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Abstract
From the 1840s through the end of the nineteenth century,
the southern Appalachian region emerged as the United
States’ most important supplier of so-called crude botanical
drugs to the growing pharmaceutical industry centered in
the northeastern and Midwestern United States. This article
investigates the role of ecology, markets, and local culture
in sustaining this trend. It argues that mountain entrepre-
neurs and the remarkable biodiversity of the Appalachian
ecosystems combined with harvesters’ intimate knowledge
of the landscape and a local commitment to common rights
to make the region the nation’s foremost supplier of crude
drugs. The botanical drug trade provides an interesting di-
vergence from the typical narrative of commodification.
Instead of restructuring nature into productive landscapes
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governed by capitalist values, the commodification of medi-
cinal herbs helped reinforce common rights and expand
ecological knowledge of the landscape. This process shaped
late nineteenth-century Appalachian life by increasing the
importance of the forests in rural economies. Although
mountain people continued to harvest medicinal herbs well
into the twentieth century, resource depletion, habitat de-
struction, economic changes, and other factors fundamen-
tally changed the dynamics of this gathering commons.

INTRODUCTION
In 1846 an enterprising young merchant named Calvin J. Cowles

(Fig. 1) opened a general merchandise store in Elkville at the foot of
the Blue Ridge Mountains in northwestern North Carolina. Building a
business in an area where cash was scarce, Cowles first dealt in furs and
skins, like his father Josiah had done some thirty years earlier as a mer-
chant in Creek territory. Sometime around 1849, as business lagged, he
began buying up large amounts of various roots, herbs, seeds, flowers,
and barks from people on the Blue Ridge and shipping them to manu-
facturers in the emerging pharmaceutical industry in the Northeast.
For three decades, disrupted only by the tumult of the Civil War, he
shipped his commodities north to be made into medicines.1 Following
the Civil War, inspired by the business model established by Cowles,
countless other merchants in northwestern North Carolina entered
the botanical drug trade, or the “root-and-herb business,” as Cowles
called it. The business flourished like never before, gradually spreading
throughout the southern mountains. By the outbreak of World War I,
according to one contemporary estimate, the region produced some
three-fourths of the domestic crude drug supply.2

A study of the botanical drug industry in the United States reveals a
unique narrative of commodification, one that does not fit the trad-
itional mold. Environmental historians who have examined the dis-
placement of Native societies by Europeans suggest that enclosure
imposed private property regimes onto the American landscape and
commoditized plants, animals, and minerals for mass markets. They
argue that this process restructured labor regimes, retooled local
power relations, and rationalized landscapes toward profit maximiza-
tion.3 The story of the botanical drug trade in Appalachia, however,
suggests that the process did not always follow one path. The com-
modification of medicinal plants did not lead to the bounding of the
land. Rather than accentuate economic and political inequality, the
process instead helped to maintain widespread commitment to com-
mon rights that reinforced an egalitarian ethos.4 The practice of
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harvesting wild botanicals developed into a custom that treated wild-
growing plants as property of the harvester rather than that of the
owner of the land on which they grew. Furthermore, although it had
a noticeable impact on plant populations, commodification did not
lead to the restructuring of ecosystems.

This article explains why the botanical drug trade flourished in
southern Appalachia in the mid- to late nineteenth century and how
it influenced the relationship between mountain communities and
their forests. Using business and census records, periodicals, and

Figure 1. Wilkes County, North Carolina, merchant Calvin J. Cowles (1821–1907) was one of the first
merchants to supply crude medicinal plants from the North Carolina Blue Ridge to the emerging drug
manufacturers in the northeastern and midwestern United States. Credit: Calvin J. Cowles, Portrait
Collection #P0002, North Carolina Collection Photographic Archives, Louis Round Wilson Special
Collections Library, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.
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correspondence between the various parts of the commodity chain, it
argues that the entrepreneurial vision of merchants like Cowles, the
unique ecology of the southern Appalachian region, and the com-
mons culture of mountain communities interacted in ways that sup-
ported the expansion of the botanical drug industry in the late
nineteenth century. In turn, rather than supplanting preindustrial
land use arrangements, the industry worked to strengthen them.

ORIGINS OF THE BOTANICAL DRUG TRADE
Calvin Cowles got his start in business when his father, Josiah

Cowles, who owned a store in Hamptonville, North Carolina, sent
him thirty miles west to open another branch of the family operation
in Elkville, at the foot of the Blue Ridge. Young Cowles began to deal
in ginseng (Panax quinquefolium) and snakeroot (probably Aristolochia
serpentaria) as early as 1847 during the first year of his independent
operation, which would not have placed him outside of the ordinary
for a backcountry merchant.5 Ginseng had deep roots in the moun-
tain economy. Valued by the Chinese as a tonic, an aphrodisiac, and
a restorative that could prolong life and harmonize body and spirit,
the plant’s Asian cousin (Panax ginseng) was the most important me-
dicinal herb in Chinese medicine for millennia. In the mid-
eighteenth century, Chinese consumers developed a fondness for the
American species, which touched off a ginseng boom that spread
down the Appalachian spine, reaching West Virginia in the 1780s
and western North Carolina around the turn of the nineteenth cen-
tury.6 A smaller market existed for Virginia snakeroot and pinkroot
(Spigelia marilandica), which were used locally to treat typhoid fevers
and parasitic worms, respectively.7 By the 1840s, many merchants in
the southern mountains were engaged with these markets.

After two years of struggling to turn a profit in his remote location,
Cowles decided—against his father’s wishes—to take advantage of
new trends in American medicine that had recently opened up com-
merce in a wide variety of other medicinal plants. Prompted by what
John S. Haller has called a “crisis of faith” in their medical system,
early nineteenth-century physicians and patients came to believe
that, with its draconian reliance on bloodletting, purging, and mer-
cury treatment, American medicine had lost its ability to cure.8 They
lined up behind competing theories of disease and health including
several that promoted the use of plant medicine. Influenced by na-
tionalism, Jacksonian ideology, and religious ideas circulated by the
Second Great Awakening, a host of medical reformers emerged in the
1820s and 1830s that vigorously championed greater reliance on na-
tive “vegetable drugs.”9 Patent medicine makers stepped in to fill the
demand, selling their products directly to consumers, and many
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physicians eventually began prescribing more vegetable drugs as
well.10 At the same time, due to improved transportation infrastruc-
ture and the growth of the national market, physicians were choosing
to purchase a variety of oils, extracts, tinctures, and pills manufac-
tured by large firms in the Northeast and Midwest rather than prepare
the drugs themselves.11 These two trends served to greatly expand
the demand for crude botanical drugs. One dealer in botanical drugs
estimated in 1852 that the quantity of manufactured plant medicines
used in the United States had doubled over the previous decade, and
Cowles was poised to ride the wave.12

