arizona sales tax token/coin (Figure 4.11) did not carry a date on 

it but can be identified for the period it was used.  Tax coins were given out 

when change was to be made for taxes paid on 1/10ths of a cent in order to 

prevent merchants from losing money in sales tax on transactions under a dollar 

(Anonymous, 2013a).  The system eventually was abandoned because it was 

determined to be too confusing and only a few states used the coins.  Arizona 

issued their tax coins from 1937-1954.  This date range placed it well within the 

U-Lazy-S Ranch era (Anonymous, 2013b).  

 Tractor parts were diagnostic because they indicate the U-Lazy-S Ranch 

era (Figure 4.12).  Farms on the U-Lazy-S Ranch were not put in until the 1920s 

(Archer and Archer, 2009:64; Slaughter, 1944:95) and the first mechanization 

occurred during the U-Lazy-S Ranch era (Archer and Archer, 2009; Lott, 2015; 

Macy, 2014a, 2014b).  The individual tractor parts could not be identified to 

make, model, or year.  Nevertheless, the tractor parts were no older than the 

middle U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  

Historic Archaeological Sites

 Eight historic-age sites (Figure 4.1) discussed produced 2,415 objects 
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Figure 4.11.  Diagnostic artifacts – Arizona State tax token/coin, both sides 
(TTU-A1-258531).
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Figure 4.12.  Diagnostic artifacts – tractor parts in an historic dump. 

(Table 4.2) from survey and excavation.  Nails had the highest concentration 

of any object classification category (Figure 4.13) with 30% of the overall 

assemblage.  Spatial data was run through the Crime Stat IV program and six 

sites exhibited clustering as a result of the parameters set by the program (Table 

4.3).  

Macy Locality 9 (41GR721)

 Macy Locality 9 (41GR721) is located along lower Spring Creek on a 

terrace overlooking the creek (Figures 4.1, 4.14).  This setting places the site 

within the canyon breaks.  The assemblage consists of 181 objects (Table 4.4; 

Figure 4.15) from a metal detector survey conducted at the site.  This site is 

best known for its hat pin but other diagnostics include both hole-in-cap (n=31; 

17.13%) and sanitary cans (n=35; 19.34%), and steel wire nails (n=38; 20.99%; 

Figures 4.2-3, 4.9).  The hat pin dates to the U-Lazy-S Ranch era (Figure 4.9).  
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Clothing and Personal Items Quantity Percentage

brass scarf slide 1 0.04%

buckle 2 0.08%

button, tin 1 0.04%

buttons, brass 12 0.50%

buttons, ceramic 3 0.12%

buttons, iron 19 0.79%

buttons, shell 2 0.08%

can lids, friction lid, rectangular (possible 
tobacco lid) 3 0.12%

cans, tobacco tin 10 0.41%

clip 1 0.04%

fish hook 1 0.04%

hair pin 1 0.04%

harmonica reed plate, brass 1 0.04%

hat pin 1 0.04%

patent medicine bottle, aqua 1 0.04%

pipe stem ring 1 0.04%

pocket knife 1 0.04%

snuff bottle, amber glass 1 0.04%

straight pin 2 0.08%

suspender cinches 8 0.33%

unidentified brass object 1 0.04%

Subtotal 73 3.02%

Fence Hardware Quantity Percentage

barbed wire segments, 2-strand Arrow-
plate 2 0.08%

barbed wire segments, 2-strand Baker 
Perfect, flat barb 3 0.12%

barbed wire segments, 2-strand Baker 
Perfect, round barb 2 0.08%

fence post 1 0.04%

fence staples 29 1.20%

pliers 2 0.08%

wire segments (slick) 262 10.85%

Subtotal 301 12.46%

Firearms-related Quantity Percentage

.22 long rimfire cartridge 1 0.04%

.22 long rimfire Federal Cartridge Corp. 
cartridge 1 0.04%

.22 long rimfire Peters HV bullet (slug 
and cartridge) 1 0.04%

Table 4.2.  Object classification categories for the eight historic-age sites.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016



79

Firearms-related Quantity Percentage

.22 long rimfire Union Metallic Cartridge 
Co. cartridges 2 0.08%

.22 long Winchester Repeating Arms 
Co. bullet (slug and cartridge) 1 0.04%

.22 rimfire cartridge (magnum) 1 0.04%

.22 short rimfire cartridges 15 0.62%

.22 short rimfire Union Metallic Cartridge 
Co. cartridge 1 0.04%

.22 short rimfire Winchester Repeating 
Arms Co. bullet (slug and cartridge) 1 0.04%

.32 claiber bullet slug 1 0.04%

.32 UMC Smith & Wesson cartridges 2 0.08%

.38 Smith & Wesson cartridges 3 0.12%

.38 unidenfied cartridges 22 0.91%

.40 caliber bullet slugs 3 0.12%

.40-75 Winchester cartridge 1 0.04%

.44 Smith & Wesson cartridges 25 1.04%

.44 U.M.C. rimfire cartridge 1 0.04%

.44 unidentified cartridges 2 0.08%

.44 Winchester/Henry rimfire cartridge 1 0.04%

.44-70 Sharps cartridge 1 0.04%

.45 caliber bullet slugs 2 0.08%

.45 caliber bullet slugs 2 0.08%

.45 Long Colt bullet (slug and cartridge) 1 0.04%

.45 Long Colt cartridges 181 7.49%

.45-75 Ballard cartridge 1 0.04%

.50 caliber lead ball 1 0.04%

.50-90 Sharps cartridges 10 0.41%

bullet slug fragment 1 0.04%

bullet slugs 16 0.66%

cartridge scrap 1 0.04%

Federal 12GA shotgun cartridge 1 0.04%

lead slag 3 0.12%

Peter’s 12 GA shotgun cartridge 1 0.04%

primer cups 4 0.17%

Remington Peter’s 12 GA, shotgun 
cartridges (plastic) 2 0.08%

rifle stock butt-plate 1 0.04%

unidentified cartridges 4 0.17%

Table 4.2.  Object classification categories for the eight historic-age sites 
continued.
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Firearms-related Quantity Percentage

unidentified shotgun cartridges 2 0.08%

Winchester Repeater No 12, shotgun 
cartridge 3 0.12%

WRA .30 WCF cartridges 3 0.12%

Subtotal 326 13.50%

Food Containers/Serving Vessels Quantity Percentage

barrel straps 6 0.25%

can key 2 0.08%

can lid (bent into bowl shape) 1 0.04%

can lid, friction lid 1 0.04%

can lid, friction lid (baking powder) 1 0.04%

can lids 9 0.37%

can lids, hole-in-cap 3 0.12%

can lids, hole-in-cap top and stamped 
end 8 0.33%

can lids, sanitary 10 0.41%

can scraps, double side-seam 3 0.12%

can scraps, general line 2 0.08%

can scraps, hole-in-cap 11 0.46%

can scraps, no diagnostics 32 1.33%

can scraps, sanitary 11 0.46%

can, double-side seam 1 0.04%

cans, sanitary 16 0.66%

cans, sanitary, square 2 0.08%

cans, general line 5 0.21%

can, general line, bail handle 1 0.04%

cans, hole-in-cap 53 2.19%

cans, hole-in-cap, cap 4 0.17%

cans, sanitary 37 1.53%

ceramic sherd, basesherd, creamware, 
plain whiteware 1 0.04%

ceramic sherd, plate basesherd, 
creamware, plain whiteware 1 0.04%

ceramic sherd, plate rimsherd, 
creamware, plain whiteware (burned) 1 0.04%

ceramic sherds, coarse earthenware, 
brown lead glaze 5 0.21%

ceramic sherds, creamware, plain 
whiteware 33 1.37%

ceramic sherds, pocelain 2 0.08%

Table 4.2.  Object classification categories for the eight historic-age sites 
continued.
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Table 4.2.  Object classification categories for the eight historic-age sites 
continued.

Food Containers/Serving Vessels Quantity Percentage

ceramic sherds, rimsherd, creamware, 
plain whiteware 6 0.25%

clear bottle 1 0.04%

coffee pot 1 0.04%

coffee/tea cup segment, ceramic, 
creamware, plain whiteware 1 0.04%

coffee/tea cup, iron 2 0.08%

forks 2 0.08%

glass base shard, amber 1 0.04%

glass bottle base shard, clear 1 0.04%

glass bottle base shard, olive 2 0.08%

glass bottle base shards, amethyst 
(solarized) 60 2.48%

glass bottle shards, aqua 37 1.53%

glass bottles, amber 2 0.08%

glass shards, amber 10 0.41%

glass shards, amethyst (solarized) 74 3.06%

glass shards, aqua 62 2.57%

glass shards, clear 108 4.47%

glass shards, cobalt 13 0.54%

knife handles 4 0.17%

plate, iron 1 0.04%

spoon handle 1 0.04%

spoons 5 0.21%

Subtotal 656 27.16%

Horses and Tack Quantity Percentage

chains 2 0.08%

cinch rings 5 0.21%

harness buckles 4 0.17%

horse bit 1 0.04%

horseshoe nails 45 1.86%

horseshoes 27 1.12%

muleshoe 1 0.04%

saddle buckles 2 0.08%

saddle cinches 2 0.08%

spur 1 0.04%

spur cuffs 2 0.08%

Subtotal 92 3.81%

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Table 4.2.  Object classification categories for the eight historic-age sites 
continued.

Miscellaneous Quantity Percentage

axe head 1 0.04%

bearings 2 0.08%

bolts 3 0.12%

bucket 1 0.04%

bucket scrap 1 0.04%

cast iron fragments 2 0.08%

cattle brand 1 0.04%

ceramic insulator, porcelain 1 0.04%

chains 2 0.08%

closure, screw-top 1 0.04%

flat window glass shards, clear 18 0.75%

handles 4 0.17%

hardware 15 0.62%

hook 1 0.04%

metal bands, iron 9 0.37%

metal lids, iron 2 0.08%

metal plate, iron 1 0.04%

metal ring, iron 1 0.04%

metal scoop, iron 1 0.04%

metal scraps, iron 76 3.15%

metal strap, copper 1 0.04%

metal straps, iron 14 0.58%

nut and bolt 1 0.04%

rivet 1 0.04%

rod 1 0.04%

screen 1 0.04%

slag, iron 1 0.04%

tax coin/token (Arizona State) 1 0.04%

tractor hub 1 0.04%

tractor parts 19 0.79%

u-joint 1 0.04%

wire handles 3 0.12%

wire ring 1 0.04%

Subtotal 189 7.83%

Nails Quantity Percentage

cut nails 639 26.46%

wire nails 85 3.52%

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Table 4.2.  Object classification categories for the eight historic-age sites 
continued.

Nails Quantity Percentage

Subtotal 724 29.98%

Wagon Hardware Quantity Percentage

butterfly screw 1 0.04%

butterfly screw and bolt 1 0.04%

coffee mill parts (wagon attachment) 11 0.46%

paint cans, bail handle 3 0.12%

plow blade 1 0.04%

screws 8 0.33%

skeleton key 1 0.04%

square bolt 1 0.04%

square nut and screw 1 0.04%

square nuts 2 0.08%

staples 4 0.17%

tacks 5 0.21%

wagon axle 1 0.04%

wagon hardware misc. 12 0.50%

washers 2 0.08%

Subtotal 54 2.24%

Total 2415 100.00%

Figure 4.13.  Object category frequency for the eight historic-age sites.
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Figure 4.14.  Southwest view of Macy Locality 9 (41GR721) landscape.

Table 4.4.  Macy Locality 9 (41GR721) object classification categories.

Clothing and Personal Items Quantity Percentage

cans, tobacco tin 3 1.66%

hat pin 1 0.55%

snuff bottle, amber glass 1 0.55%

Subtotal 5 2.76%

Fence Hardware Quantity Percentage

wire segments (slick) 3 1.66%

Subtotal 3 1.66%

Firearms-related Quantity Percentage

.22 long rimfire Federal Cartridge Corp. cartridge 1 0.55%

.22 long Winchester Repeating Arms Co. bullet 
(slug and cartridge) 1 0.55%

.22 short rimfire Union Metallic Cartridge Co. 
cartridge 1 0.55%

Winchester Repeater No 12, shotgun cartridge 1 0.55%

Subtotal 4 2.21%

Food Containers/Serving Vessels Quantity Percentage

can lids, sanitary 10 5.52%

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Table 4.4.  Macy Locality 9 (41GR721) object classification categories continued.

Food Containers/Serving Vessels Quantity Percentage

can scraps, hole-in-cap 4 2.21%

can scraps, no diagnostics 11 6.08%

can scraps, sanitary 3 1.66%

can, double-side seam 1 0.55%

cans, hole-in-cap 31 17.13%

cans, hole-in-cap, cap 4 2.21%

cans, sanitary 35 19.34%

ceramic sherds, creamware, plain whiteware 22 12.15%

glass bottles, amber 2 1.10%

glass shard, aqua 1 0.55%

Subtotal 124 68.51%

Miscellaneous Quantity Percentage

metal band, iron 1 0.55%

metal scraps, iron 5 2.76%

Subtotal 6 3.31%

Nails Quantity Percentage

wire nails 38 20.99%

Subtotal 38 20.99%

Wagon Hardware Quantity Percentage

square bolt 1 0.55%

Subtotal 1 0.55%

Total 181 100%

Figure 4.15.  Macy Locality 9 (41GR721) site distribution.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Sanitary cans are present in a slightly higher quantity than hole-in-cap (Table 

4.4).  All of the hole-in-cap cans have double-side seams and machine-stamped 

ends, indicating they were manufactured in the late 1880s.  Wire nails make up 

the largest percentage of the assemblage.  The combined diagnostic material 

and turn of the century dates makes it a U-Lazy-S Ranch era site (Figure 4.16).  

 Food containers and serving vessels (68.51%; Figure 4.17) are the most 

abundant object classification category present at the site.  The frequency of 

this category suggests the presence of potential camping activities.  Objects are 

mainly concentrated within a 30m x 30m cluster along the terrace, indicating the 

main location of the domestic activities.  The site contains one cluster and 76% 

of the makeup of that cluster is from the food containers and serving vessels 

category.  This high percentage supports the probability of camping activities 

Figure 4.16.  Macy Locality 9 (41GR721) diagnostic artifact distribution.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.17.  Macy Locality 9 (41GR721) object category frequency. 

Figure 4.18.  Macy Locality 9 (41GR721) cluster distribution. 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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(Figure 4.18; Table 4.3).  Overall, site distribution suggests the site has remained 

intact (Figure 4.15).  

Macy Locality 16 (41GR722)

 Macy Locality 16 (41GR722) is situated near the uplands of the Llano 

Estacado on a terrace sloping north towards Spring Creek (Hurst et al., 2016).  

A spring is about 30m northwest of the site.  The site overlooks a north/south 

gully that is a prominent landscape feature of the site (Figures 4.1, 4.19).  Metal 

detector survey and excavations have yielded 1,039 objects (Table 4.5; Figure 

4.20).  Diagnostic artifacts consist of a pair of pliers, cartridges (n=173; 16.66%), 

steel cut nails (n=365; 35.13%), a steel wire nail (n=1; 0.10%), hole-in-cap cans 

(n=2; 0.19%), and sanitary cans (n=2; 0.19%).  Multiple types of cartridges in the 

assemblage consist of .45 Long Colt cartridges, .44 Smith & Wesson cartridges, 

.38 unidentified cartridges, .22 short rimfire cartridges, and a .40-75 Winchester 

(Figures 4.2-3; 4.4b, k, m, p, r; 4.9; Hurst et al., 2016).  Most of the cartridges do 

not have headstamps and were internally primed.  Nails (31%), firearms-related 

Figure 4.19.  Northwest view towards spring of Macy Locality 16 (41GR722) 
landscape.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016



91

Table 4.5.  Macy Locality 16 (41GR722) object classification categories.

Clothing and Personal Items Quantity Percentage

buckle 1 0.10%

button, shell 1 0.10%

button, tin 1 0.10%

buttons, brass 7 0.67%

buttons, ceramic 3 0.29%

buttons, iron 9 0.87%

clip 1 0.10%

fish hook 1 0.10%

pipe stem ring 1 0.10%

suspender cinches 5 0.48%

unidentified brass object 1 0.10%

Subtotal 31 2.98%

Fence Hardware Quantity Percentage

fence post 1 0.10%

fence staples 18 1.73%

pliers 1 0.10%

wire segments (slick) 157 15.11%

Subtotal 177 17.04%

Firearms-related Quantity Percentage

.22 short rimfire cartridges 15 1.44%

.38 unidenfied cartridges 15 1.44%

.40-75 Winchester cartridge 1 0.10%

.44 Smith & Wesson cartridges 14 1.35%

.45 Long Colt bullet (slug and cartridge) 1 0.10%

.45 Long Colt cartridges 142 13.67%

bullet slugs 13 1.25%

lead slag 1 0.10%

unidentified cartridges 3 0.29%

Subtotal 205 19.73%

Food Containers/Serving Vessels Quantity Percentage

barrel straps 3 0.29%

can lids 7 0.67%

can lids, hole-in-cap 3 0.29%

can scraps, hole-in-cap 3 0.29%

can scraps, no diagnostics 12 1.15%

can scraps, sanitary 4 0.38%

cans, general line 2 0.19%

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Table 4.5.  Macy Locality 16 (41GR722) object classification categories 
continued.
Food Containers/Serving Vessels Quantity Percentage

cans, hole-in-cap 2 0.19%

cans, sanitary 2 0.19%

ceramic sherds, creamware, plain whiteware 3 0.29%

coffee pot 1 0.10%

fork 1 0.10%

glass shard, clear 1 0.10%

glass shards, amethyst (solarized) 65 6.26%

glass shards, aqua 24 2.31%

knife handle 1 0.10%

spoons 4 0.38%

Subtotal 138 13.28%

Horses and Tack Quantity Percentage

harness buckle 1 0.10%

horseshoe nails 33 3.18%

horseshoes 3 0.29%

saddle buckles 2 0.19%

spur cuff 1 0.10%

Subtotal 40 3.85%

Miscellaneous Quantity Percentage

handle 1 0.10%

hook 1 0.10%

metal bands, iron 7 0.67%

metal scraps, iron 21 2.02%

metal strap, copper 1 0.10%

metal straps, iron 3 0.29%

wire handles 3 0.29%

wire ring 1 0.10%

Subtotal 38 3.66%

Nails Quantity Percentage

cut nails 365 35.13%

wire nail 1 0.10%

Subtotal 366 35.23%

Wagon Hardware Quantity Percentage

butterfly screw 1 0.10%

butterfly screw and bolt 1 0.10%

coffee mill parts (wagon attachment) 11 1.06%

paint cans, bail handle 3 0.29%

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Table 4.5.  Macy Locality 16 (41GR722) object classification categories 
continued.

Wagon Hardware Quantity Percentage

screws 8 0.77%

skeleton key 1 0.10%

square nuts 2 0.19%

staples 3 0.29%

tacks 2 0.19%

wagon hardware misc. 10 0.96%

washers 2 0.19%

Subtotal 44 4.23%

Total 1039 100%

Figure 4.20.  Macy Locality 16 (41GR722) site distribution.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016



94

(22%), fence hardware (19%), and food containers/serving vessels (15%) made 

up the largest categories of objects present at the site (Figure 4.21).  

 This combination of diagnostics indicates a site age of 1880s to early 

1890s, well within the Square and Compass Ranch era (Figure 4.22).  This tight 

date range is supported by the presence of hole-in-cap cans and the internally 

primed cartridges without headstamps.  Nails make up the largest portion of 

the assemblage (31%; Figure 4.21), with 365 steel cut nails and one steel wire 

nail.  The sanitary cans, single steel wire nail, and a pair of pliers with the Cee-

Tee logo (Figure 4.8; Hurst et al., 2016; Peterson, 1915) fall within the U-Lazy-S 

Ranch era.  The pliers are an outlier separate from the two concentration areas 

(Figures 4.8, 4.22).  The diagnostics indicate two separate occupations took 

place at this site during two different time periods.  

