
THE JACKSON PURCHASE 

And 

THE END OF THE NEUTRALITY POLiey 

In KENTUCKY 

BY JACK CALBERT 

Brescia College, Owensboro, Kentucky 

Kentucky's Jackson Purchase region was once part of a great 
saw Indian land tract enclosed by the present day Tennessee- · · 
state line, the Tennessee River, the Ohio River, and the 
River. It was secured to Kentucky in 1819 by her Governor, Isaac 
and by General Andrew Jackson. In that year the Governor 
General concluded a treaty with the Chickasaw Indians which 
guished the latter's rights in the area. The upper part of the tract 
turned over to Kentucky, out of which seven counties were fo 
and the great remainder was incorporated into Tennessee.1 

Located at the western extremity of the state and hemmed in 
western Tennessee, Southeastern Missouri, and that portion of 
known as "Egypt," the Kentucky part of the Purchase sat as · 
intersection of four major river systems-the Tennessee, CumtbcJ:ta 
Ohio, and Mississippi-and, thus, lay in the very midst of the 
trade between the North and South. Also, it became a great 
growing section and, hence, a heavy slaveholding area, ranking 
with ,the Bluegrass section of the state in this respect.2 The J 
Purchase, however, remained substantially an annex to the 
Kentucky. The character and sympathies of its people, to a large 
were alien from the rest of the state. Drawn to the Democracy of 
region's namesake, and lying closer to its seat in Nashville, 
their own political capital, Frankfort, which had long been held· 
clutches of Whiggery, the people often hoped in the years p · 
1861 that they might join with the remainder of the Purchase in 
see to "form a state whose government would be more imm 
identified with their own interests." 3 This long standing desire of 
Purchase to secede from the state of Kentucky played a most im 
part in influencing the decision Kentucky made in 1861 in re 
the question of the Union. 

In 1861, Kentucky sentiment for the Confederacy increased in 
southwestern portion of the state, until in the Purchase area 
the entire population was in full support of the South.4' Southern 
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at John C. Breckinridge had carried the section by a large majority 
~ the presidential election of 1860,6 and, once disunion threatened, :e people made no hesitation in choosing the side of the Confederacy. 
JJnpatient with the Frankfort government, which in mid-Spring of 1861 
\Vas wavering between North and South, the Purchasers in May, 1861, 
held a convention at Mayfield in which the proposition to secede from 
Kentucky was earnestly discussed and recommended.6 While this plan 
of secession did not carry, in a special election for Congressmen held 
in June, 1861, nine weeks after Sumter, the tobacco-growing First Con­
gressional District, that is, the Jackson Purchase, elected the only States' 
Rights or secessionist Co_ngres~io°:al candidate from the _entire state. 
Running as a Democrat 10 a district where the Democratic party had 
since 1826 commanded overwhelming majorities, the incumbent, Henry 
C. Burnett, was re-elected to office by four-sevenths of the total vote 
cast. 7 

Secessionist feeling in the Purchase grew throughout the summer of 
1861. A "Great Peace Meeting" held on August 26, 1861, at the Mur­
ray court house, Calloway County, reaffirmed the support of the Pur­
chase for Kentucky's pro-Southern Senators John C. Breckinridge and 
Lazarus W . Powell as well as of their own Congressman, Henry Bur­
nett. After denouncing the current war being waged against the seces­
sionists, the meeting announced the determination of the Purchase 
people "never to be shot or bayoneted into a love of the Union in viola­
tion of the Constitution." 8 Such decisiveness of opinion put the whole 
Purchase on edge and made conditions ripe for trouble. A special report 
of John M. Johnson, sent to the Purchase by Governor Beriah Magof­
fin to examine conditions there, stated that there was a "great uneasi­
ness" fel t throughout the border counties, many people having removed 
their families from the area. This fear of an impending crisis, it was 
stated, had resulted in the practice of wearing arms, and it was feared 
that the whole situation would "lead to violence towards those of oppo­
site opinions." 9 

The two main population centers in the Purchase in 1861 were the 
towns of Paducah and Columbus. Columbus in 1860 had a population 
of some 963 persons. It was located on the Mississippi River eighteen 
miles below Cairo, Illinois, forty-seven miles below Paducah on the 
Ohio, and forty-five miles above Island No. 10. It was the northern 
terminus of the Mobile and Ohio Railroad. The bluff overhanging 
the city commanded the Mississippi River for five miles.10 Thus, it can 
be_ ~ that Columbus occupied a most advantageous commercial and 
military position, and, hence, came to be considered by the Confederate 
military authorities sitting across the state line in Union City, Tennes­
see, as the northern key to the control of the Mississippi.11 
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The citizens of Columbus for their part were ready to oblige 
Confederates in whatever way they could. They had been in full 
palli:y with the South fro1:1 tl_le very beginning ?f the war. As early 
April 22, 1861, they had mv1ted Jefferson Davis to occupy their 
as well as to seize Cairo, lllinois.12 The town's mayor, B. W. S 
was in complicity with Confederate General Gideon J. Pillow in U · 
City. On June 1, 1861, Sharpe informed Pillow by letter that the ci · 
of Columbus were "preparing to mount heavy guns and to collect 
tary stores," 13 obviously in preparation for full-fledged support of the 
Southern cause. Thus, on June 24, 1861, General Simon B. Bucknct · 
charge of a militia group of the Kentucky State Guards, determined 
move. He ordered six companies of troops to Columbus, under Gen 
Lloyd Tilghman, in order to protect Kentucky's neutrality there. 
strong was Southern sentiment in that place, however, that very 
afterwards General Tilghman, a native Paducahian, passed over 
Tennessee line and cast his fortunes with the Confederate cause.a 