From 1850 to 1857, years for which there are complete records,
Calvin Cowles sold Blue Ridge medicinals to some of the most prolific
pharmaceutical manufacturers in both the Northeast and Midwest.
St. Louis drug maker William S. Merrell, whom Haller credits with pi-
oneering the industrialization of medicine, purchased some 11,000
pounds of commodities from twenty-seven different types of plants
from Cowles between 1854 and 1857. Cowles also sold plant parts to
Merrell’s imitators and competitors, including more than 80,000
pounds of crude drugs to five different communities of Shakers in
Ohio, New York, and New Hampshire.13 In one year beginning in
1852, more than 3,000 pounds of roots, seeds, and barks from the
mountains of North Carolina even made it to London.14

Available sources suggest that Cowles was probably the first to link
Blue Ridge medicinal plants to national drug markets. However, there
may have been others who traded in roots and herbs on a more local
or regional scale. According to family lore, patriarch David Worth
first came to Ashe County in 1830 to purchase roots and herbs for a
family drug firm in Greensboro, some 100 miles to the east, but he ap-
parently did not carry on this trade for long.15 Cowles’s correspond-
ence indicates that when he initiated the trade, he was tasked with
building national networks that had not yet been established. When
more entrepreneurs began entering the business in the late 1860s,
one observer declared that “probably nearly all the larger dealers in
these products received their tuition and induction in this trade dir-
ectly or indirectly from Mr. Cowles.”16 In the 1850s, he was, if not
one of a kind in southern Appalachia, then one of a few.

By the 1840s, the most prolific suppliers of crude botanicals in the
United States, such as Tilden & Co. and the Shaker communities,
were manufacturers in the Northeast and Midwest who raised the
plants themselves in extensive gardens and processed them into
pharmaceutical products. They may have also purchased wild plants
from nearby harvesters.17 Cowles realized that his location on the
edge of the botanically rich Blue Ridge Mountains gave him a leg up
on the competition. “We can get almost everything indigenous to
the U. States,” he told the medicine manufacturers B. O. & G. C.
Wilson of Boston. “Our locality is in the Mountains midst a profusion

Environmental History 21 (October 2016)664

 at U
niversity of G

eorgia on Septem
ber 9, 2016

http://envhis.oxfordjournals.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

Deleted Text: -
Deleted Text: -
Deleted Text: one hundred 
Deleted Text: U.S.
Deleted Text: n
http://envhis.oxfordjournals.org/


of plants heretofore unexplored.”18 He once bragged to a potential
London buyer that “We can get over one hundred sorts of Roots,
Herbs, &c.” from these woods.19

These were not idle boasts. Due to the region’s unique geology and
ecological history, southern Appalachia contained some of the most
botanically diverse temperate forests in the world. The plants that
would eventually fill the lofts of Cowles’s store were the product of
unique evolutionary processes that began more than 300 million
years ago during the Paleozoic Age when continental collisions sent
the earth’s crust into geologic chaos, creating folds and faults that
shot upward of some 26,000 feet. This “Appalachian Revolution”
exposed different types of sandstones, shales, basalts, and minor car-
bonate rocks that, over the ensuing ages, were washed by the rains off
the mountaintops and into the coves and valleys.20 Erosional proc-
esses combined with soil-forming processes (i.e., the accumulation of
organic matter) to create a mosaic of soil properties, from clay to
sandy loam, with varying combinations of magnesium, potassium,
calcium, and phosphorus. Furthermore, the mountains provided a
variety of topographic features that ranged from large river valleys
less than a thousand feet above sea level to rugged cliffs and gentle
ridges that soared above six thousand feet. These features created
microhabitats with widely different moisture levels, sunlight expos-
ure, climate, and soils, all within a relatively short distance. Over the
course of the Tertiary Period (beginning 65 million years ago), vegeta-
tion patterns emerged in these microhabitats that combined newly
arriving floral migrants from Asia and other northern climes with
older species such as pines, ferns, and mosses. Some plants, such as
blue cohosh (Caulophyllum thalictroides) and black cohosh (Actaea ra-
cemose), thrived on north-facing slopes. Others, such as Solomon’s
seal (Polygonatum biflorum) and May apple (Podophyllum peltatum),
found their niche among deciduous trees in the rich dark coves, while
still others grew on windy ridges, swampy bogs, lowland valleys, and
craggy cliffs.21

While the wide variety of microhabitats created the conditions for
species diversity and richness, the Appalachian floral mosaic was cre-
ated by dramatic climatic shifts that influenced plant migrations.
During the Pliocene Epoch (12 million years ago), the region was
home to flora that grew in warmer, wetter climates, but the
Pleistocene Epoch brought a colder, drier climate. During the ad-
vance and retreat of glaciers during the Pleistocene, average tempera-
tures fluctuated as much as 18 �C every 100,000 years or so,
effectively reshuffling ecological communities and creating new as-
semblages of plants as their ranges ebbed and flowed.22 As glaciers ex-
panded throughout the Northern Hemisphere, moving as far south as
Pennsylvania, plant communities were annihilated along the way,
but the southern Appalachians escaped this glaciation, enabling it to
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remain what biogeographers call a refugia. Many northern boreal spe-
cies found refuge among some of the tropical plants that had taken
up residence there. These newcomers may have included ginseng,
Canadian wild ginger (Asarum canadense), bloodroot (Sanguinaria can-
adense), and goldenseal (Hydrastis canadense). When the ice sheet re-
treated less than eleven thousand years ago, these species not only
remained in the South; from their headquarters in the mountains,
they even recolonized the North.23 Geographically, Cowles was pos-
itioned perfectly to deal in a wide variety of plants. To the east and
around Elkville, he could find many of the plants native to the south-
ern states, whereas only a few miles to the north and west in the high
mountains, he could obtain species that grew in Canada.

Some twelve thousand years of human interaction with the Blue
Ridge environment altered the landscape in many ways, but by 1846,
it had done relatively little to reduce the floral bounty of the forests.
Paleoecological studies have suggested that Native peoples of the re-
gion may have even enhanced the region’s floral diversity through
deliberate landscape manipulation. According to studies of tree ring
data, pollen, and charcoal remains, humans began using fire fre-
quently to alter the landscape during the late Woodland period (ca.
1000 AD), a practice carried into the nineteenth century by Native
Americans, Euro-Americans, and African Americans.24 They started
fires in order to attract game and open the forest understory for better
hunting and, later, livestock herding. Recent scholarship has sug-
gested that these frequent low-intensity fires had the effect of increas-
ing plant diversity because they temporarily opened the forest
canopy and reduced competition among understory plants, allowing
more species of plants to proliferate.25 The arrival of Europeans in the
region in the late eighteenth century brought nonnative species of
plants like dandelions and plantains and a system of mixed agricul-
ture that turned the forests of the Blue Ridge into an open range for
cattle and hogs. These changes had a significant effect on the forest
understory, but the forests were vast and population density so sparse
that one 1840 visitor to the Blue Ridge where Cowles procured his
roots and herbs could still call it a “secluded region, isolated and for-
gotten, a mountain wilderness, showing only here and there the first
rude touches of civilization.” The vegetation on its “forest-clad
mountains” was “singularly rich and varied.”26 Although not the un-
touched Eden that Euro-American observers made it out to be, the re-
gion still retained much of its botanical richness.