 The site has two distinctive concentrations; one along the gully’s edge 

and another slightly north and east of the first (Figure 4.20).  Seven clusters are 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016

Figure 4.21.  Macy Locality 16 (41GR722) object category frequency.
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Figure 4.22.  Macy Locality 16 (41GR722) diagnostic artifact distribution

Figure 4.23.  Macy Locality 16 (41GR722) cluster distribution. 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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identified, (Figure 4.23) five in the westernmost concentration and two in the 

easternmost concentration.  

  Of the five clusters in the westernmost concentration (Figure 4.23), cluster 

nos. 1 and 2 had a high percentage of food containers/serving vessels indicating 

camping activities (Table 4.3).  Although cluster no. 3 also had a high percentage 

of food container/serving vessels category, its highest category was nails.  A 

coffee mill side arcade model designed specifically for chuck wagons (Figure 

4.24; Lyons, 2008:577), came from the westernmost concentration.  Cluster nos. 

4 and 5 had a large percentage of cartridges in their makeup (Table 4.3).  The 

Figure 4.24.  Macy Locality 16 (41GR722) coffee mill side arcade model grinder 
for chuck wagons (TTU-A1-203789-203795). 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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clustering, quantity, and variety indicated shooting as a potential leisure activity 

(Hurst et al., 2016).  

Cluster nos. 6 and 7 appear in the same area.  Fence hardware makes 

up 94% of cluster no. 6 while cluster no. 7 is made up of 31% nails and 69% 

fence hardware.  Multiple juniper and mesquite trees within these two clusters 

had twisted slick wire (non-barbed wire also known as smooth wire) around them 

on the ground (Figures 4.25-27).  Slick wire commonly was used with horses 

whereas barbed wire was used with cattle (Bob Macy, personal communication, 

2012; Hurst et al., 2016).  The wire in cluster nos. 6 and 7 was found arranged 

in an oval fashion similar to the form of pens and could be constructed from rope 

Figure 4.25.  Macy Locality 16 (41GR722) twisted slick wire in situ. 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.26.  Macy Locality 16 (41GR722) twisted wire and cut nails marked with 
flagging tape (arrows) near mesquite tree. 

Figure 4.27.  Spatial distribution of twisted slick wire in relationship to juniper and 
mesquite trees at Macy Locality 16 (41GR722; Hurst et al., 2016).

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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or entirely from wire (Hurst et al., 2016).  The object category makeup of the two 

clusters is consistent with the makeup of temporary pens (Figures 4.23; 26).  

One of the highest categories in all the clusters was nails except cluster 

nos. 1 and 6 (Table 4.3).  The presence of a high frequency of food container/

serving vessel related objects with the large numbers of nails and the presence 

of temporary pens could indicate camping activities related to a work camp.  

Objects from Macy Locality 16 are related mainly to the Square and Compass 

Ranch era.  

Macy Locality 31 (41GR909)

 Macy Locality 31 (41GR909) is located along upper Spring Creek near the 

uplands of the Llano Estacado (Figures 4.1, 4.28).  A total 61 objects (Table 4.6; 

Figure 4.29) have been recovered from metal detector survey at this site.  The 

site has two distinct artifact concentrations that are approximately 280m apart, 

labeled Area 1 and Area 2 (Figure 4.30).  Diagnostic artifacts consist of steel 

wire nails (n=4; 6.56%), steel cut nails (n=2; 3.28%), cartridges (n=5; 8.20%), a 

Figure 4.28.  Southwest view of Macy Locality 31 (41GR909) landscape.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Table 4.6.  Macy Locality 31 (41GR909) object classification categories.

Area 1

Clothing and Personal Items Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

buttons, iron 4 25.00% 6.56%

suspender cinch 1 6.25% 1.64%

Subtotal 5 31.25% 8.20%

Firearms-related Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

.32 UMC Smith & Wesson cartridges 2 12.50% 3.28%

bullet slug fragment 1 6.25% 1.64%

Winchester Repeater No 12, shotgun cartridge 1 6.25% 1.64%

Subtotal 4 25.00% 6.56%

Food Containers/Serving Vessels Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

glass bottle base shards, amethyst (solarized) 5 31.25% 8.20%

Subtotal 5 31.25% 8.20%

Nails Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

cut nail 1 6.25% 1.64%

Subtotal 1 6.25% 1.64%

Wagon Hardware Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

square nut and screw 1 6.25% 1.64%

Subtotal 1 6.25% 1.64%

Total 16 100.00% 26.23%

Area 2

Clothing and Personal Items Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

hair pin 1 2.22% 1.64%

Subtotal 1 2.22% 1.64%

Fence Hardware Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

barbed wire segment, 2-strand Arrow-plate 1 2.22% 1.64%

barbed wire segment, 2-strand Baker Perfect, flat 
barb 1 2.22% 1.64%

fence staple 1 2.22% 1.64%

wire segments (slick) 8 17.78% 13.11%

Subtotal 11 24.44% 18.03%

Firearms-related Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

.22 rimfire cartridge (magnum) 1 2.22% 1.64%

.45 caliber bullet slugs 2 4.44% 3.28%

bullet slug 1 2.22% 1.64%

lead slag 1 2.22% 1.64%

primer cup 1 2.22% 1.64%

Remington Peter’s 12 GA, shotgun cartridges 
(plastic) 2 4.44% 3.28%

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Table 4.6.  Macy Locality 31 (41GR909) object classification categories 
continued.

Area 2

Firearms-related Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

Subtotal 8 17.78% 13.11%

Food Containers/Serving Vessels Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

can lids 2 4.44% 3.28%

can scraps, no diagnostics 6 13.33% 9.84%

can, sanitary 1 2.22% 1.64%

Subtotal 9 20.00% 14.75%

Horses and Tack Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

chains 2 4.44% 3.28%

horseshoe 1 2.22% 1.64%

muleshoe 1 2.22% 1.64%

Subtotal 4 8.89% 6.56%

Miscellaneous Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

cast iron fragments 2 4.44% 3.28%

handle 1 2.22% 1.64%

metal scraps, iron 2 4.44% 3.28%

tax coin/token (Arizona State) 1 2.22% 1.64%

Subtotal 6 13.33% 9.84%

Nails Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

cut nail 1 2.22% 1.64%

wire nails 4 8.89% 6.56%

Subtotal 5 11.11% 8.20%

Wagon Hardware Quantity Area Percentage Site Percentage

wagon hardware misc. 1 2.22% 1.64%

Subtotal 1 2.22% 1.64%

Total 45 100.00% 73.77%

Totals of Areas 1 & 2 61 100.00%

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.29.  Macy Locality 31 (41GR909) site distribution.

sanitary can (n=1; 1.64%), barbed wire (n=2; 3.28%), and an Arizona State tax 

coin (n=1; 1.64%; Figures 4.2-3, 4.4j, i; 4.5a, d; 4.6, 4.11).  

 The .32 long Smith & Wesson (Figure 4.4j) dates to within the Square 

and Compass Ranch era or the U-Lazy-S Ranch era (Hurst et al., 2016).  The 

Remington-Peter’s shotgun cartridges (Figure 4.5a) and the .22 rimfire magnum 

cartridge (Figure 4.4i) date to the U-Lazy-S Ranch era (Barnes, 1980:291; 

Iverson, 1988:114-115).  The Winchester Repeater 12 gauge cartridge (Figure 

4.5d) falls within all the historic periods present on the ranch.  The Arizona State 

tax token/coin (Figure 4.11) falls firmly within the U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  

 A segment of 2-strand Scutt’s Plate Arrow-point dates to the Square and 

Compass era while the 2-strand Baker’s Barb Perfect flat barb variation dates 

to the U-Lazy-S Ranch era (Figure 4.6).  While both Square and Compass era 

and the U-Lazy-S Ranch era (Figure 4.30) are indicated with this combination of 

diagnostic objects, the majority of diagnostics are from the U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016



103

Both areas, then, date to this time period.  

  Food containers/serving vessels made up the largest category of objects 

(22.95%) and firearms-related objects (19.67%) was the second largest category 

present at the site (Figure 4.31).  A cluster distribution was not made for this site 

because it did not meet the required parameters of 10 objects within 10m.  No 

distinct difference were detected in the assemblages of the two areas that would 

indicate different activities (Table 4.6).  

Two segments of chains (Figure 4.32b-c) from Area 2 are from Spanish-

style ring bits popular among Plains Indians (Simmons and Tuley, 2007).  Similar 

chains have been found with a Comanche burial near Post within the canyon 

breaks (Figure 4.32a).  The chain segments date prior to Euro-American 

occupation (Ehlers, 2014).  

Macy Locality 39 (41GR724)

 Macy Locality 39 (41GR724) is located on the uplands of the Llano 

Estacado along Spring Creek (Figures 4.1, 4.33).  A spring is near the site about 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.31.  Macy Locality 31 (41GR909) object category frequency.

Figure 4.32. Spanish-style chains: a) Spanish-style ring bit from a nearby 
Comanche artifact assemblage (TTU-A1-49312; Ehlers, 2014:115); b) Macy 
Locality 31 (41GR909) chain (TTU-A1-252001); and c) Macy Locality 31 
(41GR909) chain (TTU-A1-259806).

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.33.  Southeast view of Macy Locality 39 (41GR724) landscape.

Table 4.7.  Macy Locality 39 (41GR724) object classification categories.

Clothing and Personal Items Quantity Percentage

harmonica reed plate, brass 1 5.88%

Subtotal 1 5.88%

Fence Hardware Quantity Percentage

wire segments (slick) 2 11.76%

Subtotal 2 11.76%

Firearms-related Quantity Percentage

unidentified cartridge 1 5.88%

Subtotal 1 5.88%

Food Containers/Serving Vessels Quantity Percentage

can lid, friction lid (baking powder) 1 5.88%

can scrap, no diagnostics 1 5.88%

can scraps, hole-in-cap 2 11.76%

can, sanitary 1 5.88%

cans, hole-in-cap 4 23.53%

glass shards, amethyst (solarized) 4 23.53%

Subtotal 13 76.47%

Total 17 100%

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.34.  Macy Locality 39 (41GR724) site distribution.

Figure 4.35.  Macy Locality 39 (41GR724) harmonica reed plate 
(TTU-A1-166587).

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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30m northeast off the edge of the uplands into the breaks.  A total of 17 objects 

(Table 4.7; Figure 4.34) have been recovered from pedestrian survey.  The 

site is best known for its brass harmonica reed plate (Figure 4.35).  A baking 

powder friction lid with embossed advertising reads: Highest Grade / Possible / 

Clover Leaf / Baking Powder / 16oz. / Full Weight (Figure 4.36).  No diagnostic 

information on this manufacturer could be located.  The single cartridge 

recovered is too damaged for accurate identification.  

Diagnostic artifacts consisted of hole-in-cap cans (n=4; 23.53%) and a 

sanitary can (n=1; 5.88%; Figure 4.2).  One of the four hole-in-cap cans had 

a machine-soldered side seam and the other three have double-side seams.  

That combination indicated a late Square and Compass Ranch era or an early 

U-Lazy-S Ranch era occupation (Figure 4.37).  The former occupation was 

more likely based on the greater number of hole-in-cap cans.  Food containers 

and serving vessels (76.47%) was the largest object category found at this site, 

Figure 4.36.  Macy Locality 39 (41GR724) embossed baking powder friction lid 
(TTU-A1-166578), reading HIGHEST GRADE / POSSIBLE / CLOVER LEAF / 
BAKING POWDER / 16 OZ. / FULL WEIGHT.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.37.  Macy Locality 39 (41GR724) diagnostic artifact distribution.

Figure 4.38.  Macy Locality 39 (41GR724) object category frequency.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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followed by fence hardware (Figure 4.38).  This combination suggested a small 

camp.  A cluster distribution was not made for this site because it did not meet 

the required parameters of 10 objects within 10m.  

Macy Locality 47 (41GR733)

 Macy Locality 47 (41GR733) is found along the canyon breaks east of the 

escarpment (Figures 4.1, 4.39).  Disturbance to the site has been caused by dirt 

bike trails all around the site.  Surface survey has recovered 390 objects (Table 

4.8; Figure 4.40).  A trash dump feature contains a concentration of tractor parts 

(Figure 4.12).  Diagnostic artifacts are nails (n=43; 11.02%), cans (n=20; 5.13%), 

cartridges (n=3; 0.77%), barbed wire (n=4; 1.02%), and tractor parts (n=19; 

4.87%; Figures 4.2-4; 4.6; 4.12;).  

 The majority of the nails are steel wire nails (n=41; 10.51%), with two steel 

cut nails (0.51%).  While steel cut nails fall into the Square and Compass Ranch 

Figure 4.39.  Southwest view of Macy Locality 47 (41GR733) landscape.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Table 4.8.  Macy Locality 47 (41GR733) object classification categories.

Clothing and Personal Items Quantity Percentage

button, shell 1 0.26%

cans, tobacco tin 6 1.54%

Subtotal 7 1.79%

Fence Hardware Quantity Percentage

barbed wire segment, 2-strand Arrow-plate 1 0.26%

barbed wire segments, 2-strand Baker Perfect, 
flat barb 2 0.51%

barbed wire segments, 2-strand Baker Perfect, 
round barb 2 0.51%

wire segments (slick) 6 1.54%

Subtotal 11 2.82%

Firearms-related Quantity Percentage

.22 long rimfire cartridge 1 0.26%

.22 long rimfire Peters HV bullet (slug and 
cartridge) 1 0.26%

.22 long rimfire Union Metallic Cartridge Co. 
cartridges 2 0.51%

.22 short rimfire Winchester Repeating Arms Co. 
bullet (slug and cartridge) 1 0.26%

Subtotal 5 1.28%

Food Containers/Serving Vessels Quantity Percentage

can key 1 0.26%

can scrap, general line 1 0.26%

can scrap, hole-in-cap 1 0.26%

can scrap, sanitary 1 0.26%

can, general line, bail handle 1 0.26%

can, sanitary, square 1 0.26%

cans, hole-in-cap 6 1.54%

cans, sanitary 14 3.59%

ceramic sherds, creamware, plain whiteware 4 1.03%

ceramic sherds, pocelain 2 0.51%

clear bottle 1 0.26%

glass bottle base shard, clear 1 0.26%

glass bottle shards, amethyst (solarized) 55 14.10%

glass bottle shards, aqua 37 9.49%

glass shards, amber 3 0.77%

glass shards, aqua 13 3.33%

glass shards, clear 99 25.38%

glass shards, cobalt 13 3.33%

Subtotal 254 65.13%

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Table 4.8.  Macy Locality 47 (41GR733) object classification categories 
continued.

Horses and Tack Quantity Percentage

harness buckle 1 0.26%

horseshoe nail 1 0.26%

horseshoes 2 0.51%

Subtotal 4 1.03%

Miscellaneous Quantity Percentage

bearings 2 0.51%

ceramic insulator, porcelain 1 0.26%

closure, screw-top 1 0.26%

flat window glass shards, clear 18 4.62%

handle 1 0.26%

hardware 5 1.28%

metal lids, iron 2 0.51%

metal scraps, iron 11 2.82%

nut and bolt 1 0.26%

rod 1 0.26%

slag, iron 1 0.26%

tractor hub 1 0.26%

tractor parts 19 4.87%

u-joint 1 0.26%

Subtotal 65 16.67%

Nails Quantity Percentage

cut nails 2 0.51%

wire nails 41 10.51%

Subtotal 43 11.03%

Wagon Hardware Quantity Percentage

plow blade 1 0.26%

Subtotal 1 0.26%

Total 390 100%

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.40.  Macy Locality 47 (41GR733) site distribution.

era, the majority being steel wire nails is more consistent with a U-Lazy-S Ranch 

era date.  The cans consist mainly of sanitary cans (n=14; 3.59%) as opposed to 

the hole-in-cap cans (n=6; 1.54%) providing a likely U-Lazy-S Ranch era date.   

The hole-in-cap cans likely date to the Square and Compass Ranch era.  

 Three .22 caliber cartridges and two unfired .22 bullets provided little 

diagnostic information.  One cartridge did not have a headstamp.  Two were .22 

longs and had the impressed U headstamp from the Union Metallic Cartridge 

Company (Figure 4.4h; Barber 1987:48).  One of the bullets was a .22 short 

and had a small impressed H headstamp from the Winchester Repeating Arms 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Company (Figure 4.4c; Barber, 1987:55).  The other bullet was a .22 long rimfire 

with a PETERS HV headstamp (Figure 4.4g).  Both the Union Metallic Cartridge 

Company cartridge and the Winchester Repeating Arms Company bullet would 

place the site within both the Square and Compass Ranch era and the U-Lazy-S 

Ranch era.  

 The five barbed wire segments consisted of three styles.  Two pieces of 

2-strand Baker’s Barb Perfect Variation with a flat barb (Figure 4.6b) and two 

pieces of 2-strand Baker’s Perfect Barb Variation with a round barb (Figure 

4.6c) date to the U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  The last piece is a 2-strand Scutt’s Plate 

Arrow-point Variation (Figure 4.6a) that dates to the Square and Compass Ranch 

era.  The tractor parts provide a firm U-Lazy-S Ranch era date (Figure 4.12; 

4.41).  Diagnostic artifacts are consistent with two occupations, the Square and 

Compass Ranch era and the U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  Of the 92 diagnostic artifacts, 

five could be from both time periods (5.44%), nine are from a late Square and 

Compass era (9.78%), and the largest category falls into the U-Lazy-S Ranch era 

(n=78; 84.78%).  All of the Square and Compass era artifacts fall within the latter 

part of that period or an early U-Lazy-S Ranch era occupation.  The majority of 

diagnostics date to the U-Lazy-S Ranch era (Figure 4.41).  

 Food containers and serving vessels (65.13%) was the largest object 

category found at this site (Figure 4.42).  A cluster distribution designated two 

clusters (Figure 4.43).  The highest object category frequency in cluster no. 1 

was food containers/serving vessels (60.71%), indicating potential camping 

activities (Figures 4.42-43).  The 2-strand Scutt’s Plate Arrow-point Variation 

(Figure 4.6a) also was found in cluster no. 1 (Figure 4.43).  Cluster no. 1 

one also encompasses the dump feature with the tractor parts dating to the 

U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  The highest object category frequency in cluster no. 2 was 

miscellaneous (46.88%) and the second highest was food containers/serving 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.41.  Macy Locality 47 (41GR733) diagnostic artifact distribution.

Figure 4.42.  Macy Locality 47 (41GR733) object category frequency.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.43.  Macy Locality 47 (41GR733) cluster distribution.

vessels (21.88%; Figure 4.43).  A substantial amount of flat clear glass, possibly 

window glass, occurred in the miscellaneous artifacts in cluster no. 2.  Cluster 

no. 2 was slightly up slope from the main concentration.  That concentration 

may have been displaced by slope wash.  If that is the case, the context of the 

concentration would be lost.  

Macy Locality 103 (41GR796)

 Macy Locality 103 (41GR796) is located on the uplands 10m south of 

a spring and near Spring Creek (Figures 4.1; 4.44).  Metal detector survey 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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conducted at this site has yielded 78 objects (Table 4.9; Figure 4.45).  Diagnostic 

artifacts are cartridges (n=8; 11.25%), cans (n=4; 5.00%), nails (n=17; 21.25%), 

and a pair of pliers (n=1; 1.25%).  The cartridges are .45 Long Colts, .30-30 

Winchesters, a Federal 12 gauge shotgun cartridge, and two unidentified shotgun 

cartridges (Figures 4.4p, q, 4.5b).  The .45 Long Colt cartridges are internally 

primed cartridges without headstamps.  This characterization places them 

within the Square and Compass era (Hurst et al., 2016).  The Federal Cartridge 

Company 12 gauge shotgun cartridge dates to the U-Lazy-S Ranch era (Iverson, 

1988:70).  The other two shotgun cartridges are in poor condition but they have 

Figure 4.44.  West view of Macy Locality 103 (41GR796) landscape.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Table 4.9.  Macy Locality 103 (41GR796) object classification categories.