Paducah was located on the Ohio River fifty miles above Cairo, 
nois, and immediately below the mouth of the Tennessee River. 
possessed connections with all the Southern railroads. Prior to 
opening of the war it had been "the most important place of · 
on the lower Ohio." 16 Throughout the summer of 1861, however, 
would appear that the city even outdid its prewar commercial r 
It became a focus for a f uonel through which material and supp 
were shot southward by rail and water. With the blockading of 
Mississippi River at Cairo by the Federal forces, and later with 
closing of the Louisville and Nashville Railroad between Louisville 
Nashville, Paducah became the main outlet and inlet for all 
southward, since all trade switched to the Tennessee and Cumberlaal 
rivers.16 

Paducah during the summer of 1861 was often referred to as " 
Charleston of Kentucky," being located within the Purchase which 
dubbed "the South Carolina of Kentucky." 17 Immediately after 
fall of Fort Sumter, Paducah had taken on a definite secessionist 
tude and had soon sent most of her young tnen off to the Confed 
service.18 General Lloyd Tilghman, of Paducah, and the city's "gr 
soldier," took many Paducah State Guards with him into the Co 
eracy when he resigned his post at Columbus in June of 1861.19 In 
same month Southern sympathies proved so strong in the city that 
the Presbyterian Church "only ten out of a congregation of one h 
and fifty could be found to support the Union." 20 Relations 
the townsfolk and their Northern neighbors, who patrolled the 
River in gunboats and made forays up the Tennessee and Cumb 
rivers, became steadily worse as the summer wore on. Events f 



N eutfality Policy in Kentucky 209 

ached a semi-climax on August 22, 1861, in the widely publicized and 
re tber ridiculous incident wherein a Federal gunboat steamed into 
~aducah and cut loose from the docks the W. B. Terry, a boat which 
was claimed to belong to the Confederates. The crew of the Terry and 

"roob" of Paducah citizens then retaliated by seizing the Samuel Orr, 
: boat belonging to the citizens of Evansville, Indiana. It was made off 
with down the Tennessee River. Two persons were wounded in the 
gunshot fracas that accompanied the seizure. The Federal invaders left 
the city in a state of consternation,21 only to return some two weeks 
later to occupy it. 

The Confederate forces in westerr. Tennessee sat idle throughout 
roost of the summer of 1861. The duty of watching and opposing the 
progress of the Union armies from Cairo, Illinois, southward had been 
assigned them. Owing to the neutrality policy in Kentucky, however, all 
action on their part was necessarily at a standstill.22 In May, 1861, the 
cornrnanding Confederate General, Gideon J. Pillow, had drawn Presi­
dent Jefferson Davis' attention to the dangers existing for the Con­
federacy in the Mississippi Valley between Cairo and Memphis. While 
proceeding to fortify Memphis, Pillow at the same time prophesied 
to Davis that the Federal forces would make an effort " to effect a 
lodgment at Columbus, fortify that place, and, with a strong invading 
column, turn my works, attack them in reverse, crush my supporting 
force, capture the guns, and open the river." 23 The Federals, he main­
tained, would meet with success in this plan since the flat area of Ten­
nessee lying to the north of Memphis was unfavorable for any type of 
Confederate fortifications. 2i 

Thus, General Pillow soon came to have an obsession for fortifying 
the bluffs at Columbus. By the middle of May, 1861, he had asked 
Governor Magoffin ·of Kentucky for permission to occupy that town, 
saying that "If he should withhold his consent, my present impression 
is that I shall go forward and occupy the work upon the ground of its 
necessity for protecting Tennessee." 25 Pillow was temporarily dissuaded 
in a move of this type, however, by Kentucky's General Buckner who 
met with him in Union City, Tennessee, to impress upon him the seri­
ousness of the move. It was at this time that Governor Magoffin real­
ized that a dangerous situation was developing in western Kentucky. 
He therefore sent the six companies of troops, above mentioned, to 
Columbus in an attempt to maintain the state's neutrality.26 