By the mid-1850s, Cowles had settled into a trading pattern that
brought him a measure of success in this burgeoning new industry.
He bartered for some roots and herbs at his own store in Elkville, but
the bulk of his supply came from country storekeepers to the west, on
the Blue Ridge (Fig. 2). Located just out of the mountains closer to
turnpikes and railroads, he promised them cheap goods at low prices
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that he procured from northern commission merchants. By the late
1850s, he was purchasing these commodities from more than three
dozen middlemen, mostly storekeepers. Ginseng was consistently the
most lucrative herb in the forest, earning anywhere from twenty-five
to sixty cents per pound in the antebellum era. Other plants drew
from two cents to twenty cents per pound, and their value varied
from year to year.27 Throughout the growing season, mountain fami-
lies would bring their harvest to the store in sacks and barter for a var-
iety of goods, primarily fabric, coffee, powder, lead, and luxury items
such as candy. Once or twice a year, each storekeeper took a wagon-
load of this produce down from the Blue Ridge to Cowles’s store and
exchanged it for boxes of goods. The storekeepers then took their
goods back across the mountains to their stores to begin the bartering
cycle again. Cowles, meanwhile, pressed his loads of roots and herbs
from the Blue Ridge into 300-pound bales and shipped them via

Figure 2. Calvin J. Cowles procured most of his root-and-herb supplies west of his store on the Blue
Ridge plateau, an area renowned for its floral richness and diversity. Credit: Luke Manget, 2016.
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wagon, railroad, and steamboat to his northern and midwestern
buyers.28

THE COMMONS TRADITION
Ecological processes made the Blue Ridge into a botanical wonder-

land and global drug markets gave the plants their value, but the
commodification of Appalachia’s medicinal plants was made possible
by the harvesters’ knowledge of and access to the forested mountain-
sides, undeveloped coves, and long ridges where these plants could
be found. Much like fish and game, common practice evolved into a
custom that generally considered wild-growing plants the property of
the harvester rather than the landowner. Although American legal
structures did not acknowledge such open-access resources—by the
1850s all land in southern Appalachia was owned by someone—tacit
and ongoing negotiations among local landowners and commons
users effectively established a de facto commons that ensured that
virtually all community members would have access to the forests to
harvest certain resources including maple sugar, honey, fish, game,
livestock forage, and medicinal plants.29 The existence of large swaths
of unimproved land in the mountains helped preserve this custom
long after the public domain disappeared. In 1850 unimproved acre-
age outnumbered improved acreage by a ratio of more than five to
one in the area in which Cowles procured his roots and herbs,
whereas in North Carolina as a whole, the ratio was nearly half
that.30 Telling buyers “we get our drugs from backwoods,” Cowles
acknowledged that the commodities he traded came not from gar-
dens but from undeveloped areas outside the bounds of the farm
economy.31 The dynamics of this commons system are hazy for want
of sources. People typically did not write about or discuss these rights
unless they were threatened, but it is clear that these rights did
exist.32 Defending the open range in Watauga County during an
1892 debate over a proposed stock law, for example, landowner John
Winebarger asserted that people “have the same right to turn their
stock on our lands as they have to dig roots, gather herbs, or skin our
timber, which has always been the custom of our country.”33

Appalachia was not the only region in which common rights pre-
vailed in the nineteenth century. Historians examining localized con-
texts across the United States have found expressions of common
rights in the early republican South, in the Great Dismal Swamp re-
gion in the mid-nineteenth century, in the Georgia upcountry in the
late nineteenth century, and among New Yorkers around Adirondack
Park in the late nineteenth century. Although these scholars looked
primarily at fisheries and the open range, they all identified a similar
commitment to popular access to certain undeveloped resources.
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They agree that such common rights were characteristic of precapital-
ist rural societies committed to values of economic security and com-
munal solidarity over the commercial values associated with the
growing market economy.34 Such was largely the case with the root
diggers and herb gatherers of antebellum Appalachia.35

The commons custom enabled rural mountain people to develop
an intimate knowledge of the landscape that was essential for collect-
ing the wide variety of crude botanical drugs that the market de-
manded.36 Some plants, like ginseng, Jack-in-the-pulpit (Arisaema
triphyllum), Solomon’s seal, goldenseal, wild ginger, and blue cohosh,
grew in nutrient-rich cove forests. Butterfly weed (Asclepias tuberosa),
boneset (Eupatorium perfoliatum), and blue flag (Iris versicolor) required
access to open wetland areas, whereas lady’s slipper (Cyprepedium
acaule) grew best in pine forests.37 In order to realize a profit gathering
herbs, harvesters not only had to know where the more lucrative
herbs grew but also at what times of year they needed to be collected.
“There is a right time to gather everything,” declared B. O. Wilson,
one of Cowles’s largest buyers.38 According to one medical botanist,
the roots of perennials like May apple, Virginia snakeroot, and wild
ginger, for example, should be dug in the early spring prior to the first
vegetative growth, whereas annual plants like lobelia should be col-
lected after it flowered and before the leaves changed color.39

Herb gatherers drew on existing ecological knowledge accumu-
lated from a long relationship between humans and medicinal
plants. They initially obtained this knowledge from the Cherokee,
whose ancestors had been the chief inhabitants of the mountain
region for several centuries. Much of the Cherokees’ cultural beliefs
and practices bear the imprint of the mountains’ floral diversity, and
central to this relationship was the concept of medicine.40 The
Cherokee maintained a relationship to an estimated eight hundred
different species of plants, and they believed that every plant pos-
sessed healing properties, even though they might not know what
those properties were.41 Evidence suggests that the Cherokee trans-
ferred at least some of this knowledge to early Euro-American settlers
and that it figured prominently in their pharmacology.42 This know-
ledge enabled local communities to participate immediately in the
drug trade Cowles established in the late 1840s. Starting in the
spring, Cowles would give posters to the storekeepers identifying
only by common name a few dozen medicinal plants for which he
knew there would be demand.43 He largely assumed that locals knew
how to find them. And so they did.