Clothing and Personal Items Quantity Percentage

brass scarf slide 1 1.25%

buckle 1 1.25%

button, iron 1 1.25%

buttons, brass 2 2.50%

suspender cinch 1 1.25%

Subtotal 6 7.50%

Fence Hardware Quantity Percentage

fence staples 10 12.50%

pliers 1 1.25%

wire segments (slick) 4 5.00%

Subtotal 15 18.75%

Firearms-related Quantity Percentage

.45 Long Colt cartridges 4 5.00%

.50 caliber lead ball 1 1.25%

bullet slug 1 1.25%

Federal 12GA shotgun cartridge 1 1.25%

lead slag 1 1.25%

unidentified shotgun cartridges 2 2.50%

WRA .30 WCF cartridges 3 3.75%

Subtotal 13 16.25%

Food Containers/Serving Vessels Quantity Percentage

can key 1 1.25%

can scraps, no diagnostics 2 2.50%

can scraps, hole-in-cap 1 1.25%

can scraps, sanitary 3 3.75%

can, sanitary, square 1 1.25%

cans, hole-in-cap 3 3.75%

glass shard, amber 1 1.25%

glass shard, aqua 1 1.25%

glass shards, amethyst (solarized) 2 2.50%

spoon 1 1.25%

Subtotal 16 20.00%

Horses and Tack Quantity Percentage

horseshoe 1 1.25%

saddle cinches 2 2.50%

Subtotal 3 3.75%

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Table 4.9.  Macy Locality 103 (41GR796) object classification categories 
continued.

Miscellaneous Quantity Percentage

chain 1 1.25%

hardware 6 7.50%

metal scraps, iron 2 2.50%

rivet 1 1.25%

Subtotal 10 12.50%

Nails Quantity Percentage

cut nails 16 20.00%

wire nail 1 1.25%

Subtotal 17 21.25%

Total 80 100%

Figure 4.45.  Macy Locality 103 (41GR796) site distribution.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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remnants of plastic and are modern cartridges.  A single lead ball measured to 

.50 calibers could be a muzzle-loaded round dating to well before any of the time 

periods.  

 Nails make up the largest object classification category (21.25%), followed 

by food containers/serving vessels (20.00%), fence hardware (18.75%), and 

firearms-related (16.25%; Figure 4.46).  The majority of the nails recovered from 

the site are steel cut nails (n=16; 20.00%), with one steel wire nail (n=1; 1.25%).  

The cut nails fall within the Square and Compass Ranch era.  The majority of the 

cans are hole-in-caps (n=3; 3.75%) indicating a late Square and Compass Ranch 

era date.  A pair of pliers with a checkerdot grip pattern patented by the Cee-Tee 

Tool Co. (Figure 4.8c-d) dates to the U-Lazy-S Ranch era as does one sanitary 

(n=1; 1.25%).  Diagnostic artifacts indicate two ranch occupation periods, the 

Square and Compass Ranch era and the U-Lazy-S Ranch era, but predominately 

Square and Compass Ranch era.  Spatial distribution indicates two to three 

separate occupations (Figure 4.47).  

 A cluster distribution for the site modeled a single cluster made up of 

mainly nails (46.67%) and food container/serving vessels (20.00%; Figure 

4.48).  This makeup suggests a small short term camp representing Square and 

Compass Ranch activities.  

Macy Locality 360 (41GR929)

 Macy Locality 360 (41GR929) is located on the uplands near Spring 

Creek next to a playa (Figures 4.1, 4.49).  Metal detector survey conducted at 

the site has yielded 43 objects (Table 4.10; Figure 4.50).  Diagnostics consist of 

a cut nail (n=1; 2.33%) and cartridges (n=37; 86.05%).  Cartridges consist of .32 

Long Smith & Wesson, .38 unidentified cartridges, .44 unidentified cartridges, 

.44 Smith & Wesson, .45 Long Colts, and one Winchester Repeater 12 gauge 

shotgun cartridge (Figures 4.4k, l, m, p, 4.5d).  The pistol cartridges are internally 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.46.  Macy Locality 103 (41GR796) object category frequency.

Figure 4.47.  Macy Locality 103 (41GR796) diagnostic artifact distribution.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.48.  Macy Locality 103 (41GR796) cluster distribution.

Figure 4.49.  Northeast view from playa of Macy Locality 360 (41GR929) 
landscape.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Table 4.10.  Macy Locality 360 (41GR929) object classification categories.

Firearms-related Quantity Percentage

.32 Long Smith & Wesson cartridges 3 6.98%

.38 unidentified cartridges 7 16.28%

.44 Smith & Wesson cartridges 7 16.28%

.44 unidentified cartridges 2 4.65%

.45 Long Colt cartridges 18 41.86%

bullet slug 1 2.33%

Winchester Repeater No 12, shotgun cartridge 1 2.33%

Subtotal 39 90.70%

Horses and Tack Quantity Percentage

harness buckle 1 2.33%

horseshoes 2 4.65%

Subtotal 3 6.98%

Nails Quantity Percentage

cut nail 1 2.33%

Subtotal 1 2.33%

Total 43 100%

Figure 4.50.  Macy Locality 360 (41GR929) site distribution.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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primed cartridges without headstamps.  This characterization places them in the 

1880s and well within the Square and Compass Ranch era (Hurst et al., 2016).  

The .32 Long Smith & Wessons date to the U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  In addition, the 

steel cut nail falls within the timespan of the Square and Compass era or early 

U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  The vast majority of the diagnostic objects place the site in 

the late Square and Compass Ranch era (Figure 4.51).  

 Cartridges make up most of the assemblage (90.70%), and therefore, the 

major diagnostic artifact (Figure 4.52).  Some kind of shooting activity occurred at 

Figure 4.51.  Macy Locality 360 (41GR929) diagnostic artifact distribution.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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Figure 4.52.  Macy Locality 360 (41GR929) object category frequency.

Figure 4.53.  Macy Locality 360 (41GR929) cluster distribution.

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016
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the site indicating a short-term, single-use site.  A cluster distribution for this site 

modeled a single cluster (no. 1) made up almost entirely of cartridges (93.55%; 

Figure 4.53).  

4JK Locality 5 (41GR833)

 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) is located in the canyon breaks at the base of 

the Caprock (Figures 4.1, 4.54).  A total of 604 objects (Table 4.11; Figure 4.55) 

have been recovered from this site through metal detector survey (n=525) and 

excavation (n=79).  The diagnostic artifacts present at the site are steel cut nails 

(n=253; 41.89%), hole-in-cap cans (n=7; 1.16%), cartridges (n=36; 5.98%), a 

patent medicine bottle (n=1; 0.17%), and a branding iron (n=1; 0.17%; Figures 

4.2-5, 4.7; 4.10, 4.56-57).  

 The majority of the cartridge assemblage is made up of internally primed 

.45 Long Colt cartridges with no headstamps (Figure 4.4p).  This characterization 

places them within the Lindsey Brothers Ranch era or the Square and Compass 

Ranch era.  The .50-90 Sharps cartridges (Figure 4.4t) are diagnostic of the 

Buffalo Hunters era.  A rifle butt-plate (Figure 4.56) could belong to a number 

of possible period rifles such as a Sharps, Springfield, Henry, and Winchester.  

No other diagnostic feature is present to distinguish one from the other, but the 

presence of Sharps cartridges infers that the butt-plate is likely from a Sharps 

rifle (McNab, 2004).  The .44-70 Sharps cartridge (Figure 4.4s) and the .45-75 

Ballard (Figure 4.4t) fall within the Buffalo Hunters era or the Lindsey Brothers 

Ranch era.  The Peter’s 12 gauge shotgun cartridge with a large stylized p 

headstamp (Figure 4.5c; Iverson, 1988:114-115) places it within the Square and 

Compass Ranch era but also very early U-Lazy-S Ranch era.  It is an outlier on 

the site (Figure 4.58).  

 The JHL connected cattle brand (Figure 4.10) reflects the very Lindsey 
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Figure 4.54.  Northwest view from the escarpment of 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) 
landscape with arrows pointing out Features I, II, and III.

Table 4.11.  4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) object classification categories.

Clothing and Personal Items Quantity Percentage

buttons, brass 3 0.50%

buttons, iron 5 0.83%

can lids, friction lid, rectangular (possible 
tobacco lid) 3 0.50%

can, tobacco tin 1 0.17%

patent medicine bottle, aqua 1 0.17%

pocket knife 1 0.17%

straight pin 2 0.33%

suspender cinch 1 0.17%

Subtotal 17 2.81%

Fence Hardware Quantity Percentage

wire segments (slick) 82 13.58%

Subtotal 82 13.58%

Firearms-related Quantity Percentage

.32 claiber bullet slug 1 0.17%

.40 caliber bullet slugs 3 0.50%
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Firearms-related Quantity Percentage

.44 Smith & Wesson cartridges 4 0.66%

.44 U.M.C. rimfire cartridge 1 0.17%

.44 Winchester/Henry rimfire cartridge 1 0.17%

.44-70 Sharps cartridge 1 0.17%

.45-75 Ballard cartridge 1 0.17%

.45 caliber bullet slugs 2 0.33%

.45 Long Colt cartridges 17 2.81%

.50-90 Sharps cartridges 10 1.66%

cartridge scrap 1 0.17%

Peter’s 12 GA shotgun cartridge 1 0.17%

primer cups 3 0.50%

rifle stock butt-plate 1 0.17%

Subtotal 47 7.78%

Food Containers/Serving Vessels Quantity Percentage

barrel straps 3 0.50%

can lid (bent into bowl shape) 1 0.17%

can lid, friction lid 1 0.17%

can lids, hole-in-cap top and stamped end 8 1.32%

can scrap, general line 1 0.17%

can scraps, double side-seam 3 0.50%

cans, general line 3 0.50%

cans, hole-in-cap 7 1.16%

ceramic sherd, basesherd, creamware, plain 
whiteware 1 0.17%

ceramic sherd, plate basesherd, creamware, 
plain whiteware 1 0.17%

ceramic sherd, plate rimsherd, creamware, plain 
whiteware (burned) 1 0.17%

ceramic sherds, coarse earthenware, brown lead 
glaze 5 0.83%

ceramic sherds, creamware, plain whiteware 4 0.66%

ceramic sherds, rimsherd, creamware, plain 
whiteware 6 0.99%

coffee/tea cup segment, ceramic, creamware, 
plain whiteware 1 0.17%

coffee/tea cup, iron 2 0.33%

fork 1 0.17%

glass bottle base shard, olive 2 0.33%

glass base shard, amber 1 0.17%

glass shards, amber 6 0.99%

glass shards, amethyst (solarized) 3 0.50%

Table 4.11.  4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) object classification categories continued.
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Table 4.11.  4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) object classification categories continued.

Food Containers/Serving Vessels Quantity Percentage

glass shards, aqua 23 3.81%

glass shards, clear 8 1.32%

knife handles 3 0.50%

plate, iron 1 0.17%

spoon handle 1 0.17%

Subtotal 97 16.06%

Horses and Tack Quantity Percentage

cinch rings 5 0.83%

harness buckle 1 0.17%

horse bit 1 0.17%

horseshoe nails 11 1.82%

horseshoes 18 2.98%

spur 1 0.17%

spur cuff 1 0.17%

Subtotal 38 6.29%

Miscellaneous Quantity Percentage

axe head 1 0.17%

bolts 3 0.50%

bucket 1 0.17%

bucket scrap 1 0.17%

cattle brand 1 0.17%

chain 1 0.17%

handle 1 0.17%

hardware 4 0.66%

metal band, iron 1 0.17%

metal plate, iron 1 0.17%

metal ring, iron 1 0.17%

metal scoop, iron 1 0.17%

metal scraps, iron 40 6.62%

metal straps, iron 6 0.99%

screen 1 0.17%

Subtotal 64 10.60%

Nails Quantity Percentage

cut nails 253 41.89%

Subtotal 253 41.89%

Wagon Hardware Quantity Percentage

staple 1 0.17%
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Table 4.11.  4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) object classification categories continued.

Wagon Hardware Quantity Percentage

tacks 3 0.50%

wagon axle 1 0.17%

wagon hardware misc. 1 0.17%

Subtotal 6 0.99%

Total 604 100%

Figure 4.55.  4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) site distribution.
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Figure 4.57.  4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) diagnostic artifact distribution.

Figure 4.56.  4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) rifle-stock butt plate (TTU-A1-252190).
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Figure 4.58.  4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) object category frequency.

that defines the Lindsey Brothers Ranch era.  Hole-in-cap cans and steel cut 

nails are the largest categories of objects.  Both the cans and nails are consistent 

with the Buffalo Hunters era and the Lindsey Brothers Ranch era.  

 The patent medicine bottle (Figure 4.7) is a Mrs. Winslow’s Soothing 

Syrup bottle that dates to the Buffalo Hunters era and the Lindsey Brothers 

Ranch era.  Diagnostic artifacts provide evidence for two distinctive occupations 

placing the site within the Buffalo Hunters era and the Lindsey Brothers Ranch 

era.  Nails make up the largest object classification category (41.89%) at this 

site (Figure 4.58).  A cluster distribution of both excavation and survey materials 

models two clusters (Figure 4.59).  Both clusters fall within the architectural 

features present at the site, cluster no. 1 over Feature III and cluster no. 2 over 

Feature I.  The remainder of the artifacts appears to be washing down slope that 

is consistent with the landscape.  

 Site furniture consists of three architectural features designated Feature 
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Figure 4.59.  4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) cluster distribution.

Figure 4.60.  Feature I of 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) from the 2009 field season.
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Figure 4.61.  Feature II of 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) from the 2009 field season.

Figure 4.62.  Feature III of 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) from the 2009 field season.
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I, Feature II, and Feature III (Figures 4.60-62).  Today, the site is bisected by a 

modern arroyo separating Features I and II from Feature III.  Additionally, another 

modern arroyo northeast of Features I and II makes access to the features 

difficult.  The site is distinctive in having the structural remains of two dugouts 

(Features I and III).  The features are constructed of sandstone slabs that were 

acquired from the escarpment where local outcrops occur.  Plan maps have been 

drawn of all three features as well as west and south wall profiles of Feature I 

(Figures 4.63-68).  

 Feature I (Figures 4.60, 4.63-65) represents the easternmost dugout.  

Feature I has a south wall that is still standing but partially collapsed towards 

the northeast.  Excavation has been difficult at this feature because part of the 

structure is still standing and destruction of the feature is a concern.  Units have 

been excavated only in areas of collapse and sandstone blocks were pedestaled 

in order to leave them in place while attempting to locate the floor.  The floor has 

not yet been located.  

 Feature II (Figures 4.61, 4.66) appears to be a pile of sandstone slabs 

that is due south of Feature I.  Sandstone blocks in Feature II are more irregular 

than the ones found at the other structures but it is not a natural occurring out-

cropping.  Feature II does not appear to have a distinctive form like the other two 

features either.    

 Feature III is the westernmost dugout (Figures 4.63, 4.67).  It is 

representative of a half-dugout and at one point, it most likely would have had a 

roof made from a tarp or hide (Freeman and Boyd, 1990).   North and west wall 

profiles of Feature III have been made (Figure 4.68) and a soil profile of the south 

wall excavation created (Figure 4.69).  An overall feature map has been made 
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Figure 4.63.  Feature I plan map of 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) from the 2009 field 
season.

Figure 4.64.  Feature I west wall profile map of 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) from 
the 2009 field season.
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Figure 4.65.  Feature I south wall profile map of 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) from 
the 2009 field season.
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Figure 4.66.  Feature II plan map of 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) from the 2009 field 
season.
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Figure 4.67.  Feature III plan map of 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) from the 2009 
field season.
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Figure 4.68.  Feature III north wall and west wall profile maps of 4JK Locality 5 
(41GR833) from the 2013 field season.

Figure 4.69.  Feature III south wall soil profile of 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) from 
the 2013 field season.
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Figure 4.70.  Feature III plan map of excavation units of 4JK Locality 5 
(41GR833) from the 2013 field season. 

of Feature III after the 2013 excavation (Figure 4.70).  Several excavation units 

opened to locate the dugout floor have uncovered eight courses of stone in the 

wall (Figure 4.68).  The floor has not yet been located.  

Historical Archives Research

Southwest Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University

 The Southwest Collections had a film of the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch in 

1928, an oral history interview with Tom Bouchier, two oral history interviews with 

John F. Lott, and a collection of photographs donated by the family (Figures 1.7-

10, 1.12-15, 1.17-18, 4.71-72, 4.82-86).  The 1928 film documented important 

ranching activities.  The film had scenes of a roundup, working cattle, loading 
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cattle, a remuda, and a chuck wagon as well as footage of John Slaughter shortly 

before his death.  The film was too early to have sound but had panels containing 

descriptions of the scenes unfolding on the screen.  It began with images of 

the chuck wagon and the hoodlum wagon (a second wagon that carries extra 

supplies such as bedrolls or pots and pans) pulling out of the headquarters 

leaving for camp.  It showed the horses being counted out of the gate.  The film 

then provided a view of the roundup with 1,000 head of cattle.  

 The film introduces the cattleman, “John B. Slaughter, 78 years old, owner 

of 100,000 acre US Ranch, cutting out cows and calves on White Lightning.”  The 

images show Slaughter working to separate cattle methodically and skillfully from 

the herd alongside his cowhands.  The film then moves to scenes of cowboys 

working the cattle.  First they brand them, cut them, mark them, and then use the 

“Dope bucket for keeping the flies off the brand.”  The film transitions to views of 

the chuckwagon and cook, identified as Baldy Ewalt, making sour dough biscuits.  

When the meal, or chow, was finished, the panel reads “Baldy Hollers Come 

and Git it, or I’ll throw it out and bust the skillet.”  The final scene ends with a few 

cowhands enjoying the dish “Mountain Oysters.”  

 The Tom Bouchier oral history interview was conducted on November 14, 

1978 by Bobby Weaver.  Tom Bouchier was the father of Ronnie Boucher who 

married Linda Lott Bouchier, daughter of John Lott and great-granddaughter of 

John B. Slaughter (Figure 1.19).  Tom Bouchier’s father was Austin W. Bouchier, 

friend and contemporary of John B. Slaughter.  Tom Bouchier was born in 

Colorado City in 1898 (Bouchier, 1978).  His father came to Texas from South 

Carolina in 1883 and began working with the Magnolia Land and Cattle Company 

in Borden County.  He also worked for the Square and Compass Ranch (Figure 

1.6) until 1894 when he went into business for himself.  No date was listed as to 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016



142

when he started (Bouchier, 1978).  

 In 1900, Austin Bouchier leased land in Garza and northern Borden 

County and ranched it until he became the foreman for the Double U Company 

(Bouchier, 1978).  Austin Boucher branded his cattle with the Triangle Bar brand 

(a triangle with a horizontal line underneath it).  Tom Bouchier remembered 

that his father and Slaughter were good friends and relates that he got his first 

saddle horse from Slaughter when he was only 2 years old.  He mentioned 

that Slaughter often stayed with their family when he was in Garza and Borden 

counties looking after his ranching interest during the time his family lived in Ft. 

Worth (Bouchier, 1978).  

 The Southwest Collections/Special Collections Library has two John F. 

Lott oral history interviews conducted by Leslie Dutton in Lott’s Lubbock home.  

Only the July 19, 2001 interview is relevant to this research.  This interview 

briefly covers Lott’s childhood, his tenure at the U-Lazy-S Ranch, his role in 

the establishment of the National Ranching Heritage Center and the Ranching 

Heritage Association, as well as other philanthropic, business, personal, and 

family interest (Lott, 2001).  

 Lott was born in Kansas City, Missouri (1914) and lived there most of 

his life.  His mother was Mamie Slaughter, the daughter of John B. and Belle 

Slaughter, who had married Frank Lott, a real estate man from Kansas City 

(Figures 1.19, 4.71-72; Lott, 2001).  Lott spoke about his marriage to Ryla and 

mentions his children, John, Jr. (Jack), Patricia (Patty), and Linda.  The girls were 

educated at the Hockaday Academy in Dallas and Jack was sent to the New 

Mexico Military Institute.  John Lott had been educated at a similar school, the 

Wentworth Military Academy in Lexington, Missouri (Lott, 2001).  

 The interview quickly progresses into the move he and his family made to 

the ranch in Texas.  Five years after the death (1940) of his uncle, John B. (Jay) 
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Figure 4.71.  Mamie Slaughter Lott ca. 1930s (image courtesy of the Southwest 
Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 154, envelope 
17, #3). 

Figure 4.72.  John and Frank Lott ca. 1930s (image courtesy of the Southwest 
Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 154, envelope 
17, #5). 
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Slaughter, Jr., (his mother, Mamie’s brother; Figure 1.19) Lott’s grandmother, 

Belle Slaughter, approached him about taking over the ranch as the remaining 

male heir (Lott, 2001).  Lott spoke to Ryla and they decided to make the move 

to the ca. 87,000,000 acre property in Garza County in 1945 (Archer and Archer, 

2009).  Lott had spent the last 10 years working for the Ford Motor Company in 

Figure 4.73.  Mr. J.W. (Sally) Satterwhite and Mrs. Inez Bess Satterwhite, ranch 
foreman of the U-Lazy-S Ranch (image courtesy of the Lott family).  
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the Accounting Department and had only visited the ranch.  He began learning 

the business and spent the next two years learning to “become a cowboy” under 

the tutelage of the ranch foreman, J.W. (Sally) Satterwhite (Figure 4.73; Lott, 

2001).  

 The interview then moves into the business of ranching with a description 

of what it means to be a “cow-calf operation” (Lott, 2001).  He discusses the 

introduction and implementation of vaccinations to prevent and stay ahead 

of diseases in stock animals.  Lott also discusses how at first the ranch bred 

purebred Hereford cattle but over time, it was learned that a mixing of breeds 

could produce a larger cattle or could “fatten them faster” (Lott, 2001).  The result 

would lower the cost per pound of gain.  In addition, Lott discusses a strategy 

he enacted during a sever drought he experienced in the mid 1950s in which he 

had to lease additional pasturage on a ranch near Seminole in Dawson County.  

He added that, “…the boys have had to go as far as Kansas” (Lott, 2001).  Lott 

states that in 1989 he retired for good, handed the checkbook over to his son, 

and bought his Lubbock home (Lott, 2001).  

Borden County Historical Museum

 The Borden County Historical Museum had an Austin W. Bouchier (Figure 

1.6) archive that was donated by Tom Bouchier.  It contained documents and 

letters spanning 50 years (1878-1928).  Several documents referred to John B. 

Slaughter and bear testimony to his relationship and the cooperation shared with 

Bouchier.  The first was a letter sent by Slaughter to Bouchier on June 5, 1899 

from Ft. Worth requesting that Bouchier prepare things on Slaughter’s ranch for 

his upcoming trip to the county.  Another letter from Slaughter to Bouchier sent 

from Ft. Worth on June 23, 1899 discussed the sale of a leased pasture that 

another “Old Man Stephens” wanted but for which he did not have the money.  

Slaughter offered it to Bouchier.  An undated telegram receipt that Bouchier sent 
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to Slaughter in Ft. Worth requested he come out to the ranch.  On September 

2, 1899, Slaughter sent a reply to Bouchier acknowledging the receipt of his 

telegram but stating he could not leave for three or four days.  

 In addition, several letters are from the American National Bank of Ft. 

Worth addressed to Bouchier.  The first is dated August 2, 1899 and the bank 

is asking if a pasture is owned or leased and they are offering a special interest 

rate if John B. Slaughter co-signs the note.  The second letter is dated August 10, 

1899 and they are confirming the special interest rate with John B. Slaughter as 

the co-signer.  The last letter from the bank is dated August 31, 1899 and states 

that they will pay the $750 note that was due on August 1st.  They also informed 

Bouchier that if he wants to borrow any more money with Slaughter on the note, 

he will receive the same interest rate.  

The archive contained four receipts dated October 25, 1909 from the 

General Land Office of Texas for sections of land in Borden County on which 

Bouchier made payment.  These lands were school lands that previously had 

been part of the public domain but had come available for sale.  These may be 

the sections that Bouchier originally bought the lease rights from Slaughter and 

on which he later filed.  These four sections fall in the disputed Block 97.   

Panhandle-Plains Historical Museum Research Center

 The Panhandle-Plains Historical Museum Research Center had a memoir 

of Laura Bouchier, wife of Austin W. Bouchier (Figure 1.6; Collier, 1936).  Mrs. 

Bouchier mentioned that they bought the “old J. B. Slaughter ranch” on Block 97 

in 1894 (Collier, 1936:1).  She then noted that Block 97 was in dispute at this time 

and this dispute caused a land rush.  Mrs. Bouchier mentioned that the State 
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allowed four sections to be purchased from the public domain and the railroad 

lands could be leased (Collier, 1936:1).  The remainder of the memoir talked 

about their time ranching in the county before moving into Post in 1914.  

Additionally, the archive had a series of short memoirs written by buffalo 

hunters of the Panhandle collected by the historian J. Evetts Haley in the early 

20th century.  He recognized the need to record their experiences before they 

were lost to time.  Two pertinent to the research area were written by a man 

named J.W. Woody of Snyder, Texas (Woody, 1926, 1928).  Woody had a 

hunting outfit in Garza County from 1876-1877 that he noted was about six to 

10 miles south of present-day Post, Texas (Woody, 1926:1, 1928:1).  Woody 

mentioned that his hunting outfit set out from Young county and it was made up 

of him, his two brothers, the two Rumpf brothers, two “boys” from Taylor County, 

and two other men (Woody, 1926, 1928).  Woody claimed their first camp was set 

up on the “foot of the plains” at the head of Bull creek in Garza County in the fall 

of 1876 (1926:1).  

 Woody stated that they built a dugout with a rock chimney.  Their camp 

was near a landmark named Woody Peak for their group, near what he called 

an “old Indian town” (Woody, 1926:1).  He described Woody Peak as a “long 

spur of the Plains [that] runs out about a half or three quarters of a mile” (Woody, 

1928:2).  Woody mentioned that 172 teepees made from poles and grass were 

near their camp and beads were scattered everywhere (1926:1) as well as a 

graveyard (1928:1).  He noted that the biggest years for hunting in that area were 

in 1876 and 1877, killing around 3,200 buffalo in their first year.  

 Woody went on to discuss details about buffalo hunting including 

descriptions on hunting, skinning, and hauling.  He mentioned that the Llano 

Ranch came in and was established 4 miles south of Post in 1879 by its founders 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016



148

Colonel Young and Ben Galbraith of Ft. Worth.  

Nita Stewart Haley Memorial Library and J. Evetts Haley History Center

 The Nita Stewart Haley Memorial Library and J. Evetts Haley History 

Center had a letter written to Haley by Will Slaughter about his partnership with 

his brother John.  The letter mentioned that the two were in partnership and 

their first movement into the region was onto Bull Creek in present-day Borden 

County in 1878 (Slaughter, 1926).  They remained there for only six months 

before moving into Blanco Canyon in present-day Crosby County because the 

area “began crowding” or filling in with competitor cattle-raisers (Slaughter, 

1926:1).  Slaughter mentioned Hank Smith and a few other of his contemporaries 

(e.g. Sam Wiley, Causey brothers, Coggins brothers).  The Slaughters were 

open-range ranchers at this time, grazing their herds on free grass.  He made 

the salient point, however, that the reason for their failure in Crosby County was 

due in large part because they did not own their land and “two bankers of Fort 

Worth bought the land from under us” (Slaughter, 1926:1).  They then moved into 

New Mexico to Socorro County where they remained for about 12 years before 

returning to Texas (Slaughter, 1926:1).  

Additional Research

 Lott Book.  The Lott Book is a self-published biography about John Lott 

commissioned by his daughter Patty Kirkpatrick.  Its limited printing makes it rare 

and difficult to find (Archer and Archer, 2009).  Always One Thing Left To Do: 

The Life of John Lott (Archer and Archer, 2009) covers the early years of John’s 

life, giving a detailed description of his childhood and early relationship with Ryla 

Tizard.  During the winter of 1937, the U-Lazy-S Ranch house, Belle’s “Home on 

the Range” was destroyed in a fire, Jay would rebuild it for her (Figures 4.74-75; 

Archer and Archer, 2009:185).  In the fall of 1940, Lott lost his uncle, John B. 
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Figure 4.74.  U-Lazy-S Ranch house, Belle’s “Home on the Range,” destroyed by 
fire in 1937 (image courtesy of the Lott family). 

Figure 4.75.  U-Lazy-S Ranch house built by Jay Slaughter ca. 1939 (image 
courtesy of the Lott family). 
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(Jay) Slaughter, Jr., and then two weeks later his father, Frank, died (Archer and 

Archer, 2009:151).  Jay died leaving his mother, Belle, and wife Alma (Skeeter) 

Cowan Slaughter, alone with the U-Lazy-S Ranch (Figure 1.19).  Frank died 

shortly after retiring and moving with his wife, Mamie, and daughter, Mary Belle, 

to Coral Gables, Florida (Figure 1.19).  Mamie moved to Mineral Wells, Texas 

shortly after Frank’s death but Mary Belle remained in Coral Gables.  

 Jay Slaughter had been running the U-Lazy-S Ranch since his father died 

in 1928.  After Jay’s death in 1940, Doug Morrel (Figure 4.76) stepped into the 

management role.  Morrel originally was brought in by Jay in the 1920s to help 

manage the farms and was a good candidate to take over in the absence of a 

ready successor (Archer and Archer, 2009:73).  In 1945, at the direction of Belle, 

Figure 4.76.  Doug Morrel, ranch manager of the U-Lazy-S Ranch (image 
courtesy of the Lott family). 
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Mamie called her son John to come out to the ranch.  When John Lott came 

to Post, he was asked by his grandmother to come to Texas and take over the 

U-Lazy-S Ranch as the only living male heir (Archer and Archer, 2009:57).  Lott 

spoke with Ryla and they decided to move to the ranch.  

 When Lott took over the ranch, he was 31 years old and had never worked 

or spent much time there before.  Belle told Lott to work with the ranch foreman, 

J.W. (sometimes W.J.) Satterwhite (Figure 4.73, and that he would teach Lott 

how to be a cowboy.  Satterwhite told Lott he was too old to be a cowboy but he 

could teach him how to be a cattleman (Figure 4.73, 4.77-78; Archer and Archer, 

2009:72).  Lott also worked to learn the business and financial side of ranching 

Figure 4.77.  John Lott, new owner and manager of the U-Lazy-S Ranch 1945 
(image courtesy of Jack Lott). 
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from Morrel.  Lott’s earlier work experience keeping books for the Ford Motor Co. 

proved to be invaluable experience.  Within two weeks of Lott assuming control, 

Morrel resigned and left the ranch fully in Lott’s control.  In 1948, Belle Slaughter 

died (Figure 1.19).  

 Lott was very forward-thinking and always looked for more efficient 

ways to accomplish his goals.  He began taking flying lessons and in 1946 

he purchased his first plane.  In 1950, Lott purchased a Piper Cub that his 

granddaughter, Ryla Bouchier, would restore for the family in 2004 (Figure 1.19, 

4.79; Archer and Archer, 2009:82,189).  He frequently monitored cattle from 

the air and participated in roundups.  Lott also briefly discussed the process of 
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Figure 4.79.  John Lott’s Piper Cub airplane (image courtesy of Jack Lott). 

neighboring or sharing of labor among neighboring ranches (Archer and Archer, 

2009:82-83).  

 The 1950s were an extended drought period where the challenge of 

running the ranch caused Lott to adapt.  Lott tried experimental plants on his 

farms but could not get them to catch on and he tried to seed the clouds by 

shooting silver iodide (dry ice) into the sky.  Water conservation techniques 

proved successful such as terracing on the sloping portions of farmland 

mitigating runoff.  He also tried a similar technique known as range pitting in 

which a large “clawed machine pulled by a tractor” designed to break up the 

surface and promote more moisture to soak into the ground (Archer and Archer, 

2009:86-87).  The drought was severe enough that Lott needed to lease the 

Doss Ranch near Seminole, Texas to supplement his cattle’s forage (Archer and 

Archer, 2009:87).  The duration of the lease was for 5 years but Lott left before 

the time expired because the drought had reached further west.  During this time, 

the cattle herd had to be thinned at times.  

 In 1956, Shell leased land from Lott in order to explore for minerals.  
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Attempts to find oil on the ranch had occurred since 1925 and it had developed a 

reputation as “Wildcat’s Waterloo” (Archer and Archer, 2009:89).  Promising new 

studies and successful wells in neighboring areas kept the companies looking.  

In 1957, they struck oil.  Before striking oil, Lott had struggled to maintain the 

ranch and had even tried owning a car dealership in Post for a time prior to the 

find.  After the oil strike, Lott no longer struggled financially but said, “even before 

Shell came along, the U-Lazy-S was a paying proposition” (Archer and Archer, 

2009:90).  

 In 1960, Lott moved to Lubbock and retired from day-to-day management 

of the ranch (Figure 4.80).  He still played a management role and opened a 

U-Lazy-S Ranch office on 34th street.  Jack graduated from Texas Technological 

College in 1959 and began to take on more responsibility (Archer and Archer, 

2009:92).  As Mamie’s health began to fail, she moved to Lubbock to be close to 

John, and died in 1963.  Mary Belle Macy moved to Lubbock after Ike Macy died 

in 1968 (Figure 1.19).  Mary Belle died in 2005.  In 1994, Ryla Lott died.  Ryla 

and John were married nearly 60 years (Figure 4.81).  Lott remarried in 1998 to 

Sue Bledsoe Scott Lott (Figure 1.19).  

Jack managed the three sections of the ranch for many years; his and his 

two sisters (4JK, PLK, and LLB).  Bob Macy managed his own section (Macy).  

When Jack retired, his son, Jay, took over the 4JK.  Patty’s two sons, Mark 

and Drew, took over the PLK.  Linda and her two children, Lew and Blair, took 

over the LLB.  And, Jack’s son Jeff managed the family’s investments (Figure 

1.19; Archer and Archer, 2009:185).  No dates were given for when all of this 

happened.  

 Belle Slaughter Diary.  The diary was written between 1879 and 1944 

based on the dates of the first and last entries.  The diary was primarily by Belle 

Slaughter, but includes a few sections by Jay Slaughter and some entries by 
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Figure 4.80.  John F. Lott, Sr., pencil drawing by Gordon Snidow ca. 1974 (image 
courtesy of Jack Lott). 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016



156

Figure 4.81.  John and Ryla Lott with First Lady Barbara Bush (center) in 1991 
(image courtesy of Jack Lott). 
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her friends in her luncheon club.  Belle liked to collect things to add to the book.  

Later in life she was nearly blind, and later entries are transcribed by a personal 

secretary.  The book’s subjects varied from journal entry, memoire, family history, 

ranch history, local history, personal letters, to American history, poems, and 

travel.  

 The earliest relevant entry was on how Belle met John B.  Isabella 

(Belle) Masten May was friends with Jane (Jennie) Slaughter, sister to John B. 

Slaughter, and Jane came by Belle’s home in 1880 and brought John along.  

John returned alone a few days later.  Very quickly, he proposed and Belle at first 

turned him down, thinking a widow would suit him better but he would not have it 

and told her he would let her think about the proposal (Slaughter, 1944:31).  John 

B. knew of Belle before meeting her due to conversations with Jane.  Slaughter 

impressed Belle’s mother and after a period of correspondence, Belle capitulated 

and accepted his proposal, “I never regretted the decision” she wrote (Slaughter, 

1944:32).  They were married July 21, 1880 (Figure 4.82).  

 In 1882, their first child, May Belle (Mamie) Slaughter was born in Dallas 

(Figure 1.19, 4.83).  Their second child, John Bunyon (Jay) Slaughter, Jr., was 

born in 1891 in Colorado City (Figure 1.19).  In 1894, their third child, Louie 

Antoinette Slaughter, was born in Colorado City (Figure 1.19, 4.84).  In 1897, the 

family moved from Colorado City to Ft. Worth in order to have access to better 

schools for their children, primarily Mamie who was now 15 (Slaughter, 1944:57).  

While living in Ft. Worth, Slaughter saw the Square and Compass Ranch being 

advertised for sale (ca. 1900).  Abraham Nave had died (ca. 1900) and Joseph 

McCord, his partner, put the ranch up for sale as a result.  Slaughter had been 

through that country before and had always wanted to buy the ranch (Slaughter, 

1944:65).  

 The family moved to the new ranch.  Slaughter found it in disrepair and in 
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Figure 4.82.  John and Belle Slaughter shortly after their marriage ca. 1880 
(image courtesy of the Southwest Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas 
Tech University, box 154, envelope 13, #8).
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Figure 4.83.  May Bell (Mamie) Slaughter as a child (image courtesy of the 
Southwest Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 
154, envelope 14, #7).

Figure 4.84.  Louie Antoinette Slaughter (image courtesy of the Southwest 
Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 154, envelope 
16, #2).
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need of attention.  As Belle would not let him go alone, they sold their Ft. Worth 

house.  Mamie was 18 years old at this time and she had spent some time at Ft. 

Worth University, then to Kidd Kay College in Sherman, and then to National Park 

Seminary in Washington, D.C.  The Slaughters hired a Governess to educate the 

two young children at the ranch (Slaughter, 1944:65).  When Jay turned 15 years 

old, he went to boarding school in Ashville, North Carolina.  Louie was sent to 

private school in Ft. Worth.  After finishing boarding school, Jay spent a year at 

Exeter Preparatory School in New Hampshire before entering Yale in New Haven 

(Slaughter, 1944:69).  

 Once Jay was at Yale, Louie went to National Park Seminary and then 

spent a year at a girl’s Seminary in Washington where she became homesick and 

missed the ranch.  In her second year, Louie suffered an attack of appendicitis 

and became very ill.  She went home for Christmas and was treated by a doctor 

and then released to return to school.  Louie quickly came back and had an 

unsuccessful operation after which she was diagnosed with Acute Articular 

Rheumatism.  Louie Antoinette Slaughter died in Ft. Worth in 1912 (Figure 1.19; 

Slaughter, 1944:71).  

 When Jay graduated from Yale, he returned to manage the ranch with 

his father.  In 1926, Jay met Alma (Skeeter) Cowan (Figure 1.19).  They were 

married that year (Figure 4.85-86; Slaughter, 1944:80).  In 1928, John Slaughter 

died after spending the day riding and working cattle, leaving Jay to run the 

U-Lazy-S Ranch (Slaughter, 1944:84).  A tribute after his death stated, “When 

John B. Slaughter died no paunchy weakling passed to the great beyond, but 

a stalwart specimen of Texas manhood — hard, fit and unafraid” (Slaughter, 

1944:88).  After Slaughter’s death, the family decided to put the ranch into an 

estate; Belle as his widow inherited half of the ranch holdings, Mamie and Jay 

as his children both inherited a quarter of the ranch holdings.  Belle noted that 
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Figure 4.85.  Jay and Skeeter Slaughter (image courtesy of the Southwest 
Collections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 154, envelope 
11, #21).
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Figure 4.86.  Jay and Skeeter Slaughter (image courtesy of the Southwest Col-
lections/Special Collections Library, Texas Tech University, box 154, envelope 11, 
#19).
Doug Morrel (Figure 4.76) was present at this meeting as was their lawyer who 

was unnamed (Slaughter, 1944:88).  Jay assumed management of the ranch and 

remained in that position until he died in 1940.  

 The diary contains an undated family history written by Jay Slaughter with 

detailed information on the ranch in its current state at the time of writing.  The 

description on agriculture is elaborate, indicating its creation to date around the 

1920s when the farms began to appear on the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  Jay explains 

his plans to settle tenants on 200 acre tenant farms that have houses with four 

or five rooms, barns, and other structures (Slaughter, 1944:95).  Jay mentions 

that the ranch had modern amenities including “electric power for lighting, 

refrigeration, luxurious bathing facilities, motor cars and trucks, radio, motion 

pictures, camera and projector, reproducing the activities of the ranch as well 
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as throwing on the screen films such as can be rented from motion picture 

libraries” (Slaughter, 1944:96).  The film made sometime in the 1920s now in 

the Southwest Collections Library most likely is made in-house, possibly by Jay 

himself.  

 Belle speaks a fair amount about the Satterwhites.  J.W. (Sally) 

Satterwhite was foreman when Jay Slaughter died and he continued on through 

to the period when John Lott begins his tenure at the ranch.  Satterwhite and his 

wife, Inez Bess Satterwhite, lived in the bunkhouse with the cowboys, although 

they had several rooms and privacy.  Belle held the Satterwhites in the highest 

regard and said of them, “Mr. Satterwhite is the best foreman in the United 

States and Mrs. Satterwhite is ever loyal and interested in my welfare” (Figure 

4.73; Slaughter, 1944:158).  Doug Morrel (Figure 4.76 managed the ranch in the 

interim between Jay Slaughter and John Lott.  Belle said of him, “Mr. Doug Morrel 

attending to all our finances and assisting in every way the buying and selling, 

the business is carried on in perfect order” (Slaughter, 1944:160).  