Commons culture, rooted in ecological knowledge of and access to
the mountain landscape, enabled Cowles’s root business to provide
drug manufacturers with a level of flexibility in their supply chain that
they could not get from other suppliers who grew herbs in gardens.
Manufacturers could place an order for wild plants and have their
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order filled within a few months; those who relied on cultivated vari-
eties had to wait for growers to perfect their methods. So many differ-
ent types of wild plants were readily available in large quantities that
manufacturers could afford to take a risk on new trends in medical sci-
ence without Cowles or any other suppliers having to invest land,
labor, or capital in cultivation. For example, American hellebore
(Veratrum viride) was in fashion in the early 1850s after a South
Carolina doctor demonstrated its effectiveness in treating pneumonia
and typhus.44 Shortly thereafter, Cowles sold 7,000 pounds of helle-
bore to manufacturers. For one year in 1856, Cowles purchased some
16,000 pounds of “staggerweed” (probably Stachys arvensis) because it
held promise in treating venereal diseases, but in no other year did he
even buy it.45 Manufacturers preferred purchasing from Cowles be-
cause diggers could obtain “everything indigenous to the U. States” in
a matter of months.46 Because filling orders on short notice required
harvesters to have knowledge and access to a wide variety of plants,
Appalachian ecology and commons culture helped underwrite the ex-
pansion of the botanical drug industry in the mid-nineteenth century.

At the same time local culture influenced the trade on a global level,
ecological and market forces worked to reinforce this commons culture
on a local level in at least three ways. First, many consumers favored
the wild plant because they believed it to be more efficacious than the
cultivated. In trying to convince one maker of a product called “Syrup
of Yellow Dock” that he should buy from him, Cowles claimed that his
Yellow Dock was “dug from its native beds, [which] we think is better
medically than the cultivated article.”47 Chinese consumers were fam-
ously fond of wild ginseng and paid a higher price for it, thus deferring
cultivation efforts until the late nineteenth century.48 Second, many
medicinal plants proved difficult to cultivate. As late as 1901, for ex-
ample, one observer commented that “it is a generally accepted belief
. . . that ginseng cannot be cultivated.”49 Its growing requirements
were particular—the right amount of shade, a rich, moist loamy soil,
and a cool climate—and it required at least five years after planting to
reach harvestable size. Many people likely did not want to invest the
time and money into it. In addition, lady’s slipper, which found high
demand for its treatment of “nervous disorders,” was not cultivated
despite frequent attempts in the antebellum era.50 Finally, given perse-
verance and experimentation, it would have been possible to cultivate
many medicinal plants, as the Shakers and other companies did in the
North, but market factors also worked against such efforts. With the
possible exception of ginseng, the demand for each species of plant, as
well as the profit they brought, was relatively small compared to virtu-
ally any other cash crop. Trading a variety of plants at different times
of the year rendered greater profit. Due to the instability in the market
and the relatively low prices paid, many people in Appalachia probably
believed it was not worth the risk, especially when they could be
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harvested wild from the forest. The trade, then, continued to depend
on wild-growing plants.

THE POST–CIVIL WAR BOOM
The Civil War proved to be a significant catalyst for the botanical

drug trade in southern Appalachia in two ways. First, it devastated local
economies. Depredations of armies and guerrillas, the loss of farmhands
and soldiers to the war, and depressed postwar prices contributed to
plummeting farm values and a scarcening of cash.51 In such conditions,
roots and herbs proved an attractive way to obtain store credit. Second,
the efforts by both Confederate and Union governments to streamline
the production of medicines had the effect of stimulating the drug-
making industry in the North and introducing more southerners to the
trade. As pharmaceutical historian Michael Flannery has argued, by cre-
ating “unprecedented demand for mass-produced drugs,” the Union
war effort helped consolidate the industry, expand production, and in-
crease demand for crude botanical drugs.52 This increased demand,
combined with the postwar depression, created a root-and-herb boom
the likes of which the region had never seen.

In 1868 Calvin Cowles persuaded his son Arthur to take over oper-
ations of the family business at a new store on the Blue Ridge in Ashe
County, closer to the roots and herbs he hoped to buy. The store and
herb warehouse he constructed immediately became the largest
building in the county.53 Under Arthur, the Cowles root dynasty con-
tinued into the 1870s, but it no longer had a monopoly in the region.
By then a host of new western North Carolina entrepreneurs, influ-
enced by Cowles, had entered the market. James C. and George W. F.
Harper of Lenoir, M. M. Teague from Marion, and Phifer &
Turrentine and the Wallace Brothers, both from Statesville, entered
the business in the late 1860s. The Chicago firm of Parke-Davis & Co.
even opened a warehouse in Charlotte before being bought out by
the Wallace Brothers.54 Within four decades of the war’s end, the
trade spread to Virginia, Kentucky, and West Virginia.

Unfortunately, no government or industry group consistently
documented the extent of the trade after the war, but enough evi-
dence exists to suggest that the volume of trade greatly increased in
the Blue Ridge foothills from the 1860s through at least the 1890s.
One Boston newspaper claimed in 1871 that the three wholesale
root-and-herb dealers in that city, which purchased $200,000 worth
of crude drugs annually, had tripled their business over the previous
three years, owing to increased supply from the southern
Appalachian region.55 Branson’s North Carolina Business Directory from
the years 1869 to 1890 lists medicinal herbs in the top five commer-
cial staples of nearly every mountainous county.56 Available evidence
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suggests that as late as the 1880s, no other region in the country
could compare to the volume and extent of the trade (Fig. 3).57

By the 1870s, Wallace Brothers, the firm based in Statesville, North
Carolina, emerged as the largest wholesale botanical drug dealer in

Figure 3. From 1847 to 1919, influenced by Calvin J. Cowles, dozens of merchants entered the botanical drug
trade in western North Carolina. Credit: Luke Manget 2016.
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the region. Indeed, they claimed to be the largest in the world, and
they did more than any other firm to make southern Appalachia the
center of the domestic botanical drug trade.58 In 1876 the firm pre-
pared an exhibition of six hundred native medicinal plants from
western North Carolina for the Centennial Exhibition in
Philadelphia, and the following year business more than doubled
with increased demands coming from across Europe.59 They con-
structed a three-story 44,000-square-foot warehouse and traded over
two million pounds of some two thousand different commodities an-
nually, clearing $100,000. The size and volume of the Wallace’s busi-
ness dwarfed that of Cowles. By one estimate, forty thousand people
in western North Carolina collected roots and herbs for the Wallaces.
They continued Cowles’s model of using country stores as collection
points, but whereas Cowles relied on some three dozen stores in four
counties for his supply, the Wallaces developed an elaborate network
that extended to some “400 or 500” stores in more than thirty coun-
ties.60 From its beginnings in Elkville, with a boost from the Civil
War, the Blue Ridge root-and-herb industry had grown to unparal-
leled heights.