Oral History Interviews

Bob Macy and the Macy Ranch

 Interview 1.  Robert (Bob) Macy was born in Kansas City, Missouri 

in 1938.  His mother was Mary Belle Lott Macy and his father was Ike Macy 

(Figure 1.19; Macy, 2014a).  Macy grew up in Coral Gables, Florida and lived 

there through high school before moving to Lubbock (ca. 1956) to attend Texas 

Technological College (now Texas Tech University).  

 Macy is the grandson of Frank Lott and Mamie Slaughter Lott, the great-

grandson of John B. and Belle Slaughter, and the nephew of John F. Lott.  He 

has two grown children; a son, Mike, and a daughter, Sharla.  They each have a 
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boy and a girl, giving him four grandchildren (Figure 1.19).  

 Both of Macy’s parents were tennis professionals in Florida and he grew 

up playing tennis.  He spent summers on the ranch with his grandmother, Mamie, 

and always enjoyed being on the ranch.  Mamie mainly lived in Mineral Wells, 

Texas but she would open up the ranch for the summer and come stay with 

him.  Initially, he went to college on a tennis scholarship.  Being an hour’s drive 

from the ranch, however, influenced him to seek a degree in Animal Husbandry.  

Additionally, this decision was motivated by the possibility of a life and career on 

the ranch.  

 Macy first began working on the ranch in 1960 when he graduated from 

college.  He and his uncle, John Lott, built a feed-lot on the farm sections up on 

the uplands near the present-day road to the Macy headquarters.  Macy and a 

friend who grew up on the ranch ran the feedlot for five years.  The feedlot was 

not his inheritance but just a business venture he and his uncle were attempting 

together.  In 1965, when Macy and Lott were getting out of the feedlot business, it 

was clear that Macy wanted to remain on the ranch.  At that time, Lott decided to 

partition off a quarter of the surface section of the U-Lazy-S Ranch, Mary Belle’s 

inheritance, to give to Macy that became the Macy Ranch in 1965.  When Lott 

divided up the ranch, he split approximately 80,000 acres.  

 In 1963 when Macy’s grandmother Mamie died, Macy’s mother, Mary 

Belle, was left a fourth of the ranch.  Skeeter still had a fourth and the other half 

was his uncle’s, John Lott.  Lott began dividing the land as well as could be done 

using existing fence lines and section lines including the farmlands, originally 

sectioned off in the 1920s.  Minerals were kept whole because money could 

be divided easily into fourths.  On January 1, 1965, Macy’s section became 

the Macy Ranch.  The Lotts wanted to keep the original headquarters and the 
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U-Lazy-S brand as it had been in the family for so long.  Macy began branding 

the Running M.  Macy was given the choice between the south end (now the 

Linda Lott Bouchier section) or the north end.  He chose the north end.  Macy 

received a fourth of the cattle, the horses, and the farmland at the time as well.  

Macy actively worked his ranch from 1965 until his retirement in 2013 when his 

son Mike assumed control.  

 A series of landscape related questions were posed including a discussion 

on what strategies the ranch used to manage its water resources and whether 

these strategies were different during times of drought (Appendix; Macy, 2014a).  

Macy mentioned the normal maintenance required to maintain tanks, such as 

clearing out tanks that have silted in.  He also mentioned that sometimes very 

large rains occur that wash out damns that need to be rebuilt.  In addition, Macy 

described how he was fortunate to inherit a well-watered section of the ranch.  

That section had access to both Spring Creek and the Double Mountain Fork 

of the Brazos River as well as plenty of windmills in dry pastures.  Macy added 

extra tanks in areas where cattle could not reach water without having to walk 

a few miles in order to make it easier on the stock.  About eight or nine years 

ago (2006 or 2007), all the windmills on his section were replaced with pumps 

powered by solar cells because the windmills were becoming obsolete and 

expensive to maintain.  

 In the 1950s during an eight-year drought, Macy mentioned that Lott 

leased a Dawson County ranch near Seminole for four or five years to provide 

extra grazing for their stock.  Macy related a story about rain experiments 

conducted by Lott attempting to seed the clouds in order to promote rain.  During 

the 1950s drought, Lott took inspiration from C.W. Post who was known for 

experimenting with dynamite in an attempt to promote rain.  Macy recalled that 

Lott used either propane or butane, he could not remember exactly, as a carrier 
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for silver iodide crystals.  Lott had Macy in the bed of a pickup with a butane or 

propane burner, and somehow used it to spray silver iodide crystals into the sky.  

 Macy was 13 or 14 years old at the time and only vaguely remembers the 

experiment.  He did remember driving up and down the road with his cousin Jack 

and uncle John trying to make it rain.  He did not recall it being very successful.  

Other times when possible, if tanks were close enough to water sources like 

the Double Mountain Fork, water was pumped to nearby tanks by submergible 

pumps in order to recharge them.  Today, most of the tanks were refilled by the 

solar pumps with associated wells and naturally by rain.  He also explained that it 

can be beneficial for a tank to dry up some because it provides the opportunity to 

clean out the tank that had silted in over time that cannot be done when they are 

wet.  The longer they stay wet, the more they silt in that reduces their carrying 

capacity over time.  

 Questions related to how the ranch has managed vegetation and 

grass resources on the ranch were posed as well as if these strategies were 

different during times of drought (Appendix; Macy, 2014a).  Macy only began 

experimenting with root plowing a little area of a pasture and then re-seeded it 

with some “improved grasses.”  He considered large scale implementation of 

such practices to be impractical and not very cost effective.  Macy discussed 

his cousin Jack’s implementation of the innovative Savory grazing system.  The 

system’s uniqueness was in the design and use of the pastures.  Under this 

model, pasturage was divided into a circle with distinctive “pie” or wedge-shaped 

sections fenced into it by electrified wire and fiber glass poles.  The idea was to 

utilize one section of pasture to its fullest before rotating the stock into another 

wedge-shaped pasture, thus helping to conserve grass and pasturage.  As a 

follow-up, the question was posed as to whether these strategies are similar in 

the past or if they have changed over time but Macy did not remember his uncle 
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John using any of these practices.  

 The question was posed regarding vegetation in the past and whether 

Macy has noticed a difference from his childhood memories into the present 

(Appendix; Macy, 2014a).  He responded that it has changed a lot.  He stated 

that the country was always full of brush but it gets worse year by year and he 

has been working actively throughout the years to mitigate this.  He recalled 

portions of the ranch when he was a kid gathering cattle and the brush was so 

thick that they would have to find high points to attempt to locate strays.  One 

of the first things he purchased when he was able was a “D7 dozer with an 

11ft plow” in order to root plow the brush and clear as much as he could.  He 

described the practice as dropping the blade of the machine 20-22in into the 

ground in wetter years when the ground was softer and forcibly ripping the 

vegetation free of the earth.  The brush then was collected into piles and burned 

when it had time to dry.  

 He explains that especially with mesquite, it was important to get to the 

tap root, otherwise it will grow back within six or seven years.  This practice 

is important for the location of cattle but also because heavy brush prevents 

grass from growing.  Cattle like to hide in the brush especially in the heat of 

the summer and it becomes difficult to locate them even from the air.  Macy 

considers this effort one of the more important tasks and he has worked at it 

consistently throughout the years.  He refers to it as “trying to open up as much 

country” as he is able.  

 The next question posed was related to land-use and whether the land 

affects the way Macy ranches as well as throughout different times of the year 

(Appendix; Macy, 2014a).  Macy explained that during the winter, the canyon 

breaks are much warmer than the uplands and the cattle prefer the breaks during 

colder seasons whereas in the hotter times of the year, the uplands are cooler.  
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In wetter years, the grasses on the uplands were of higher quality.  Down in the 

breaks, the grass was not as good as on the uplands and the cattle do not like it 

as much, but in bad years, the cattle will eat it.  He briefly described differences in 

the types of grasses that grow between the two landscapes.  

 The next questions focused specifically on ranching heritage and that 

of roundups in particular and what times of year roundups are held (Appendix; 

Macy, 2014a).  Macy responded that in “the old days,” they were held in the 

spring due to the natural process of pasture breeding that is when the calves 

were ready after they were born (Macy, 2014a).  He stated that he preferred to 

breed a little earlier in the year so that his calves would “fall usually before the 

first of the year,” making them ready or “workable probably in the latter part of 

February or March and I would market them subsequently earlier in the year” 

(Macy, 2014a).  

 Macy mentioned that while larger ranches like the Pitchfork or the 6666s 

might employ enough cowboys, most ranches do not.  They participated in what 

he calls being a neighbor or “neighboring,” in which area ranchers share their 

workforce to accomplish large projects such as the annual roundups (Macy, 

2014a).  He explained that the work of working cattle requires about eight or 

nine people; two to flank (flankers hold the calf while they are being worked), 

one or more to drag (the dragger is the person on horseback who ropes the calf 

and drags them to the flankers), one to cut (the person who castrates and/or 

ear marks), one or two to give vaccinations (dependent on the amount of shots 

given at one time), and the boss puts on the brand.  Macy went on to say it can 

be more if people “double up” on certain tasks making it crowded and somewhat 

hectic in the branding pen (Macy, 2014a).  He mentioned it is very hard work 

made harder when an inexperienced hand slows the process but for the most 
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part when it goes smoothly, it runs very rapidly and efficiently.  

 A followup question was posed concerning earmarking the cattle in 

relation to the practice of tagging and whether tagging has replaced earmarking.  

Macy said it has under certain circumstances but if cows and calves remain on 

the ranch for the majority of the year, such as is the case in a cow-calf operation, 

then they still get earmarked.  However, when you have in his words, “stocker 

cattle or feeder cattle and I’m talkin’ about younger cattle or calves that you’re 

trading two or three times a year and there’s no need to put an earmark in there” 

(Macy, 2014a).  He went on to say often times, cattle will already come with an 

ear-tag out of the sale barn or from the seller.  Ear-tags were registered at the 

county courthouse in the same fashion as brands and earmarks.  

 An additional followup question was posed regarding the work cooperative 

experience of neighboring and Macy was asked if he has ever reciprocated the 

sharing of labor or offered additional assistance to area ranchers.  He responded 

that he does often and that it is a very common occurrence; it is just part of 

the business.  No exchange of money would occur but the host ranch always 

provides the neighbor workers with a meal often prepared at the ranch house 

by the foreman’s wife or rancher’s wife but sometimes when necessary at a 

restaurant in town.  He mentioned that he has helped spot in his helicopter for 

Rooster on the Post-Montgomery (Double U Ranch) when they were gathering 

from time to time or for other tasks.  

 The next question posed is whether the roundup was a social activity or 

if it had any social activities related to it (Appendix; Macy, 2014a).  Macy thinks 

that it is a social activity because this is the time when these people are able to 

see each other, sometimes the only time they see each other all year.  While the 

work is hard, they still have plenty of time to catch up and have a good time.  A 

formalized party or dance, however, does not occur at the end of the day as he 
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stated the work is hard and everyone is too tired.  In the past he said, more so 

when everyone was younger, they would sometimes organize ranch dances 

or parties but that sort of thing has largely fallen out of favor and almost never 

occurs anymore.  

 Another question posed relating to ranching heritage practices was how 

has the ranch changed since the earlier days of Macy’s memory up into the 

present on the ranch.  Macy mentioned that when he was a child, he was not 

too interested in how things were done but one thing that came to mind was 

the menace of screw worms to stock animals.  Flies would lay eggs in open 

wounds of cattle, horses, deer, and the like and cause infection and illness as a 

result.  It was a huge problem for stock-raisers.  Many times, the open wounds 

resulting from the working (e.g., branding, ear-marking, de-horning) of cattle 

would become infected as a result of screw worm infestations.  Part of cowboy 

work would be to monitor cattle for infections and “doctor” them with dope.  Dope 

was a “black creosote thing mixed with medicine” that they would slather onto the 

wounds to fight off infection and keep the flies from laying eggs (Macy, 2014a).  

They used to have ear-tags with a built-in medicine developed to prevent flies 

from laying eggs causing screw worm infestation.  He mentioned a program that 

was developed in the 1970s that somehow “irradiated” some of the male flies 

and then they released them sterilizing large numbers and eventually eradicating 

them and rendering the problem obsolete in the present era (Macy, 2014a).  

 Macy also mentioned that ranching has changed in that he now uses 

a helicopter on his ranch, continuing a tradition begun by his uncle John Lott 

who used to fly a Piper Cub plane on the ranch.  He said Lott used the plane to 

gather cattle.  He put a speaker on the fuselage of the plane and hung a ceramic 

microphone around his neck.  Macy said that he had the cowboys put on white 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016



171

t-shirts with “big ‘ol numerals on ‘em” and he would have them spread out to 

gather cattle (Macy, 2014a).  Then, he would circle around in his plane calling out 

instructions to the cowboys on horseback via their numerals that he could see in 

the air.  This approach definitely was a change from earlier ranching practices.  

 A followup question was posed about automation on the ranch and 

whether it has had an impact on the amount of cowboys employed (Appendix; 

Macy, 2014a).  Macy replied that yes the number of cowboys has decreased 

over time.  In the 1950s when he was a kid, he remembered probably four to six 

cowboys were hired plus the ranch manager and their approximate salary was 

about $100 a month.  He remembered he would work a month and he would 

get about $90 himself which he thought was a lot of money, but he said he did 

not have a family at the time.  He mentioned it was hard to keep a family on the 

cowboy’s salary and most of them were young single guys.  The ranch work was 

year round though, not seasonal as work always needed to be done.  

 Interview 2.  Beginning the second interview where the first left off, the 

question posed was what people where important in his life in teaching him how 

to ranch (Appendix; Macy, 2014b).  Macy mentioned two individuals specifically; 

J.W. (Sally) Satterwhite and John Lott.  He stated that his earliest times on the 

ranch were during his childhood in the summer and his main concern was not 

in ranching so much as having fun.  While he was enjoying his time, he noticed 

how well respected Satterwhite, the Foreman, was among the ranch hands.  He 

discussed that his uncle, John Lott, was the boss and he “looked up to and really 

emulated” him but that Lott was not a cowboy, he was a businessman (Macy, 

2014b).  

 The next question posed was what older methods, if any, of ranching 

where still practiced on Macy’s ranch today (Appendix; Macy, 2014b).  Macy 

stated the machinery and the business end of it have changed so much.  He 
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mentioned that no one rides horses anymore except when they gather and ship 

cattle but mostly everyone drives pickups around the ranch.  He also revisited 

the notion that the helicopter (Figure 4.87) was a newer method of ranching he 

used, but stated that the helicopter is invaluable because while it is expensive 

to operate what it saves on time and labor is hard to calculate.  Macy stated that 

the way you buy and sell cattle has changed some over time as well with the 

advent of computers and the internet.  One thing that has changed a lot that he 

mentioned specifically is the increase in government oversight, specifically in 

the example of the implementation of OSHA (Occupational Safety and Health 

Figure 4.87.  Bob and Sharla Macy 1970 (image courtesy of the Garza County 
Historical Museum, Post, Texas). 
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Administration) regulations at the feedlot he ran for a time.  

 Macy was asked if he ever camped overnight on the ranch (Appendix; 

Macy, 2014b).  Macy replied never, they never took the wagon out.  When he 

took over the ranch, they had a chuck box they put in the back of a pickup and 

stayed out one night for the fun of it because they had never done it.  But, the 

lack of a bathroom and presence of bugs and snakes made it more appealing in 

memory than practice.  

 The next question posed was whether anything about the history of 

the ranch was overlooked or that he may have thought of since the previous 

interview (Appendix; Macy, 2014b).  Macy responded that not anything he could 

think of except the basics that his great grandfather, John B. Slaughter (Figure 

1.19), purchased a couple of different ranches around 1900 to make up the ranch 

at about 150,000 acres.  Slaughter sold 50,000 acres from the west side of the 

ranch to the Post-Montgomery family as well as a few other small acreages down 

through time (Macy, 2014b).  In 1965, when Macy Ranch was started, the ranch 

was partitioned from about 76,000 acres.  This total was different than the ca. 

83,000 acres used in the research and Macy was asked about this discrepancy.  

Macy stated that he was always told the total was exactly 76,577 acres and 

he distinctly remembers a topo map that hung in the bunkhouse with that total 

written on it (Macy, 2014b).  Macy said his ranch was split by Lott using this 

total.  He considers his ranch to be around ca. 20,000 acres “give or take” (Macy, 

2014b).  

 Continuing along the path of ranching heritage related questions, the 

question was posed if Macy had any stories or memories he liked to pass down 

to future generations (Appendix; Macy, 2014b).  It was suggested that memories 

could include Lott as well as the older history of the ranch.  Macy mentioned 
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the book written about Lott (Archer and Archer, 2009) would cover his uncle’s 

tenure better than he could.  Macy mentioned that the time he would really talk 

about is the beginning of his tenure when he took over in 1965.  He stated that 

even then the ranch was remote and they had to build their own phone lines and 

electricity was “pretty iffy” (Macy, 2014b).  Again, Macy returned to the theme of 

modernization on the ranch throughout his tenure.  He mentioned that he has a 

hard time relating to the things researchers discover on his property, especially 

the older it is (e.g., paleontological specimens).  

 As a followup, the question was posed concerning values that are 

related to this kind of a lifestyle that are important to pass to future generations 

(Appendix; Macy, 2014b).  Macy agreed that his lifestyle certainly promoted a 

specific value system.  He spoke about the importance of integrity and an ethic 

he felt was present in people who settled a region, almost an ethic and pride 

that comes with it.  He worried that the faster pace that the world has taken on 

combined with the increase in mobility of people has worked against this ethic.  

He thought ranching embodies this ethic of hard work for an honest wage and 

keeping true to your word, and that ranching families promote and foster this 

ethic.  Macy said a major challenge today is keeping the younger generation on 

the ranch because ranching is a hard life that requires one to love it in order to 

participate in it.  

 Macy went on that his family has been very fortunate in that they have a 

very well known heritage stretching far back into time.  His family had “ranched 

114+ years” and even before that “things were happening” (Macy, 2014b).  Macy 

stated, “you have to work to find your heritage” and he “hope[s] it continues 

with us I mean at least we have something to build on” (Macy, 2014b).  He also 

expressed his desire that some of the younger generation will return to work on 

the ranch.  He was optimistic because he and the Lotts and Kirkpatricks all “are 
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lucky to have some kids that have come back and are running a portion of the 

ranch and seem to have an interest in doing it” (Macy, 2014b).  

 A couple of questions related to ranching heritage identity such as, what 

kind of a skill set is required to be a cowboy, was posed.  Macy answered that 

an individual only really learns the work by doing, no formal training exists.  He 

mentioned that his degree from Texas Tech was not as valuable as time spent 

working on the ranch gaining experience.  He continued, “no textbook told me 

how to pull a calf [at] 2 AM in the morning that was backwards on a cold winter 

night” (Macy, 2014b).  He mentioned that a lot of misconceptions about cowboys 

that people have because of books and movies that tend to influence their views 

on the profession.  Macy laughed about the use of the term lasso, saying he’ s 

never lassoed anything in his life.  

 Continuing with this theme of ranching heritage identity questions, the 

question how does rodeo fit into your ideas about heritage was posed.  Macy 

explained that rodeo has its roots in ranching but his family also has participated 

in it.  Macy himself team roped as an amateur a little but he has worked 

extensively with horses, showing them and raising them.  Macy mentioned that 

his son, Mike, was a professional team roper for 10-12 years and two of his 

grandchildren are active in rodeo competitions as well.  He stated that over the 

years, the popularity of the sport has increased and discussed how the origin 

of certain events can be seen in practice in ranch work even today such as calf 

roping specifically.  Nowadays, the potential to earn more money for competitors 

has come about in the form of sponsorships and an increase in prize money 

available on the circuit.  Macy added that regardless, professional rodeo is a hard 

life wrought with the constant threat of injury and a hard life on the road often 11 

months of the year.  