The postwar root-and-herb boom brought subtle but significant
changes to natural and human communities in Appalachia. The
growth of pharmaceutical manufacturing created demands for a wide
variety of herbs. Ironweed, jewelweed, carrion flower, Carolina all-
spice, morning glory, skullcap, and even privet leaves could now be
made to pay.61 The forests of Appalachia had become a great

Figure 4. Following the Civil War, as the botanical drug trade expanded to an unprecedented scale, Blue
Ridge residents often encountered wagons loaded with bags of dried roots and herbs on their way to
the piedmont towns of Statesville and Wilkesboro. Credit: Pack Memorial Library, Asheville, North
Carolina.
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emporium, where hundreds of different varieties of plants could be
found and readily exchanged for store-bought goods made in the
large factories of industrializing America. The marketability of so
many new plants, combined with depressed markets, a lack of cur-
rency, and the lingering effects of the Civil War on the livestock in-
dustry, brought increased reliance on the Blue Ridge commons for
market exchange. In just three years from 1869 to 1872, Lenoir mer-
chant George W. F. Harper sold upward of $17,000 worth of roots, or
around 200,000 pounds, to northern pharmaceutical companies.62

His daybooks reveal that some 47 percent of the total value of pro-
duce bartered by customers came from dozens of different species of
medicinal plants. The other 53 percent came from private farms, such
as fruit, wool, wheat, corn, butter, eggs, and tallow (Fig. 5). Roughly
20 percent of all barter transactions were conducted solely with com-
mons commodities, while most transactions involved some

Figure 5. This chart reveals that commons commodities, including a variety of roots and herbs, comprised a
significant quantity of Harper’s customers’ bartering power. Credit: Luke Manget. 2016.
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combination of commons and private commodities.63 These records
indicate that the root-and-herb trade was critical to local economies.

The trade functioned as something of a social safety net, providing
those on the economic margins with a means of obtaining store-
bought necessities. Ashe County storeowner W. P. Thomas identified
at least five widows who depended on roots and herbs in his ledger.
One, named Mary Gardinett, for example, sold a bag full of roots to
Thomas every two or three weeks for a period of eight months, total-
ing $4.24. As her only means of bartering power, she purchased cof-
fee, domestic cotton fabric, spectacles, and shoes.64 Landless poor
also depended on the trade. From 1872 to 1876, Henry Webb, an itin-
erant farm laborer, depended solely on the sale of ginseng, May apple,
and other roots to purchase necessities such as flour, fishhooks, and
gunpowder.65 Most, however, found that roots and herbs, harvested
at season’s end, could help them pay off their debts to store mer-
chants when their buckwheat and corn harvests fell short.66 Indeed,
the botanical drug trade provided people with a means of support
and helped some maintain their independence.

BOTANICALS AND APPALACHIAN ECOLOGY
Increasing scarcity of roots and herbs in the postwar years contrib-

uted to the fall of the Cowles dynasty. In 1878 Arthur Cowles in-
formed his father that business “had failed within the past year
owing to roots and herbs becoming almost exterminated.”67 Many
observers in the late nineteenth century shared the concern that me-
dicinal herbs were growing scarce. Although the ecological impacts of
the trade are difficult to assess, it seems clear that overharvesting took
its toll in some parts of the region.

The plants that were more susceptible to overharvesting likely dis-
appeared from areas of heavy harvests. The delicate lady’s slipper, for
example, struggles to attract pollinators because it does not reward
them with nectar. Consequently, only 5 percent of plants develop
fruit, and those that do rely on wind to disperse thousands of tiny
seeds that must find the right combination of microclimate, soil, and
symbiotic fungus to germinate.68 Lady’s slipper was plentiful during
Cowles’s first two seasons, but during the third season, he told his
supplier that “Ladies Slipper is receding. What we get next season has
to be bot [sic] 30 miles to west.”69 After the war, lady’s slipper nearly
vanished from the books, although demand was still high for it.
Harper regularly responded to inquiries into the plant with state-
ments like “we have not seen as much as 100 lbs of it this season. It is
unusually scarce.”70 Ginseng was also susceptible to overharvesting,
although to a far less extent than lady’s slipper. The seeds of the plant
are dispersed largely by gravity, so the plant tends to cluster in dense
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patches distributed unevenly across its range. Because an intact root
carried a financial premium, harvesters killed the entire plant during
a harvest. If harvesters removed the entire patch, which was not un-
common, and did not replant its seeds, it took at least ten years and
probably closer to fifteen for the patch to regain its preharvest size
and reproductive viability, and this could occur only if the same
patch was not harvested again. Therefore, repeated harvests of the
same patch had the potential to wipe out the entire patch.71 The dis-
appearance of ginseng had always been a perennial topic of conversa-
tion among diggers, but by the 1890s, it seemed that the plant was on
the verge of extinction—“as scarce as hen’s teeth,” according to one
observer.72 In the 1890s, exports of wild ginseng were nearly a third
of what they had been a decade before, and the price skyrocketed
from 51 cents per pound in the 1880s to $3.50 in the 1890s. This
likely reflected its growing scarcity, as Chinese demand remained
consistently high.73

The removal of certain herb species from the forest understory had
limited and localized ecological effects, not all of which can be de-
tailed in this article. For example, in early summer, Eastern box tur-
tles favor the fruits of May apples as a food source, and May apples
depend to a large extent on box turtles for their seed dispersal.
Because the plant was one of the most popular commodities—har-
vesters regularly pulled out thousands of pounds of the root—box tur-
tles may have suffered if other sources of food could not be
obtained.74 Likewise, the Pipevine Swallowtail caterpillar feeds on the
leaves of two other highly prized botanical commodities, wild ginger
and Virginia snakeroot, because these plants contain toxins that help
protect the caterpillar from predation.75 Furthermore, heavy harvests
may have influenced the nutrient cycling in the forests. According to
the so-called vernal dam hypothesis, first articulated by Robert Muller
in 1978, the roots of woodland herbs play an important role in ab-
sorbing nutrients that would otherwise be lost to rain runoff and
cycling them back into the ecosystem.76 Thus harvests that removed
thousands of pounds of roots from the forest floor had an impact,
however subtle, on overall forest health.

On its surface, the fate of ginseng and other lucrative herbs appears
to be a classic case of what Garrett Hardin called the tragedy of the
commons. In his famous 1968 essay, Hardin posited that commons
users acting rationally and according to their own self-interest will
act against the common good by depleting commons resources.77

Did herb gatherers adopt this individualistic mentality? It is almost
impossible to know for the nineteenth century because they generally
did not leave written accounts of their practices. Many contemporary
observers certainly blamed the harvesters for ginseng’s disappear-
ance.78 Among their many alleged sins, the diggers harvested the
roots in all seasons without allowing the plant to go to seed, or they
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harvested too many individuals in a patch. Since Hardin’s essay, nu-
merous scholars, most notably Elinor Ostrom, have challenged his
theory by pointing out myriad ways in which people around the
world have mobilized culture on a local level to effectively manage
commons resources.79 Scholars such as Mary Hufford, Brent Bailey,
and Eric Edwards have documented instances of such cultural adapta-
tions in Appalachia today, including a distinct conservation ethic
among modern ginseng harvesters, who see themselves as stewards of
the forest.80 Using ecological knowledge passed down through gener-
ations, they actively replant seeds and limit their harvests in order to
ensure the proliferation of the species for future generations.81

Ecological studies suggest that such practices could significantly im-
prove the chances of continued population viability.82 While it is dif-
ficult to ascertain whether such practices were in vogue by the end of
the nineteenth century, it is fair to assume that some people did de-
velop a stewardship identity while others did not. Whatever mitigat-
ing factors were present, they could not prevent the decline of wild
ginseng and other herbs.