 More landscape related questions were posed such as what landscape 

Texas Tech University, Dallas C. Ward, August 2016



176

related facilities have been constructed during Macy’s tenure on the ranch (e.g., 

tanks, windmills, fence lines, pens; Appendix; Macy, 2014b).  Macy did not 

go into many specifics but he did mention again that they no longer have any 

windmills on the ranch, those were replaced by pumps powered by solar cells 

three or four years ago (2010 or 2011; Macy, 2014b).  He mentioned eight or nine 

years (2006 or 2007) in the first interview, but maybe one date signifies when 

they began replacing the windmills and the other when they were finished with 

the task.  He indicated the pens on the edge of the Caprock on the uplands as 

pens they have built during his tenure.  Macy added that nearly everything at his 

headquarters has been built since he took over his section of the ranch.  All the 

tanks on his section were pretty much there from Lott’s time who he said used 

government “half and half” funded conservation programs to build most of the 

tanks on the ranch (Macy, 2014b).   

 The followup question to a comment he made about no longer having 

cattle was posed and more detail was requested.  Macy explained that the recent 

extensive three year drought caused almost all of his tanks to go dry as well as 

the river and local springs.  The Macy Ranch had sold all of its cattle by 2010.  

Macy went on to explain that it was “tough that we had to make the decision” 

(Macy, 2014b).  The ranch was low on water and the drought had prevented 

good grass growth so it had to be done.  At that time, many people also were 

selling their cattle and Macy experienced difficulty finding a place to process the 

meat.  They were finally able to ship them to Florida where they were sold.  Only 

one other time in his tenure were drought conditions bad enough that he had to 

thin his herd due to overstock, about 10 or 12 years ago (2002 or 2004).  At that 

time, they did not sell out completely.  He seemed optimistic that the cattle would 

be coming back as he spoke about the tanks being full again and the pastures 

recovering.  They since have resumed their cow-calf operation in the last year 
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(2015).  

 A followup question about how his predecessors would have handled this 

situation in the historic period was posed (Appendix; Macy, 2014b).  Macy replied 

that they would likely have handled it the same way he had.  He did mention 

again that his uncle, when faced with an eight year drought in the 1950s, had to 

lease pastures in Seminole.  In the deep past of the ranch, they would just run 

the cattle up the trail to market, “cattle on the hoofs” (Macy, 2014b).  Macy said 

likely fat cattle like what is seen today did not exist then.  

 The question what does it mean to be a cowboy or cattleman was posed 

to Macy (2014b).  He replied that ranching is mainly “marketing grass,” that the 

main product of a stock raiser is that grass marketed through the animal, cattle 

in this instance.  Macy continued that ranching is definitely a way of life that 

one must love in order to be successful at it because it is a hard life.  Macy was 

asked one last time if he wanted to add anything that he thought might have 

been missed related to ranching activities, his personal history, or the history of 

the U-Lazy-S Ranch (Appendix; Macy, 2014b).  Macy responded that he believed 

it was pretty well covered and that he could not think of anything.  

Jack Lott and the 4JK

 John F. (Jack) Lott was born in Kansas City, Missouri in 1937 (Figure 

4.88).  His mother was Ryla Lott and his father was John F. Lott (Figure 1.19; 

Lott, 2015).  Lott has two sisters: Patricia (Patty) Lott Kirkpatrick and Linda Lott 

Bouchier.  The Lotts lived in Missouri until they moved to the ranch in Post in 

1945.  Jack was eight years old at the time.  He has lived the last 20 years in 

Santa Fe, New Mexico (1995-2015).  

 Lott is the grandson of Frank Lott and Mamie Slaughter Lott, the great-

grandson of John B. and Belle Slaughter.  Bob Macy is his paternal cousin.  He 
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has three grown children; two sons, Jay and Jeff, and a daughter, Kim (Figure 

1.19).  He has 12 grandchildren and four great-granddaughters.  

 When the Lotts arrived at the ranch in 1945, just a private dirt road lead to 

the ranch headquarters with limited electricity and a hand dug well down on the 

creek (Middle Creek).  The ranch had a wind-charger and tower for electricity and 

a “pop and johnny” pump for the ranch house where Belle Slaughter lived and 

she always got “first draw” (Lott, 2015).  Electricity made it to the ranch in the late 

1950s.  
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 The first question posed to Lott was open-ended as he was asked what 

are his main interests or passions in life (Lott, 2015).  Lott stated that certainly 

when he was on the ranch, it was managing it to the best of his ability.  Lott 

mentioned the importance of marketing the grass, “the only real reason you have 

a cow is to graze the grass, or market your grass” (Lott, 2015).  In the present, he 

also pointed out that the management and marketing of the minerals has become 

extremely important also.  

 A series of landscape related questions were posed including a discussion 

on what strategies the ranch used to manage its water resources and what were 

some of the strategies he used during his tenure.  Lott mentioned after a severe 

drought they experienced in the 1950s, a government program was established 

he identified as the Great Plains program in 1958 or 1959.  It was a cost share 

program to promote the buildup of fences, tanks, and to help drill wells.  His 

father, John, took advantage of this program to build improvements on the 

U-Lazy-S Ranch.  The first cross fencing of the pastures occurred as a result of 

this program as well as the first pit tanks.  Pit tanks were the tanks that are simply 

filled in pits similar to small man-made lakes as opposed to damming up draws 

to make tanks that were more common before the program’s improvements were 

implemented.  

 Lott continued by expressing some of the perils involved in using 

government programs.  Once when his father was using the program to help 

drill wells for windmills, he found a good deal on a bunch of used casing.  But, 

it turned out the casing he purchased exceeded the government’s thickness 

requirements as well as the requirement to use only new materials.  Lott’s father 

also used the Great Plains program to spray approximately 60,000 acres of 

brush.  He did not say what was sprayed but it was a defoliant of some type.  
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Then, the government informed him that he had to defer the acreage for two 

years.  This deferment left him with approximately 20,000 acres to put his entire 

cattle operation on for two years.  After the two years lapsed, John Lott brought in 

a bulldozer with an anchor chain and cleared out all the dead brush leaving only 

a few strips for wildlife.  

 Jack’s father also used the highway to fence more of his pasture.  In 

1960, the Gail-Post Highway (FM 669) came in and “cut up Middle River” (Lott, 

2015).  Shell built a pipeline that went to Colorado City and the company was 

driving through a bunch because they had a station so, John told the company 

they could have a right-of-way to build a road if they built fence on both sides.  

John was using regional infrastructural developments to work in his favor to build 

up fences, close off pastures, and pave roads.  Before the Gail-Post Highway 

was built, the road to the ranch was a 12 mile long dirt road.  Today, it is a paved 

highway.  Jack stated that none of these interest are concerned with grazing 

but in order to get a return you have to be able to do it without cost.  Having an 

outside interest, such as Shell, build fences for the U-Lazy-S Ranch allowed John 

to control grazing better by breaking up pastures.  

 Lott used the present-day example of his grandson, Jett, who can get a 

better return out of recreation for no investment on his part.  Jett’s father, Jeff, 

had not kept cattle since 1997 or 1998 except once in 2010 (Lott, 2015).  Lott 

stated that whatever Jett can “harvest” is already there and he did not have to 

introduce it so it is not a depreciable asset like a cow.  When Lott referred to 

recreation, he was referring to hunting game on the ranch.  Lott discussed the 

need to be able to market things to make it work for you, a line of thought that 

must have been learned from his father.  He mentioned the marketing of minerals 

and the leasing of pastures when they were not running a cow-calf operation.  

 Lott discussed using pastures to keep yearlings and charging a lease for 
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a cost on the gain per pound after a season of grazing.  His example was for 

$0.25/lb. but he remarked that he has also been retired for 20 years so the sum 

was purely hypothetical.  The principle was a calf is weighed before the lease 

begins and then again at the end and the lease charge is determined based on 

$0.25/lb. gain.  The lease per pound of gain model is different than a cow-calf 

operation in more ways than the obvious that you are retaining the breeder cow 

but she becomes a depreciable asset the moment she is exposed to a bull and 

then becomes subject to market trends.  For Lott, tradition was less important 

than running a viable business and going with what works or what earns.  Both 

strategies were examples of what Lott refers to as marketing grass.  

 Lott then went into a discussion on the division of the various U-Lazy-S 

Ranch sections into their present incarnations (Lott, 2015).  He began with the 

death of his great-grandfather, John B. Slaughter, in 1928, who died intestate 

(without a will).  His wife Belle Slaughter inherited half the ranch, his daughter 

Mamie Slaughter-Lott a quarter of the ranch, and his son John B. (Jay) Slaughter, 

Jr. a quarter of the ranch.  Jay Slaughter died in 1940 and his quarter of the 

ranch went to his wife Alma (Skeeter) Slaughter.  In 1946, Belle Slaughter died 

leaving her half to John Lott.  John did not like that his sister Mary Belle Lott 

Macy was not included.  After the deaths of Mamie (1963) and Skeeter (1976), 

he gave a quarter to Mary Belle and retained three-fourths.  Lott assured that it 

would divide up among the next generation.  It is not clear who exactly inherited 

which part and when as the dates do not exactly match, but what is clear is that 

John Lott had three-fourths and Mary Belle had a quarter.  

 Jack continued that once Mary Belle died, it would all revert to fourths 

instead of thirds.  It would seem that Lott is speaking about the inheritance rather 

than the physical landscape.  In 1965 when Bob Macy was getting out of his 
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feedlot venture with his uncle, he was ready to begin ranching. Jack stated that at 

first his dad suggested that Macy take over the farms and Jack the ranching but it 

became evident that Macy desired to ranch so John divided the land and allowed 

Macy to chose his section.  They also gave Macy some of the cattle to begin the 

Macy Ranch.  Mineral revenue would always be divided separately through the 

U-Lazy-S Ranch.  

 Jack’s father then realized that he would need to do the same for his 

children so he formed three new corporations: 4JK, PLK, and LLB.  A fourth 

corporation was the U-Lazy-S Ranch Inc. that owned equipment and cattle and 

the three new corporations owned surface or land.  The U-Lazy-S Ranch Inc. 

then leased grass from the three other corporations.  Lott could not remember 

exactly when this happened but he said sometime in the 1970s (Lott, 2015).  

Overnight, Jack became the owner of a grass lease and suddenly he worked for 

his father.  Now, the “same entities don’t own the cattle and the land.”  Lott stated 

that, “it was all run at an arms length transaction.”  

Ending Comments

 Historic investigations at the U-Lazy-S Ranch seek to inform and enhance 

the known historic record and inform archaeological interpretation.  Interviews 

aim to understand how landowners understand and interpret their own heritage 

as well as tie memory to the landscape.  Archival research serves to synthesize 

lesser known portions of the historic record and enliven the historic narrative for 

the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.  Results of the analysis of all three aspects of data 

collected for the U-Lazy-S Ranch combine to provide an understanding of how 

heritage is constructed.  

 Archaeological investigations provide an interpretive layer on the 

landscape giving information on unknown ranching sites outside of the written 
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historic record and enhance understandings of the historic layers present on 

the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  The eight historic sites provide insight into four major 

historic layers found on the landscape.  Through study of the material culture and 

landscape-use, a broader picture of early ranching activities is constructed and 

used to enhance understandings of the historic layers present on the U-Lazy-S 

Ranch.  Archaeological sites provide a window into the evolution of change that 

has occurred over time on the ranch and within the practice and methodology of 

regional cattle ranching.  

Archival research offers an additional opportunity to enhance historic 

knowledge and synthesize it with the known written historic record into one place 

for a more holistic view of the historic layers present on the historic U-Lazy-S 

Ranch. Numerous images and past oral history interviews provide enhanced 

understandings of the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  Additionally, archival research garners 

broader understandings of regional heritage related to buffalo hunting and open-

range ranching within the context of the research.  

The oral history interviews give important information regarding the 

evolution of the U-Lazy-S Ranch after John B. Slaughter’s death and into the 

modern period when it was split into its present divisions.  They outline the 

development of different ranching methodologies and landscape use strategies 

over time.  Lastly, the oral histories provide a first-hand account of the heritage 

process directly from individuals with kinship links to the historic layers present 

on the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  Macy and Lott give information about the divisions that 

John Lott initiated and provide further insight into all periods within their personal 

memory on the ranch.  Taken together, these aspects of heritage can broaden 

the understandings and enhance the narrative for the historic U-Lazy-S Ranch.  
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

 The historic layers on the U-Lazy-S Ranch can be best conceptualized 

from an interdisciplinary approach in order to gain a holistic view of its heritage.  

The interpretation of the heritage is a collaborative effort of the researcher 

and the constituency.  Interpretation of a localized heritage in the form of the 

U-Lazy-S Ranch enhances the greater regional heritage narrative.  The findings 

from the research are interpreted according to a three-layer approach and 

discussion follows this model for oral histories, archives, and archaeological 

research.  These three layers are history, landscapes, and people, and they are 

interrelated in that they work in synergy with one another.  

 In order to address the role heritage construction plays in connecting the 

past with the present and people with their past this research has examined 

multiple layers of U-Lazy-S Ranch heritage.  The archaeological record has been 

examined in relationship to landscape features at the ranch to identify landscape 

use and intangible links.  The historical record of the U-Lazy-S Ranch and the 

region has been surveyed as well as several local archives and museums to 

synthesize the information.  Current landowners’ perspectives on past ranching 

activities and practices have been documented and compared with present-day 

ranching practices.  An historic narrative has been developed through research 

and supplemented by the addition of the interviews and documentation.  

Heritage Construction

 The heritage process provides a framework where the interchange of the 

three layers work together.  The process of heritage is a product of the present 

and is acted upon by contemporary people.  The past is reflected in the present 
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through this process.  The process of heritage can be observed and documented 

to facilitate interpretation that in turn acts as the agent of construction.  Results 

show that agency is the key relationship between history, landscapes, and people 

in the construction of heritage.  

Heritage as Performance

 The main guiding theoretical concepts are: heritage is intangible in that the 

meanings applied to object and place represent the interpretive layer (Smith, 

2006); and heritage is a process in which human agency reacts with the past 

in place and with objects to construct heritage.  Smith (2006) discusses the 

concept of heritage performance as if this intentionality of human agency is this 

process that occurs and it can be described qualitatively.  If that is the case, then 

performing heritage is the same as constructing heritage.  While performance, 

and by extension experience, can be described as passive agency on the part 

of heritage agents, it is active agency, however, that best can be described by 

heritage construction.  Performance, then, is passive while construction is active.  

According to Smith’s definition, every constituency involved in this research, 

(e.g., researchers, land owners, archives, museums) is performing heritage at all 

levels.  But, museums, archives, researchers, and families are taking an active 

role in preserving memories of the past and this intentionality is reflected in the 

agency implied.  

History, Landscapes, and People

Results of research are discussed in chronological order.  Euro-American 

history at the research area stretches back ca. 140+ years to the Buffalo Hunters 

era and earlier to the pastores.  For a brief time, the Lindsey Brothers, open 

rangers, operate in the research area followed by the Nave-McCord Cattle 

Company whose Square and Compass Ranch was a mainstay in the region for 
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ca. 20 years.  The John B. Slaughter family and his successors have owned and 

operated ranching ventures there for 115 years (1901-2016).  

Regional ranching histories and an historic context have been provided 

but combined with investigations into the historic layers at the U-Lazy-S Ranch 

provide a staging area where the process of heritage occurred.  People make 

up the population of a region and it is their stories that become history and 

eventually contribute to the greater heritage narrative.  People are the ones who 

carry the memories that make up the heritage process.  Landscape acts as the 

theater in which heritage occurs but it is both shaped by and shapes heritage.  

Regional landscape settings include but are not limited to the uplands, canyon 

breaks, springs, creeks, and playas.  Although not limited to landscape for 

interpretation purposes, place provides the context for memory making and the 

heritage process to occur.  Geography, then, is an important factor in the heritage 

process.  

Landscape Setting.  Most of the sites documented are Square and Compass 

Ranch era or potential early U-Lazy-S Ranch in age.  Only one site (4JK Locality 

5; Figure 4.1) represents the earlier periods, that of the Buffalo Hunters era and 

the Lindsey Brothers Ranch era (separate occupations).  This site is located 

the furthest south of the investigated sites and sits along the escarpment edge 

looking east towards the western Rolling Plains and the South Fork.  This setting 

is a prime location for spotting the whereabouts of either a bison herd or stray 

cattle.  

Square and Compass Ranch and U-Lazy-S Ranch era sites appear mainly 

along Spring Creek or on the nearby uplands with the exception of Macy Locality 

47 that is situated in the breaks along a large mesa.  Macy Locality 47 appears 

to be a Square and Compass Ranch era campsite but also acted as a singular 

dump for the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  The other sites situated along Spring Creek and 
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the uplands are Square and Compass Ranch era or early U-Lazy-S Ranch era 

in age.  These sites indicate that Spring Creek and its associated springs were 

valued for access to water and the usage of uplands pasturage for grazing and 

management of stock.  Later U-Lazy-S Ranch sites are absent in the sense that 

camps are not apparent but the landscape still is being utilized throughout time 

for stock management.  A possible explanation for this apparent lack could be 

that in the later phase, the ranch began to modernize.  Fewer hands are hired 

and more mobility due to wider use of trucks and trailers as well as less reliance 

on the natural water sources resulting from the drilling of wells in pastures (Macy, 

2014a, 2014b).   

Sites and People.  The Woody brothers were buffalo hunters in the research area 

from 1876-1877.  J.W. Woody (1926, 1928) placed his camp in Garza County 

approximately six to 10 miles south of present-day Post.  4JK Locality 5 had an 

occupation layer that dates to the Buffalo Hunters era and it is within the distance 

to Post as noted in Woody’s (1926, 1928) description.  The site, located along 

the canyon breaks, may have had a spring in the area in the historic period.  The 

overall site context was relatively pristine within the features, while a large portion 

of survey artifacts are displaced by slope wash.  Several Buffalo Hunter related 

objects included multiple .50-90 Sharps cartridges (Figure 4.4u) and a rifle butt-

plate (Figure 4.56).  Primer cups and several .50-90 Sharps cartridges exhibited 

signs that they were trimmed, indicated reloading activities (Figure 5.1).  

The site is unique in that it has the remnants of three architectural 

features, two of which (Figures 4.60, 62-65, 67-70) are distinctive structures 

identified as dugouts.  Woody (1926, 1928) notes that they built a dugout with 

a rock chimney.  The easternmost dugout features a possible chimney (Figures 

4.60, 63-65).  A stockpile or a construction staging area for the two dugouts 

(Figures 4.61, 66) likely functioned as a workshop to shape the sandstone 
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Figure 5.1.  4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) cartridges: a) trimmed .50-90 
Sharps cartridge (TTU-A1-252318); and b) unfired .50-90 Sharps cartridge 
(TTU-A1-252317). 

blocks in constructing the dugouts.  The building blocks are squared.  The large 

pile consists of sandstones blocks of irregular sizes and shapes that could be 

shaping debris leftover from sandstone block manufacture during construction.

The construction of the architectural features appeared to be a large 

investment in time and effort, indicating a long-term camp.  Metal detector survey 

recovered an axe head (Figure 5.2) outside of the westernmost dugout (Figures 

4.62, 67-68, 70).  It exhibited clear use-wear marks on the back (Figure 5.2c) 
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of the head consistent with hammering the axe head in a manner similar to a 

wedge or chisel.  This tool may have been utilized to shape the sandstone blocks 

used in constructing the structures.  To test this hypothesis, an experiment was 

conducted using a similar axe, a hammer, and some unmodified sandstone 

collected from the nearby outcroppings (Figures 5.3-5).  A block’s manufacture 

took less than 10 minutes.  The results of the experiment produced nearly 

identical sandstone blocks with less effort than initially expected and provided 

a plausible method of sandstone block manufacture.  Construction of the two 

dugouts, then was easier and quicker than originally thought.  Nevertheless, 

infrastructure was being built for an extended stay or use. 

Woody (1926, 1928) stated that the peak where his camp is located was 

Figure 5.2.  Axe head (TTU-A1-252285) from 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833): a) side 
view; b) top view; and c) back view. 
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Figure 5.3.  Demonstrating sandstone block manufacture hypothesis at 4JK 
Locality 5 (41GR833). 

Figure 5.4.  Demonstrating axe and hammer method at 4JK Locality 5 
(41GR833). 
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Figure 5.5.  Final reproduction of a sandstone block at 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833). 

named for his camp, Woody Peak.  Although no such landmark location was 

confirmed on historic maps and records, the best candidate for the peak was the 

site itself as it is situated along the escarpment rim.  Woody mentioned an “old 

Indian town” (Woody, 1926:1) on the uplands near his camp, but no such site was 

located.  Despite not being able to locate Woody’s landmarks, the description of 

their camp and distance to Post matched and the site is interpreted as being the 

Woody Brothers camp.  The site, then, originally was constructed and used as a 

Buffalo Hunter camp.  The Woody Brothers arrived in Garza County in October 

of 1876 and hunted through the spring of 1877 before abandoning the camp to 

follow the dwindling southern herd further south (Woody, 1926, 1928).  

The camp, with its ready foundation, served during the open range 

ranching period and specifically the Lindsey Brothers Ranch era.  The Lindsey 

brothers operated their ranch in the research area from 1879-1882 (Cox, 1895; 
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Didway, 1980; Parks and Cramer, 1986).  The camp had been vacated no more 

than two years and would have been a major resource for the new ranch.  

The site would have been an opportune place to repurpose for early 

ranch infrastructure.  Early Euro-Americans coming into the area would have 

found existing infrastructure to be convenient for re-use in the absence of readily 

available traditional building materials (e.g., wood).  Among the multiple objects 

related to early cowboys and ranching activities, the most diagnostic was the 

JHL connected brand (Figure 4.10).  This brand was registered to James H. 

Lindsey in the Borden County courthouse and is representative of the Lindsey 

Brothers Ranch.  Little was known about the Lindsey Brothers Ranch, but the 

archaeological record provided a physical imprint on the landscape that gives 

testimony to their presence. 

Because the water source was the focus of the range with range rights, 

the Lindsey Brothers headquarters (location unknown) most likely was on Middle 

Creek.  The Nave-McCord Cattle Company purchased the range rights of the 

Lindsey Brothers and the Square and Compass Ranch headquarters was on 

Middle Creek.  The site’s location would be a good choice for an open range line-

camp, being further south of a Middle Creek headquarters.  Stray cattle could be 

spotted and turned back.  While the boundaries of the Lindsey Brothers Ranch 

are unknown, if the boundaries were similar to that of the Square and Compass 

Ranch (Figure 1.3), then 4JK Locality 5 would be located in the extreme southern 

section of the ranch.  Line-camps during the open range phase of ranching 

functioned differently in that they served as a line of defense to turn back drifting 

cattle before drift fences were built and ranges eventually fenced (Holden, 

1930:43-44).  These camps also served the normal function of the later line-

camps in that they operated as satellite ranch camps offering shelter for groups 

of cowboys to resupply and rest (Ward, 1958).  
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 The Square and Compass Ranch and U-Lazy-S Ranch eras left an imprint 

on the landscape but differentiating between the different occupations was 

difficult to determine at times.  The transitional nature of many diagnostic artifacts 

(ca. 1890s-1900s) coincided with the dissolution of one ranch (Square and 

Compass 1882-1901) and the founding of another (U-Lazy-S Ranch est. 1901).  

Several sites exhibited the potential to be either late Square and Compass Ranch 

era or early U-Lazy-S Ranch era occupations.  

The Square and Compass Ranch era began when the Lindsey Brothers 

sold their stock and range rights to the Nave-McCord Cattle Company in 1882.  

Although very little documentation existed on the Lindsey Brothers Ranch, 

more documentation for the Square and Compass Ranch was available in large 

part due to the Rollie Burns account (Holden, 1932).  Burns (Holden, 1932) 

mentioned that the Nave McCord Company was the first in the research area to 

build fences.  The earliest fences on the ranch, then, would be associated with 

the Square and Compass Ranch.  

Macy Locality 360 (Figure 4.1) dates to the Square and Compass Ranch 

era and its assemblage consists almost entirely of cartridges.  The site is located 

near a small playa on the uplands.  Although dry at the time of documentation, 

water in playas today fluctuate seasonally (Sabin and Holliday, 1995) and 

water availability may have had something to do with site selection.  The site 

is a short-term camp where some sort of shooting activity occurred.  The lack 

of any objects from the food container and serving vessel category, however, 

indicates that it was unlikely that any overnight camping occurred at the site.  

The designation short-term camp refers to either daytrip activity not requiring 

an overnight stay (hence no food containers and serving vessels) or extended 

activities necessitating overnight stay(s) (presence of food containers and serving 

vessels).  The designation means a place on the landscape where cowboys were 
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for a short-term activity or task in which an imprint is left on the landscape.  

 Macy Locality 39 (Figure 4.1) appears to be a late Square and Compass 

Ranch era site.  The site is located in the breaks near Spring Creek.  The high 

frequency of objects in the food container and serving vessel category suggests 

a small short-term camp with an overnight stay.  With only 17 objects collected, 

no more than a one-night stay is indicated.  The addition of a harmonica reed-

plate (Figures 4.35-36), suggests leisure activities.  

 Macy Locality 16 (Figure 4.1) dates primarily to the Square and Compass 

Ranch era.  The site is located near the uplands sloping towards Spring Creek 

(Figure 4.1) with a nearby spring making it ideal for watering a large amount of 

stock.  It represents a cowboy camp that had a chuck wagon present on site.  

The chuck wagon is a center of activity and a location for eating and sleeping 

(Figures 5.6-10; Adams, 1952; Hurst et al., 2016; Savage, 1975).  The presence 

of a chuck wagon indicates a larger group of cowboys rather than a small work 

force for an extended stay.  Chuck wagons went up the trail during the open 

range period and often were taken out to points distant from the headquarters for 

multiple days working cattle during the closed range period (Haley, 1936).   

 Pens often were constructed from things that were available and the horse 

remuda often was kept in a location near the chuck wagon (Rollins, 1924:166; 

Savage, 1975:72-73; Hurst et al., 2016).  With its chuck wagon and the presence 

of a pen or corral, Macy Locality 16 was a roundup camp (Hurst et al., 2016).  

Roundups played a major role in the development of rodeo as a result of large 

groups of cowhands showcasing and competing among themselves the skills of 

their trade (Hough, 1897:176; Macy, 2014b; Sandoz, 1958:491; Trolinger, 2006).  

Many cowhands were unskilled workers (Carlson, 2006; Clayton, 2006).  With 

many highly specialized tasks (i.e., riding, roping), however, the ones who could 

perform the best gained the best assignments.  Competing among themselves 
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Figure 5.8.  U-Lazy-S cook preparing biscuits at the chuck wagon, ca. 1920s 
(image courtesy of Richard Kirkpatrick). 
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Figure 5.9.  U-Lazy-S cowboys eating their chuck under the tent of the chuck 
wagon and the cook pouring coffee, ca. 1920s (image courtesy of Richard 
Kirkpatrick).

Figure 5.10.  U-Lazy-S cowboy sleeping next to chuck wagon, ca. 1920s (image 
courtesy of Richard Kirkpatrick). 
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would help to both single out the skilled laborers and improve the skills of those 

participating.  

 The competitions likely occurred informally throughout the day’s work 

because that was when the cowboys would work cattle.  Gradually, these 

competitions evolved into the sport known as rodeo, rooted in these work-

related feats of skill (Hough, 1897; Macy, 2014b; Sandoz, 1958).  Some rodeo 

competitions developed from other ranch-related tasks such as the taming of 

wild horses (mustangs) that developed into bronc bustin where a cowboy tries to 

hold onto a bucking horse for eight seconds with one hand held in the air (Macy, 

2014b; Trolinger, 2006).  Bronc bustin has two distinct varieties: saddle bronc and 

bareback.  Additionally, some events were invented specifically for the sport of 

rodeo and had no practical ranch application (e.g., bull doggin, bull riding; Macy, 

2014b).  

 The cluster analysis of Macy Locality 16 cartridges indicates shooting as 

a potential leisure activity (Hurst et al., 2016; Figure 5.11).  Leisure activities 

fit with the work camp scenario when multiple cowboys are present (Rollins, 

1924).  The cartridge assemblage at Macy Locality 16 is very similar to that 

of the assemblage found at Macy Locality 360.  The two sites may have been 

contemporaneous and are within range of a short horse ride of one another (ca. 

1mi [ca. 1.5km]; Figure 4.1).   

The U-Lazy-S Ranch era objects include shotgun cartridges and the Cee-

Tee Co. pliers that provide a firm post-1915 date.  This occupation seems to be 

a short-term camp as well.  The assemblage is so sparse with few items from 

the food containers and serving vessels category.  This situation indicates that it 

most likely was a task-specific short-term camp that did not involve an overnight 

stay.  The pliers imply that this task-specific occupation was potentially a work 

camp, likely only a few cowboys, out monitoring fence-lines.  
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Figure 5.11.  Spatial distribution of cartridges, bullets, and cartridge clusters at 
Macy Locality 16 (41GR722; Hurst et al., 2016).

 Macy Locality 103 (Figure 4.1) dates to the Square and Compass Ranch 

era and the U-Lazy-S Ranch era, indicating multiple occupations.  The close 

proximity to a spring is an important landscape feature for this site as well as 

its placement in the breaks near Spring Creek that provided an ideal spot for 

watering stock.  The majority of the objects date to the Square and Compass 

Ranch era, specifically the cans, nails and cartridges indicating the largest 

portion of the site’s assemblage can be associated with this occupation.  Nails 

and food containers and serving vessels categories are the highest object 

categories indicating an overnight stay with this short-term camp.  The U-Lazy-S 

Ranch era objects are shotgun cartridges, sanitary cans, and a pair of Cee-Tee 

Co. pliers.  This assemblage indicates a work camp potentially out monitoring 

fence-lines involving an overnight stay. 
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Macy Locality 47 (Figure 4.1) represents both Square and Compass 

Ranch era and U-Lazy-S Ranch era occupations.  The site is situated near a 

mesa that is the dominant landscape feature.  Macy Locality 47 is a short-term 

camp or camps (Square and Compass Ranch) and a dump (U-Lazy-S Ranch).  

The Square and Compass era objects are mainly hole-in-cap cans and a piece of 

2-strand Scutt’s Plate Arrow-point Variation barbed wire.  The cans are consistent 

with short-term camping activities involving an overnight stay.  

Abandoned tractor parts represented the dump and were the most 

diagnostic among the artifacts in the assemblage.  They dated no earlier than 

the 1920s when the farms were added to the ranch (Archer and Archer, 2009:64; 

Slaughter, 1944:95).  West Texas agriculture was not a major industry until the 

1910-1920s (Browne, 1937; Martin, 1969:40).  A total of 413 tractors were in the 

counties below Garza County by 1930 (Martin, 1969:71). The abandoned tractor 

parts provide solid evidence for a U-Lazy-S Ranch era occupation.  

Austin Bouchier spent a period of time as a cowboy for the Square and 

Compass Ranch (Figure 1.6) before going into business for himself in 1894, 

when he purchased sections in Borden County from John Slaughter (Collier, 

1936).  Austin Bouchier’s story became more clear as a result of archival 

research and his importance in the narrative of the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  Not only is 

the Bouchier name linked to that of the Slaughter family (LLB section) but Austin 

Bouchier and John Slaughter were close friends.  John B. Slaughter lived in Ft. 

Worth from 1898-1905.  During that time, he divested his ranching leases in 

Glasscock and Borden counties and purchased the Square and Compass Ranch 

lands from the Nave McCord Cattle Company.  Bouchier played a crucial role in 

helping Slaughter when he was away and Slaughter, in turn, helped Bouchier 

to get at least one loan from the American National Bank of Ft. Worth.  These 

documented collaborations reflected the many that likely occurred throughout 
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their friendship.  

John B. Slaughter was born into a cattle-ranching family.  His father and 

older brother had already made names for the Slaughter family as cattlemen 

and Slaughter began trailing cattle north by the age of 17 (Clarke, 1979; Didway, 

1980).  John went into business with his brother Will and began to build his own 

cattle empire in 1877 (Cox, 1895:389).  At some point in the late 1880s, the two 

brothers dissolved their partnership and John began ranching in Glasscock and 

Borden counties.  John most likely leased ranges.  He knew, however, he needed 

to secure a ranch where he would own his grass.  Slaughter had experienced 

claimed ranges (range rights) being leased out from under him in the past 

(Clarke, 1979; Holden, 1970) forcing him to move on in search of other ranges.  

Slaughter then acquired his own leases in Glasscock County and Borden County 

(Collier, 1936).  Additionally, ultimate control of grass would be paramount 

to someone running a cow-calf operation on pasture-fed cattle.  Grass was 

Slaughter’s business and as a cattleman, grass was essential to cattle.  In 1901, 

John purchased the Square and Compass Ranch lands and their remaining stock 

in Garza, Borden, and Lynn counties and the U-Lazy-S Ranch was established 

(Clarke, 1979; Didway, 1980).  John now was able to breed pedigree Herferd 

cattle and establish himself as one of the preeminent cattlemen in the region.  

Slaughter transitioned from his early days as an open range trail driving cowboy 

to a landed cattleman.   

While some facts on who Belle Slaughter was is in the historic literature, 

the inclusion of her diary (Slaughter, 1944) added a personality to an individual 

whom little had been written.  Belle was very much a woman of her time and also 

a crucial member of the Post community and a leader among her peers in social 

development within the community.  She held her family in the highest of regards 

and was proud of the family business and her “Home on the Range.”  Belle 
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unmistakably related to her ranching and pioneer identity and worked to promote 

the U-Lazy-S Ranch and her community.  

Jay and Skeeter Slaughter (Figures 4.85-86) came to life in both the Belle 

Slaughter diary (Slaughter, 1944) and the Lott book (Archer and Archer, 2009).  

Jay Slaughter was the primary driver for setting up the farm plots on the uplands 

of U-Lazy-S Ranch lands at a time when agriculture was beginning to gain 

preeminence economically in the region.  Macy Locality 47 showed the physical 

evidence of this change on the landscape.  The innovative thinking on the part 

of Jay Slaughter came at a time when the practice was relatively new yet would 

become the norm in the region for the flat uplands.  He was an ardent promoter 

of the U-Lazy-S Ranch brand and an active member in the Post community.  

Skeeter was close to her mother-in-law, Belle, and was a regular at her luncheon 

club.   

Macy Locality 31 (Figure 4.1) dates mainly to the U-Lazy-S Ranch 

era.  The site is situated along upper Spring Creek near the uplands.  Object 

classification categories and the low number of objects recovered suggest the 

site a short-term camp.  The site does not exhibit any unique characteristics to 

indicate specific ranching activities.  

Macy Locality 9 (Figure 4.1) dated to the U-Lazy-S Ranch era and is 

situated along lower Spring Creek on a terrace overlooking the creek.  The high 

frequency of food container and serving vessel objects indicated a short-term 

camp involving an overnight stay.  The late Victorian hatpin denoted the presence 

of a woman at the site, most likely Belle Slaughter.  Hatpins were symbols of 

status for Victorian women and Belle Slaughter (Figures 1.12-13) was very much 

the model of a Victorian lady.  Belle was known for going out to see the cowboys 

work cattle, especially during the roundup (Slaughter, 1944).  

Sally and Inez Satterwhite (Figure 4.73) as well as Doug Morrel (Figure 
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4.76) were key figures in the transitional phase between Jay Slaughter’s tenure 

and John Lott as owner and manager.  After the death of Jay Slaughter, Morrel 

and the Satterwhites kept the business going under the authority of Belle 

Slaughter until John Lott took his place as heir apparent.  While Morrel resigned 

when Lott took over, the Satterwhites remained until retirement and had a major 

influence in the cowboy education of Lott. 

John F. Lott (Figures 4.77, 80) was possibly the most important heritage 

agent in 20th century U-Lazy-S Ranch history.  The story of Lott was not 

altogether unknown but little was published on Lott aside from the Lott book 

(Archer and Archer, 2009) that was released in a limited printing.  Lott was the 

main driving force behind modernization of the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  His ability 

to adapt to new technologies and his willingness to make local infrastructural 

developments work in his favor helped the ranch remain a successful mainstay 

in the region for generations to come.  Lott was the first to develop mineral 

resources on the ranch and utilize them to maintain the cattle business.  

In addition, Lott was very proud of his heritage and promoting ranching 

heritage was important to him.  Lott became an active heritage agent within the 

community, spending 10 years developing what was to become the National 

Ranching Heritage Center and the Ranching Heritage Association.  The first 

building installed at the new outdoor facility was the U-Lazy-S Ranch carriage 

house.  He and Ryla used their contacts and plane to locate the Jowell House 

that also was installed at the new facility (Archer and Archer, 2009; Lott, 2001).  

The heritage of the U-Lazy-S Ranch continues today through the modern 

divisions and the kinship links of the Slaughter descendants.  Lott’s nephew, 

Bob Macy (Figures 4.87, 5.12), has been a major player in the cattle industry 

with the founding of his section (Macy Ranch) as well as an active member of 

both the Post and Lubbock communities.  Macy has followed in Lott’s footsteps 
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Figure 5.12.  Bob Macy visiting 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) in 2015; note the 
trimmed sandstone block construction.

continuing with the trend of modernizing ranching activities all while maintaining 

the integrity of the family business.  Macy speaks at length about the difficulty of 

ranching and how in order to be successful, one really must love what they do 

and that sometimes even that is not enough.  An honor code or form of integrity 

has dissipated over time (Macy, 2014a, 2014b).  While his son and grandson 

continue in his footsteps, Macy remains uncertain that future generations will 

continue the work of family ranching.  Starrs (1998:238) confirms that in the face 

of urbanization, ranchers often feel left out or obsolete.  

Bob Macy comes from a rodeo family (Macy, 2014b).  Macy has team 

roped as an amateur, rode cutting horses, and bred horses for many years.  His 
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son is a championship team roper and his daughter-in-law was a barrel-racer.  

Both of his grandchildren are involved in rodeo competitions.  Jack Lott (Figures 

4.88, 5.13; 4JK), John Lott’s son, was raised on the ranch for the majority of his 

life.  Lott followed in his father’s footsteps and was always open to attempting 

innovative means of ranching in order to move the industry forward.  Lott 

expressed his desire for the business to continue for future generations, but did 

not necessarily see cattle ranching as the answer.  Lott suggested that currently, 

more opportunity in recreation exists for his grandson.  Except for 2010, the 

4JK ceased running cattle ca. 1997-1998 (Lott, 2015) because they deemed it 

no longer to be profitable whereas the Macy Ranch is still a cow-calf operation.  

Nevertheless, both Macy and Lott were clear that the primary goal of a cattle 

rancher is the marketing of grass in the form of beef rather than just a stock-

raiser (Lott, 2015; Macy, 2014a, 2014b).  The sentiment that a rancher is a grass 

farmer was a common thread between the two cousins that appears to have 

come to them through John Lott.  John Slaughter clearly saw the value of owning 

grass rather than leasing.  Grass was the important commodity.  The philosophy 

centered on grass may have originated with John Slaughter, imbuing an attitude 

at the ranch that may have been passed on to John Lott through Satterwhite.  

Cowboys in Collective Memory and the U-Lazy-S Ranch

 The American West has become a romanticized and mythologized past in 

the imagination of the nation and the world at large (Carpenter, 1990; Slotkin, 

1973).  One explanation may be attributed to the heritage process itself and 

how the past can become a tool for the present (Lowenthal, 1985:xvi; Smith, 

2006).  The United States as a new nation in a New World absent of the mythos 

of the Old World has led to new legends and folklore having evolved accordingly 

(Christensen, 2008).  Holden (1935:3) refers to cowboys as “knights of the 
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Figure 5.13.  Jack Lott visiting 4JK Locality 5 (41GR833) in 2015. 

leather” and Webb (1931) describes the stock-raising industry as a “Cattle 

Kingdom.”  