Habitat alteration due to livestock and timber extraction had a far
more devastating impact on medicinal herbs than overharvesting. In
a 1903 investigation, US Department of Agriculture botanist Henry
Kraemer found that many longtime medicinal plants, including pink-
root and goldenseal, had virtually disappeared from much of their
former range. He blamed the industry and the harvesters, but he also
pointed a finger at the “destruction of forests” and called for the pres-
ervation of forests as a way to protect the nation’s stock of medicinal
herbs.83 Large timber operations financed by northern capital began
clearing forests in eastern Kentucky and West Virginia in the late
1880s, reaching western North Carolina by the turn of the century.
Throughout Appalachia, timber companies acquired vast tracts of for-
estland and employed mostly clearcutting practices to extract timber.
By 1909 southern Appalachian forests were supplying upward of 40
percent of the total hardwood cut in the United States, a sum that
contained an enormous ecological cost.84 Clearcutting led to more
devastating fires, increased erosion, deteriorating topsoil quality, and
flooding because the removal of trees hampered the ability of the for-
est to absorb excessive rainwater.85 In 1909 a US Geological Survey
employee sent to investigate the effects of industrial logging in the
Watauga River valley, the area that supplied Cowles with most of his
roots, observed that the watershed was “torn to pieces.”86 The in-
crease in edge habitats that resulted from timber operations and agri-
cultural expansion led to larger deer populations, which had further
deleterious effects on woodland herbs, as deer are known to browse
heavily on numerous medicinal plants including ginseng.87 Studies
have shown that these ecological changes had long-term effects on
herb populations.88 Although not all medicinals suffer from the
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effects of logging, many shade-dependent species such as ginseng

did. As one aging eastern Kentucky farmer put it in 1898, ginseng
“disappeared with the forests.”89 The scale and pace of the botanical

drug trade in the late nineteenth century, as well as habitat destruc-

tion, worried some observers.
Due partly to these ecological changes and partly to the greater

pressure on them, the gathering commons underwent a significant

renegotiation from 1865 to around 1915, as states passed laws aimed

at enclosing the root-and-herb commons and promoting cultivation
efforts. North Carolina and Georgia enacted the first restrictions on

ginseng harvesting in 1867 and 1868, prohibiting its harvest in the

spring and summer from land that was not one’s own. West Virginia
followed in 1872 with a law aimed at enclosing the gathering com-

mons. It imposed a fine and jail time for “persons digging ginseng or

other medicinal roots, or prospecting for the same on the land of an-
other, without the consent of the owner.”90 As ginseng cultivation

became more common than wild harvesting, Kentucky and North

Carolina passed laws in 1902 and 1905, respectively, making it a fel-
ony to dig ginseng surrounded by a fence.91 By the mid-twentieth

century, a plethora of laws were on the books that limited the re-

moval of wild plants from private property. The common right to
enter someone else’s property to gather herbs was no longer widely

acknowledged.

APPALACHIAN HISTORY AND THE COMMONS
It is now illegal in most Appalachian states to harvest medicinal

plants from another’s property without written permission from the

landowner. While people continue to find ways to negotiate use

rights, the de facto gathering commons has largely been replaced by a
de jure commons in the form of national forests.92 Today, herb gath-

ering and root digging continue, if on a steadily diminishing scale, to

provide a source of income, stability, and intergenerational connec-
tions for some mountain residents (Fig. 6). The business found ways

to flourish into the post–World War II era. In the 1890s, as the

Wallace Brothers foundered, local men from the Blue Ridge, drawing
from their own experiences with herb gathering, started their own

businesses in different parts of Appalachia. George and Riley Greer,

Grant Wilcox, and S. B. Penick, all veterans of the trade in western
North Carolina, went on the become leaders of the next generation

of wholesale botanical drug dealers.93 But the proliferation of wage

work, the decline in species abundance, changing drug markets, de-
forestation, and enclosure efforts gradually diluted the role that it

played in local communities.
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Activists and scholars worldwide have begun campaigns to restore
a commitment to an abstract idea of commons-making as a way to
stem the social, cultural, and ecological effects of globalization.94

Some see Appalachia as particularly fertile ground to reinvent the
commons. As Jefferson Boyer has noted, “nowhere in Anglo North
America do echoes of a literal commons reverberate more persistently
than across the coves and hollows of central and southern
Appalachia.”95 Appalachian activists have looked to the commons
idea as one way to restore independence and prosperity to rural com-
munities blighted by the inequality of industrial capitalism without
turning to resource preservation.96

Figure 6. As a result of the post–Civil War boom, Tom and Sophie Campbell and many other
Appalachian residents incorporated the practice of root digging and herb gathering into their culture
and passed down this specialized knowledge through generations in the twentieth century. Credit: Tom
and Sophie Campbell, Evelyn Bishop Scrapbook, From Pi Beta Phi to Arrowmont Photographic
Collection, University of Tennessee, Knoxville Libraries.
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This article brings the historical Appalachian commons into full
focus by exploring the unique relationship between the region and
the practice of herb gathering. The commons played a significant yet
underappreciated role in the region’s economy, culture, and ecology.
Appalachian biodiversity and a commitment to common rights
helped make the region the nation’s foremost supplier of crude drugs
to the pharmaceutical industry. It also suggests that the historical
commons was shaped to a large degree by industrial capitalism itself.
Pointing to the arrival of industrial extractive operations in the late
nineteenth century as the beginning of a downward spiral in the re-
gion’s fortunes, many Appalachian historians have embraced a strong
declensionist narrative. However, this article argues that not all
changes wrought by industrial capitalism had the same effects on the
region. The narrative is more complex: The commodification of me-
dicinal plants helped many mountain people maintain their inde-
pendence while avoiding large-scale ecological change that came
with other extractive industries. Yet intensified pressure and ecolo-
gical change in the wake of the Civil War forced widespread renegoti-
ations of commons practices.

Luke Manget is a PhD candidate at the University of Georgia, where he is
completing a dissertation tentatively entitled, “Sang Digger: An
Environmental History of the Botanical Drug Industry in Southern
Appalachia.”
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Geography of the Commons: The Role of Scale and Space,” Annals of the

Association of American Geographers 93, no. 2 (June 2003): 365–75.

33 Matthew Walpole, “The Closing of the Open Range in Watauga County, NC,”

Appalachian Journal 16, no. 4 (Summer 1989): 327.

34 Harry Watson, “’The Common Rights of Mankind’: Subsistence, Shad, and

Commerce in the Early Republican South,” in Environmental History and the

American South: A Reader, ed. Paul Sutter and Christopher J. Manganiello

(Athens: University of Georgia Press, 2009), 131–67. Jack Temple Kirby,

Poquosin: A Study of Rural Landscape & Society (Chapel Hill: University of North

Carolina Press, 1995); Hahn, The Roots of Southern Populism; Jacoby, Crimes

Against Nature: Squatters, Poachers, Thieves, and the Hidden History of American

Conservation; Gary Kulik, “Dams, Fish, and Farmers: Defense of Public Rights in

Eighteenth-Century Rhode Island,” in The Countryside in the Age of Capitalist

Transformation: Essays in the Social History of Rural America, ed. Steven Hahn and

Jonathan Prude (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1985), 25–50;

Newfont, Blue Ridge Commons, 22.

35 This topic has been among the most controversial in the field of Appalachian

history. Ron Eller famously argued in 1982 that preindustrial Appalachian peo-

ple were wary of the market and maintained largely self-sufficient commun-

ities. Others, however, most notably John Inscoe and Wilma Dunaway, have

drawn attention to the ways in which antebellum Appalachian communities

were heavily engaged in the market economy. There has to be room for both

interpretations because the region was diverse. Virtually all local communities

were engaged with regional and national markets, but that does not mean they

were all driven solely by the profit motive. John C. Inscoe, Mountain Masters,

Slavery, and the Sectional Crisis in Western North Carolina (Knoxville: University

of Tennessee Press, 1989); Dunaway, The First American Frontier.

36 This function of the commons is explained well in Mary Hufford, “Reclaiming

the Commons: Narratives of Progress, Preservation, and Ginseng,” in Culture,

Environment, and Conservation in the Appalachian South, ed. Benita J. Howell

(Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2002), 107–19.

37 These observations can be seen in, for example, Spira, Wildflowers & Plant

Communities of the Southern Appalachian Mountains & Piedmont.

38 B. O. Wilson and G. C. Wilson, Botanic Materia Medica: Or, the Physician’s Guide

to the Remedies of the Botanic Kingdom (Boston: John Putnam, 1850), 55.

39 This standard is from Francis Peyre Porcher, Resources of the Southern Fields and

Forests, Medical, Economical, and Agricultural; Being Also a Medical Botany of the

Southern States with Practical Information on the Useful Properties of the Trees,

Plants, and Shrubs, new ed. (Charleston: Walker, Evans, and Cogswell, 1869), 5.

There were, however, different theories of the so-called best time to harvest cer-

tain medicinal plants.

40 The myth of the origins of disease is described in James Mooney, James

Mooney’s History, Myths, and Sacred Formulas of the Cherokees (Asheville:

Historical Images, 1992), 319–22.
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41 Gary Goodwin has provided the estimate of eight hundred species used by the

Cherokee. Gary C. Goodwin, Cherokees in Transition: A Study of Changing Culture

and Environment Prior to 1775 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1977), 60.

42 Anthony Cavender has shown that while Euro-American settlers did not em-

brace Cherokee theories of disease, they did rely heavily on local native plants

in their health care systems. Anthony Cavender, Folk Medicine in Southern

Appalachia (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2003), 48–51.

43 See Cowles’s Catalogue, Fol. 9, Cowles Papers, SHC.

44 W. C. Norwood, “Veratrum Viride, or American Hellebore,” New Jersey Medical

Reporter and Transactions of the New Jersey Medical Society, February 1853, 154.

45 See, for example, Calvin J. Cowles to Larkin Maxwell, May 24, 1855, Fol.

111.26, NCDAH. Root Accounts, 1850–1862, Cowles Papers, SHC; Barter Book,

Cowles Papers, SHC.

46 Calvin J. Cowles to B. O. & G. C. Wilson, March 15, 1851, Fol. 111.25.1, Cowles

Papers, NCDAH.

47 Calvin J. Cowles to Morris & Co., July 28, 1851, Fol. 111.25.1, Cowles Papers,

NCDAH.

48 This can be seen in virtually all literature on ginseng. See, for example, Maurice

G. Kains, Ginseng: Its Cultivation, Harvesting, Marketing and Market Value, with a

Short Account of Its History and Botany (New York: Orange Judd, 1903), 40–41;

W. Scott Persons, American Ginseng: Green Gold, rev. ed. (Asheville: Bright

Mountain Books, 1994).

49 “Great Profit in Ginseng Root,” Richmond Dispatch, January 6, 1901.

50 S. P. Fowler, a well-known cultivator of native plants, claimed in 1850 that

lady’s slipper could not be cultivated. See S. P. Fowler, “Native Trees, Shrubs,

and Plants: Cultivation of Native Plants,” The New England Farmer; a Monthly

Journal, January 5, 1850.

51 Literature on the impact of the Civil War on Appalachia is large and growing.

The best community-level study is Durwood Dunn, Cades Cove: The Life and

Death of a Southern Appalachian Community, 1818–1937 (Knoxville: University

of Tennessee Press, 1988), 23–46. See also John C. Inscoe and Gordon B.

McKinney, The Heart of Confederate Appalachia: Western North Carolina in the

Civil War (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2000), 166–86.

52 Michael A. Flannery, Civil War Pharmacy: A History of Drugs, Drug Supply and

Provision, and Therapeutics for the Union and Confederacy (New York:

Pharmaceutical Products Press, 2004), 6; Guy Hasegawa, “‘Absurd Prejudice’: A.

Snowden Piggot and the Confederate Medical Laboratory at Lincolnton,” North

Carolina Historical Review 81, no. 3 (July 2004): 313–34; Francis Peyre Porcher,

Resources of the Southern Fields and Forests, Medical, Economical, and Agricultural.

Being Also a Medical Botany of the Confederate States; with Practical Information on

the Useful Properties of the Trees, Plants, and Shrubs (Richmond: West and

Johnson, 1863), iv.

53 See Arthur Fletcher, Ashe County: A History (Jefferson: McFarland Press,

2006), 233.

54 A good description of the postwar root-and-herb boom in western North

Carolina can be found in James R. Troyer, “The Hyams Family, Father and

Sons, Contributors to North Carolina Botany,” Journal of the Elisha Mitchell
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Scientific Society 117, no. 4 (2001): 240–48; Gary Freeze, “Roots, Barks, Berries,
and Jews: The Herb Trade in Gilded-Age North Carolina,” Essays in Economic
and Business History 13 (1995): 107–27.

55 “Roots and Herbs,” The Farmer’s Cabinet, September 20, 1871.

56 Branson’s North Carolina Business Directory for 1872 (Raleigh: Branson & Jones,
1873).

57 For evidence that other states did not engage in the trade, see Augustin
Gattinger, The Medicinal Plants of Tennessee Exhibiting Their Commercial Value
with an Analytical Key, Descriptions in Aid of Their Recognition, and Notes Relating
to Their Distribution, Time and Mode of Collection, and Preparation for the Drug
Market (Nashville: Tennessee Department of Agriculture, 1894), xi. “Our
Neglected Opportunities,” The State [Columbia, SC], July 29, 1906.