 A distinction in terms between cattlemen and cowboys is made because 

popular culture has a tendency to blur the distinctions.  In setting up a dichotomy, 

a cowboy is a hired hand that is either a skilled or unskilled laborer hired 

originally to work cattle but broadened to include ranch work.  A cattleman, on 

the other hand, is the investor or owner of the land and/or stock broadened to 
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include ranching business ventures.  Initially, cowboy was not a noble title and 

many who bore the title were considered the lowest of the social order (Carlson, 

2006; Clayton, 2006).  Cattlemen, however, were propertied, experienced, often 

town-builders, and were the stock-raisers who employed the young, regularly 

inexperienced cowhands (Carlson, 2006; Clayton, 2006).  The process of 

mythmaking and the act of remembering raised the cowboy to his romanticized 

place in American western heritage today.  The terms became synonymous in 

collective memory with the ranch owner adopting the role of the cowboy as well 

as the cowboy having attained the cattleman’s status among society in today’s 

imagination.  Nevertheless, in reality, a cowboy could transition into a cattleman.  

 The figure of the cowboy has become an American symbol although its 

origin is Spanish (e.g., Bolton, 1921; Faulk, 1965; Perkins and Thompson, 

1992; Webb, 1931).  Additionally, variations of cowboys are documented around 

the world (e.g., Fischer 2007, 2008; Head and Fullagar, 1997; McGrath, 1987; 

Mills et al., 2013; Silliman, 2004; Slatta, 1997).  Western mythology and the 

story of the cowboy along with it has been promoted greatly in the form of print 

literature, traveling western shows, and early rodeo and feats of horsemanship.  

The advent of the American film industry introduces the “Reel” Cowboys of the 

1930s into the 1950s (Buck, 1975; Clayton, 2006; Tucker, 2006).  Numerous 

studies have been conducted on western folklore and the myth behind the 

American cowboy (Carlson, 2006; Carnes, 1989; Christensen, 2008; Clayton, 

2006; Dessain, 1970; Grigsby, 1980; Mead, 2007; Rushing, 1983; Steward, 2002; 

Untiedt, 1999, 2003).  

 The images of cowboys evoked in popular culture have made a major 

impact on the perceptions of what is thought to be a cowboy in popular memory.  

Meanwhile, the realities of ranch work are not expressed through time in the 

romanticized cowboy mythology.  What is known of actual ranch work is that it 
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could be very difficult for very low wages (Carlson, 2006; Clayton, 2006; Macy, 

2014a, 2014b).  Cowboys today do not necessarily wear the perceived uniform 

of a cowboy (e.g., Wranglers, cowboy boots, cowboy hats) and might be seen 

working cattle in sneakers or ball caps (Carlson, 2006; Macy, 2014b).  

 John B. Slaughter (Figure 1.9) was a cowboy in the truest sense in that he 

drove cattle up the trails at the age of 17 as a hired hand for his older brother and 

father.  Slaughter also represented the image of a cattleman in that he owned 

several ranching ventures throughout his career before purchasing the Nave-

McCord holdings and establishing the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  Slaughter maintained 

a cow-calf operation from 1901 until his death in 1928 raising pedigree cattle.  

Austin Bouchier was a cowboy working for the Magnolia Cattle Company and the 

Square and Compass Ranch.  With Slaughter’s help, Bouchier purchased his 

own ranch.  Like Slaughter, Bouchier was another cowboy who transitioned into a 

cattleman.  

 Jay Slaughter spent a lot of his youth away at school.  While he expanded 

the ranch into agricultural pursuits, he also maintained the romanticized cowboy 

identity as shown by his dress in certain images (Figures 4.85-86).  Although it is 

not known how much he worked with his men, his role was that of a cattleman.  

Jay brought his car to the roundup camp (Figure 5.6).  The lives of these three 

individuals fit the cattleman archetype, and Bouchier and John Slaughter 

certainly worked their way up from the position of a cowboy.  

 When John Lott took over the ranch he was already an adult, in the 

business world, and had never spent much time on the ranch.  Lott also lived far 

away in Kansas City, Missouri where he had a family.  Lott relocated to Texas 

to take on the role of a cattleman.  His first task was to go under the tutelage 

of Sally Satterwhite to learn to become a cowboy.  Satterwhite (Figure 4.73) 

told Lott he was too old to learn to be a cowboy but he could still learn to be a 
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cattleman (Archer and Archer, 2009:72).  Although Lott did not consider himself 

to be a cowboy, he did the work alongside his men (Figures 4.77-78, 80; Lott, 

2001).  Lott shaped the direction of the U-Lazy-S Ranch for over 40 years.  While 

in the days before his tenure, roundups were conducted from horseback, Lott did 

them from the air in his Piper Cub airplane communicating with his cowboys on 

the ground (Figure 4.79).  Jack Lott (Figure 4.88, 5.13) grew up on the ranch and 

learned first-hand from his father the business of ranching.  Like his father, Jack 

was innovative in his approach and continued the modernization begun by John.  

While John and Jack Lott did not consider themselves cowboys, they lived and 

did the work of cowboys alongside their hired hands.  The Lotts ran the U-Lazy-S 

Ranch like an efficient business through some difficult economic times and 

embodied the role of cattlemen.   

 Bob Macy (Figures 4.87, 5.12) also rounds up cattle from the air like his 

uncle.  His mount of choice, however, is a helicopter instead of an airplane.  

Unlike his cousin Jack, Macy did not grow up on the ranch and only spent time 

in the summers there.  Macy, nonetheless, is a successful cattleman but also 

has the skill and experience of a cowboy.  Macy and his family have a strong 

rodeo background.  While rodeo falls well within the collective perception of 

cowboys, rodeo today is a sport mainly participated in by people with ranching 

backgrounds.  Macy enjoys his ranch lifestyle and has passed this passion on to 

future generations.

Broader Context

 This synthesis of the various sources and memories provide a broader 

picture in constructing a cohesive heritage narrative for the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  

The results can be connected with the greater body of research conducted on the 

collective memory of the American West and possibly shed some light using the 
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model of heritage construction to understand how these interpretations develop.  

 The archaeological investigations on the U-Lazy-S Ranch set out to 

describe the physical landscape and its use throughout the ranching period.  

Multiple small sites over a large expanse were examined to understand a 

larger ranching context as ranching areas encompassed vast quantities of 

land (Engel, 2012:108).  They provided the physical remains of buffalo hunting 

around the escarpment lands, the Lindsey Brothers Ranch, and the Square 

and Compass Ranch.  Most of the sites investigated fell within the Square and 

Compass Ranch era.  The further back in time, the scarcer the historical record 

concerning ranching becomes; the literature on the buffalo hunting era is much 

larger.  The Square and Compass Ranch era had less documentary evidence 

than the U-Lazy-S Ranch era and the Lindsey Brothers Ranch era had even 

less.  Therefore, results from archaeological investigation have added greatly to 

the body of knowledge for these earlier ranching periods.  These sites afforded 

a context for examining historic ranching activities that have largely faded from 

memory.  The earlier layers imparted a view of Euro-American history on the 

landscape before the establishment of the U-Lazy-S Ranch.

 Historical sources, museums, and archives helped enhance the 

understanding of U-Lazy-S Ranch heritage.  Archaeological investigations 

uncovered U-Lazy-S Ranch sites that gave new insights into how the landscape 

was utilized during the earlier part of this ranch era.  Oral history interviews 

and collaborations between the researcher and land owners were successful 

in producing new information on the U-Lazy-S Ranch and its modern divisions.  

All of these approaches combined to build the heritage narrative for the historic 

U-Lazy-S Ranch.  

 Results underscore the importance of partnerships developed between 

researchers and constituent communities, in the form of landowners with direct 
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kinship ties to the historic period, in the construction of regional heritages.  The 

process of heritage construction through research, preservation, and outreach 

has been conducted systematically in tandem between the researcher and the 

landowners to construct and understand the heritage process.  This method 

for creating heritage is inclusive in that it gives both groups a vested interest in 

linking the multiple layers that are people, landscapes, and history without the 

limitations of disciplinary boundaries.  Interdisciplinary studies adopt multiple 

qualitative and interpretive layers that can be taken together to garner more 

holistic insights.  Results also represent a regional heritage that can be expanded 

into a greater understanding of the regional heritage in general and studies of the 

American West.  
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS

The research question that framed the investigation focused on 

illuminating the relationships between history, landscapes, and people in 

constructing heritage.  The historic U-Lazy-S Ranch (Garza County, Texas) was 

the case study used to explore those relationships.  The results demonstrated an 

interrelationship and time depth critical to understanding the extended heritage of 

the ranch.  Heritage was contextualized from the perspective that it is a cultural 

process in which agents of the present interpret the past (Lowenthal, 1985; 

Smith, 2006).  In addition, the principle that heritage is innately intangible (Smith, 

2006) provided an interpretive framework in that the meanings applied are what 

impart importance and significance to heritage.  Intangible links brought the three 

layers (history, landscapes, and people) together.  

This enhanced understanding was achieved through examining the 

historic record, reviewing documents and images at several regional archives 

and museums, documenting eight historic archaeological sites on the ranch, 

and conducting oral history interviews with heritage agents.  These data were 

analyzed within the context of the heritage layers of the U-Lazy-S Ranch that 

afforded a wider view of heritage development on the ranch.   

On the U-Lazy-S Ranch, a relatively well-documented history exists about 

its founder.  Beyond that history, the information becomes more vague and less 

is known of the more recent history of the ranch.  Even fewer sources document 

previous ranching eras present on the ranch.  Synthesizing archival information 

and documenting historic archaeological sites has broadened the knowledge 

base for these periods.  

Several major findings from the research stand out.  The first major 
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finding is the discovery of and documentation at 4JK Locality 5 where the Woody 

Brothers camp and the Lindsey Brothers Ranch line-camp were located.  This 

site increases the body of knowledge for those two time periods.  Another 

major finding is the discovery and documentation of the Square and Compass 

Ranch era roundup camp (Macy Locality 16).  That site not only enhances the 

body of knowledge for that ranching era but also provides a view of a ca. 1890s 

roundup and its place on the landscape.  A third major finding is John Lott’s 

ranching philosophy that has influenced present and into future generations.  

This philosophical approach and relationship with the grass and the landscape 

may have come to Lott through Satterwhite directly from John Slaughter and his 

experiences transitioning from open range cowboy to landed cattleman.      

Contributions to the Discipline

The major contributions to the heritage discipline are: 1) creation of two 

dichotomies that look at agency and myth-making vs. reality; and 2) creation 

of a research model.  The driving force for the construction of heritage is 

the dichotomy of active and passive agency behind it.  Heritage is observed 

through what Smith (2006) has labeled performance and experience.  This 

type of heritage is an example of passive agency, a measure of unconscious 

agency at work that all people participate in to one degree or another.  On 

the U-Lazy-S Ranch, passive heritage can be observed in the memories kept 

by heritage agents and the stories they pass on.  What this research has 

determined, however, is that passive agency is not all that is at work in creating 

heritage and not sufficient in understanding heritage.  Heritage construction 

is active agency as intentional action is taken in creating that heritage.  Active 

agency can be seen on the U-Lazy-S Ranch through this, documenting and 

interpreting sites, synthesizing historic sources, and developing partnerships 
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among constituencies.  The development of this specific dichotomy in differences 

between active and passive agency enlivens the heritage process and informs 

future heritage construction in regional and global ranching contexts.  

The second dichotomy is the distinction drawn between cowboys and 

cattlemen as well as the transitional process that can occur from cowboy to 

cattleman.  While popular culture does not always recognize or differentiate 

between these two, the reality of ranch life exhibited on the U-Lazy-S Ranch 

imparts clear distinctions throughout all time periods.  The cowboy has become 

a symbol for national identity in American society and the dichotomy is pertinent 

in understanding the reality behind the icon.  Additionally, highlighting the 

contributions of cattlemen to society and focusing on the realities of ranch life 

provide an additional basis in which to understand better the uses of heritage in 

the present.  The uses of heritage vary but include nationalistic identity as well as 

signaling group membership for their constituencies.

Another contribution is the research model developed for heritage 

construction using the three-layer approach of people, landscape, and history.  

People react with heritage in places, and landscapes are where this interaction 

occurs in ranching contexts.  History becomes the events that occur on the 

landscape and as a result of the agency of people.  Memory is the active 

exercise undertaken by people to remember.  These three layers intersect with 

one another and heritage is constructed as a result.  This model has provided a 

broader picture of U-Lazy-S Ranch heritage and is applicable to other ranching 

contexts regardless of place.  

Expanded Research 

Further investigations should expand out to additional ranches with 

similar or different organization to that of the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  This could help 
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to strengthen claims made about constructing heritage at the U-Lazy-S Ranch.  

The methodology can be used as a model for heritage within regional to global 

ranching communities (e.g., Fischer 2007, 2008; Head and Fullager, 1997; 

McGrath, 1987; Mills et al., 2013; Perkins and Thompson, 1992; Slatta, 1997).  

The importance of a regional understanding as well as a greater understanding 

of ranching culture in general includes placing the development of heritage at the 

U-Lazy-S Ranch in both the context of its neighbors, and within a broader culture 

of ranching globally.  

Concluding Statements

This research informs regional ranching heritages by providing a case 

study of a family owned ranch throughout a period lasting five-plus generations 

(ca. 115 years).  It gives examples of cowboy camps and small ranching contexts 

independent from the main ranching headquarters spread across the landscape.  

It also provides examples of earlier sites predating the ranching occupation (e.g., 

buffalo hunting) as well as ranching occupations earlier than that of the U-Lazy-S 

Ranch.  The research synthesizes disparate source materials in order to provide 

a cohesive and holistic historic context.  It contributes to a greater understanding 

about cowboys in collective memory by providing a case study of a working cattle 

ranch throughout time.  

The legacy of one family’s involvement with a particular landscape and 

occupation over time has crystalized this three-layer approach that represent 

both personal and regional narratives constructed by multiple constituencies.  

The ranch is situated within one of the most dramatic landscapes in the region 

along the eastern escarpment of the Llano Estacado and western Rolling Plains.  

Ranching relies heavily on use of the landscape, whether location selection is 

based on water or grass, and understanding the landscape is paramount to the 
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process of successful ranching.  The U-Lazy-S Ranch has been owned and 

operated by the same family for multiple generations, and the memory and sense 

of identity of the people or heritage constituency is strongly tied to that of the 

ranch.  This tie between personal identity and the ranch is apparent through the 

extensive personal and family history present at the ranch.  

This research stands as an example of the intersection between 

researchers and communities in the construction of heritage.  The formation of 

partnerships enhances heritage construction by investing multiple constituencies 

in the process.  Heritage professionals gain better understandings by working 

with constituencies and the narratives developed become more inclusive as a 

consequence.  
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APPENDIX - INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Macy Interview, January 14, 2014 Questions:

Personal History 

Introductory - Baseline Questions

1. When were you born?  Where were you born?  Do you have any siblings?  

How many children do you have? How many grandchildren do you have?

2. Where did you grow up?  What other places have you lived?  How long?  

What impacts did these other places have on your life?  Where have you 

attended school?  

3. What are your main interests or passions in life?

4. When did you begin ranching?

5. How many years have you worked on the ranch?  In what capacities?  

Give an estimate of dates if possible.

6. How did you get involved with ranching?

7. What is your family connection to the ranch?

Ranching Heritage Questions

Questions related to the landscape

1. How has the ranch managed water resources?  In times of drought?  (e.g. 

constructed tanks, installing windmills, moved cattle around etc.)

2. How has the ranch managed grass and other vegetation resources?  In 

times of drought?
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3. Are there range management strategies that you use?  How have these 

changed since the historic period?  

4. How has the vegetation on the ranch changed?  Is there a noticeable 

difference in the landscape?

5. How does the land affect the way you ranch?  For instance, are different 

portions of the land used at different times of the year?  Why?  Which 

specific ones?

6. How have changes in the climate (weather) effected ranching (e.g. 

droughts, blizzards, floods)?  Does this affect how you raise stock?  

Where you graze stock?  What other ways?  

Questions related to ranching heritage practices

1. What times of year are roundups held?  Was repping an important aspect 

of roundups?  Have you or any other of the ranch cowboys repped 

at another ranch?  How important is repping?  How have roundups 

changed?  In what ways have they stayed the same?  

2. What types of social activities are associated with roundups?  (e.g. 

cookout, games, beer-drinking, etc.)  How have social activities changed?

3. How many cowboys did the ranch early on in your tenure on the ranch 

typically employ?  Seasonal work only?  What types of people were 

normally hired as cowboys?  How has this changed during your ranching 

career?

Misc. and concluding questions

1. How did the U-Lazy-S ranch get started?  How did the Macy ranch get 

started?  PLK?  LLB?  4JK?  Other sections?  How was the original 

Slaughter ranch established? 
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2. How has ranching changed from the historic Slaughter ranching days to 

the present?  What was life like ranching in the early days?  

3. What is your earliest memory of living or staying on the ranch (historic 

U-Lazy-S)?  What do you know about John B. Slaughter?  Do you have 

other past relations that you feel it is important to mention for this study?

Macy Interview, February 11, 2014 Questions:

Ranching Heritage Questions

Questions related to ranching heritage practices

1. What people in your life were important in teaching you how to ranch?  

How was each of these people important?

2. What older methods of ranching do you still practice today?  Can you 

describe them?  How do the older methods of ranching relate to present 

methods of ranching? 

3. What aspects of ranching have changed throughout your life on the 

ranch?  (e.g. the addition of helicopters and planes)  What has remained 

the same?  

4. To your knowledge what ranch related facilities have been constructed 

during your ranching career?  (e.g. tanks, windmills, fence-lines, line 

camps, corrals, etc.)  Can you recall any dates of when these facilities 

were constructed and locate them on a map if possible?  What factors 

determined the location of these different facilities?  How often have 

these facilities been updated?  What role did you play in constructing and 

locating these facilities?  What types of work is required to build these 

facilities?
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5. To your knowledge what previously built ranching facilities have been 

removed, reused for another purpose, updated, or abandoned?  To the 

best of your knowledge can you list any of these ranching facilities, their 

location, and history?  How did you obtain this knowledge? 

6. In the early days of your time on the ranch while working, how often did 

you camp away from home?  Why did you camp out?

7. How knowledgeable are you regarding the history of the ranch?  What 

aspects of the ranch’s history have been passed down to you?  (i.e. family 

history, anecdotal stories, locations of where past ranching activities took 

place)

8. What memories are important to you to pass down to future generations?  

Do you have any stories you like to share with your children/grand-

children?  What parts of the ranch’s history have you shared with your 

children/grandchildren?  (i.e. family history, anecdotal stories, locations of 

where past ranching activities took place)  

Questions related to ranching heritage identity

1. In your opinion what skill set is required to work on a ranch?  (e.g. build/

repair fences, ride horses, shoot guns, etc.)  How knowledgeable are you 

at these skills?  Have you passed any of these skills to your children or 

grandchildren?

2. How does Rodeo fit into your ideas about heritage?  Have you ever 

competed in Rodeo?  Have any of your children or relatives?  Where did 

they (you) learn these techniques?
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Misc. and concluding questions

1. Have I left anything out about ranching practices that you feel is important 

to add?  Have I left anything in your personal history out that you find is 

relevant and may provide insight into your personal heritage or that of the 

historic U-Lazy-S Ranch?   

 

Lott Interview July 1, 2015 Questions:

Personal History 

Introductory - Baseline Questions

1. When were you born?  Where were you born?  Do you have any siblings?  

How many children do you have? How many grandchildren do you have?

2. Where did you grow up?  What other places have you lived?  How long?  

What impacts did these other places have on your life?  Where have you 

attended school?  

3. What are your main interests or passions in life?

4. How did you get involved with ranching?

5. What is your family connection to the ranch?

Ranching Heritage Questions

Questions related to the landscape

1. How has the ranch managed water resources?  In times of drought?  (e.g. 

constructed tanks, installing windmills, moved cattle around etc.)

2. How has the ranch managed grass and other vegetation resources?  In 

times of drought?
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3. Are there range management strategies that you use?  How have these 

changed since the historic period?  

Misc. and concluding questions

1. How did the U-Lazy-S ranch get started?  How did the Macy ranch get 

started?  PLK?  LLB?  4JK?  Other sections?  How was the original 

Slaughter ranch established? 

Lott Additional Post-Interview Questions:

1.  When did Jay Slaughter begin settling farmers on the uplands of the 

ranch?

2.  What year did John Lott retire from day to day operations of the ranch?  

When did you (Jack) retire from day to day operations of the ranch?
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