58 “Wallace Bros: The Leading House in Western North Carolina,” The Landmark
(Statesville), January 29, 1876.

59 M. E. Hyams, “The Botanic Business of Western North Carolina” [a paper read
before the N.C. State Agricultural Society], Charlotte Democrat, November 23,
1877.

60 “A Singular Southern Industry,” The Atlanta Constitution, December 9, 1886.
By far the best and most comprehensive treatment of the Wallace Brothers is
Gary R. Freeze, “Roots, Barks, Berries, and Jews: The Herb Trade in Gilded-Age
North Carolina,” Essays in Economic and Business History 13 (1995):107–27.

61 A complete price list for the Wallace Brothers for 1884 is found in “A
Descriptive List of Roots, Herbs, Barks, Seeds, Flowers, Mosses, etc.: Collected
by Wallace Brothers, Wholesale Dealers in Southern Botanic Crude Drugs,”
Rubenstein Rare Book and Manuscript Collection, Perkins Library, Duke
University, Durham, NC.

62 This statistic was compiled from Ledger, 1868–71, G. W. & S. F. Harper, Vol. 28,
Harper Family Account Books, SHC.

63 The most commonly traded commons commodity was May apple, followed by
sassafras, wild ginger, and sarsaparilla. Vol. 38: Produce Book, G.W.F. Harper,
1873–75, Harper Account Books, SHC.

64 W. P. Thomas Store Ledger, 1872–75, Ashe County Historical Museum,
Jefferson, NC.

65 Taylor and Mast General Store Ledger, WLEAC.

66 This scenario was commonly played out in store ledgers like Thomas’s and
Taylor and Mast’s.

67 Arthur Cowles, Letter to Calvin J. Cowles, September 28, 1878, Fol. 111.17,
Cowles Papers, NCDAH.

68 Spira, Wildflowers & Plant Communities of the Southern Appalachian Mountains &
Piedmont, 357–58.

69 Calvin J. Cowles, Letter to Tilden & Co., January 25, 1851, SHC.

70 G.W.F. Harper, Letter to Benjamin Gates, September 21, 1870, Fold. 54,
Bernhardt-Seagle Company Records, SHC.

71 Martha Van der Voort et al., “Recovery of Populations of Goldenseal (Hydrastis
Canadensis L.) and American Ginseng (Panax Quinquefolius L.) Following
Harvest,” American Midland Naturalist 149, no. 2 (April 2003): 282–92.
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72 “In Highland County,” The Richmond Dispatch, October 16, 1901.

73 Alvar W. Carlson, “Ginseng: America’s Botanical Drug Connection to the
Orient,” Economic Botany 40, no. 2 (April 1, 1986): 239–41.

74 Joanne Braun and Garnett R. Brooks Jr., “Box Turtles (Terrapene Carolina) as
Potential Agents for Seed Dispersal,” American Midlands Naturalist 117, no. 2
(April 1987): 312–18.

75 Spira, Wildflowers & Plant Communities of the Southern Appalachian Mountains &
Piedmont, 337.

76 Dennis F. Whigham, “Ecology of Woodland Herbs in Temperate Deciduous
Forests,” Annual Review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics 35 (2004): 602–3.

77 Garrett Hardin, “The Tragedy of the Commons,” Science 162, no. 3859
(December 1968).

78 Kains, Ginseng: Its Cultivation, Harvesting, Marketing and Market Value, 13–14.

79 Ostrom, Governing the Commons.

80 Mary Hufford, “Reclaiming the Commons: Narratives of Progress, Preservation,
and Ginseng,” Howell, Culture, Environment, and Conservation in the Appalachian
South, 100–20; Brent Bailey, “Social and Economic Impacts of Wild Harvested
Products” (PhD diss., West Virginia University, 1999).

81 Edwards, “Stewards of the Forest: An Analysis of Ginseng Harvesters and the
Communal Boundaries That Define Their Identity in an Area of Environmental
Degradation,” 5–10.

82 James B. McGraw et al., “Ecology and Conservation of Ginseng (Panax
Quinquefolius) in a Changing World,” Annals of the New York Academy of
Sciences 1286 (2013): 71–72.

83 Henry Kraemer, “The Conservation and Cultivation of Medicinal Plants,”
American Journal of Pharmacy (December 1903); “Editorial. The Cultivation of
Medicinal Plants,” American Journal of Pharmacy (April 1900).

84 John Alexander Williams, Appalachia: A History (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 2002), 250; Newfont, Blue Ridge Commons, 42–48.

85 Ibid., 169–72.

86 Quoted in Donald Edward Davis, Where There Are Mountains: An Environmental
History of the Southern Appalachians (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 2000),
168.

87 Whigham, “Ecology of Woodland Herbs in Temperate Deciduous Forests”;
Mary Ann Furedi and James B. McGraw, “White-Tailed Deer: Dispersers or
Predators of American Ginseng Seeds?” American Midland Naturalist 152, no. 2
(October 2004): 268–76.

88 Jennifer Fratterrigo, Monica Turner, and Scott Pearson, “Previous Land Use
Alters Plant Allocation and Growth in Forest Herbs,” Journal of Ecology 94
(2006): 548–57.

89 Box 13, Fol. 9, Harrison Garman Papers, Special Collections, University of
Kentucky Library, Lexington, KY.

90 H.B. 93, Acts of the Legislature of West Virginia at the Eleventh Session, 1872–73
(Charleston: Henry Walker, 1873).
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91 Laws of the General Assembly of the Commonwealth of Kentucky passed at a Regular
Session of the General Assembly, Which Was Begun and Held on Tuesday, the
Seventh Day of January, Nineteen Hundred and Two (Louisville: Geo. G. Fetter,
1902), 52; Public Laws and Resolutions of the State of North Carolina Passed by the
General Assembly at the Session of 1905 (Raleigh: E. M. Uzzell, 1905), 226.

92 This is the basic contention of Newfont in Blue Ridge Commons.

93 William Connelley and E. M. Coulter, History of Kentucky, Vol. 5 (Chicago and
New York: American Historical Society, 1922), 41; For a good treatment of S. B.
Penick, see J. D. Ratcliff, “From Sandalwood to Ant Eggs,” Saturday Evening Post,
October 11, 1947.

94 See, for example, David Bollier, Think Like a Commoner: A Short Introduction to
the Life of the Commons (Gabriola: New Society Publishers, 2014); Peter
Linebaugh, Stop, Thief!: The Commons, Enclosures, and Resistance (Oakland: PM
Press/Spectre, 2014).

95 Jefferson Boyer, “Reinventing the Appalachian Commons,” Social Analysis, 50,
no. 3 (Winter 2006): 218.

96 Mary Hufford, “Reclaiming the Commons: Narratives of Progress, Preservation,
and Ginseng,” in Howell, Culture, Environment, and Conservation in the
Appalachian South, 100–20.
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