_Late in the summer of 1861, Leonidas Polk, formerly an Episcopal 
Bishop, but now a General of the Confederacy, arrived to take com­
mand in western Tennessee. Immediately he began overseeing the con­
struction of certain defenses being erected along the Mississippi river 
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north of Memphis. These def eases were meant to ward off a thr 
attack of the Federal gunboats. General Polk, however, came to p· 
conclusion concerning this country. Both banks of the river along 
nessee, Arkansas, and the southeastern tip of Missouri were extn~ 
low and flat. They rose so little above the level of the water that it 
impassible to find anywhere a position from which guns could 
rnaod the river, except for some low sandy islands which had grown 
piecemeal during past floods. General Pillow had already begun 
construction of fortifications on one of these, Island No. 10, l1<>altalllfl 
just below the Kentucky-Tennessee line. This position, however, 
quite unsatisfactory in that it was subject to inundation. If the 
happened to be in flood stage, Federal gunboats would be able to sw.=ellil~ 
down from Cairo past the fortifications and then could land 
troops anywhere in northwestern Tennessee. Hence, Polk's eyes, 
Pillow's, were drawn to the Columbus bluffs which possessed an 
parent military value.27 

General Polk determined to occupy Columbus if the oppo,nui11111~7, 
presented itself. As has been noted, the people of Columbus w·nn .. ...._._1 

not have been averse to such action, and General Polk knew this. 
thermore, he saw that Kentucky was gradually slipping into Union--i 
The June Congressional and the August General Assembly el · 
both were woo by Unionist candidates by considerable majorities. 
as a first step toward occupation, General Polk sent General Pil" loll~ 
in late August, 1861, with a force to occupy New Madrid, MIS. sou~~ 
located on the Mississippi river opposite Kentucky.28 Then, on 
tember 1, 1861, he asked Governor Magoffin exactly what the 
intentions of the Southern party in Kentucky were, saying "I think 
is of the greatest consequence . . . to the Southern cause in Ken 
... that I should be ahead of the enemy in occupying Columbus ~ 
Paducah." 29 

Governor Magoffin, although felt by many to be a secessionist:, 
vored no Southern invasion of Kentucky. On August 24, 1861, he 
written Jefferson Davis concerning the collection of troops along bf 
southern border of Kentucky. He asked assurances that the Confed~ 
Government would "continue to respect and observe the pasition · • 
cated as assumed by Kentucky." 30 President Davis replied on A 
28 that the Con£ ederacy neither intended nor desired to distwb 
neutrality of Kentucky. The assemblage of troops to which Gov 
Magoffin referred had no other object than to repel a lawless inv 
of Tennessee by Federal forces "should their Government seek to 
proach it through Kentucky, without respect for its position of 
trality." 31 Such apprehensions, maintained Davis, were not gro 
in view of the recent course of Federal action in Maryland, Misso 

I 
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and "more recently in Kentucky itself." 32 lo connection with this last 
~int, Davis made it clear that the Confederacy would not uncondition­
ally guarantee a respect for the neutrality of Kentucky. The Confed­
eracy, he stated, would continue to respect the neutrality of Kentucky 
onlY so long "as her people will maintain it themselves." 33 Hence, 
J(entucky could expect the Confederacy to respect her neutral position 
only so long as she forced the Union to respect it. Events occurring to 
the north of her in Illinois made this condition a difficult one. 

The city of Cairo, Illinois, in 1861 was a rat-infested, low-lying, 
punY river town located at the junction of the Ohio and Mississippi 
rivers. It had been occupied by Federal troops on ApFil 25 of that year 
in order to protect it against a threatening Southern invasion. Cairo, 
located further south than any other Union city, possessed a strong 
Southern sentiment stemming out of its dependence on the river trade 
between North and South. It was actually a Southern city within a 
Northern state, but the Illinois state authorities and Federal troops 
bad stifled effectively all opposition to the Union. The city had been 
converted into a great military post against which the Confederates 
had no corresponding foothold on the Mississippi River. It was a center 
for the concentration of men and the equipping of gunboats, expedi­
tions down the Mississippi and up the Ohio being fitted out there.34 

The Federal troops sitting in Cairo throughout the summer of 1861 
grew restless with the stalemate in the war brought about by the neu­
trality of Kentucky. The troops were eager to fight and to get at the 
disloyal Purchase district of Kentucky. Thus, they occasionally made 
forays across into Kentucky. In early June they crossed over and dis­
persed a camp of Kentuckians at Elliott's Mills.35 A little later, they 
threatened an invasion of the state in order to observe more closely 
the enemy in Tennessee. One spokesman noted that neutrality "would 
go up" after the August elections for the General Assembly.38 

Northern public opinion assumed that the beginning of serious hos­
tilities in the area was only a matter of time. The Governors of the 
states of the Old Northwest met and by memorial and delegation urged 
the Lincoln administration to make the Ohio line of defense secure by 
moving forward and occupying advance posts in Kentucky and Ten­
nessee.37 In late August, General Polk had aggravated the situation 
further by moving up and occupying New Madrid, Missouri, causing 
the Federal authorities to strengthen the Cairo garrison.38 The battle 
lines were being drawn, and while the officials in Washington were 
keeping close tab on the situation,39 the Federal commanders in the 
West were preparing plans for action. 
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In late August, 1861, General John C. Fremont, embroiled in 
thorny and fluid Missouri situation, decided to get out of one 
by ope~ing up another. As . Fed~ral comma~der in Missouri, he ..,_ 
responsible for the whole s1tuatton developmg along the Mississippii 
and Ohio rivers in the area about Cairo. Spurred on by Northern J>Ubllci 
sentiment, and infuriated by the Paducah Terry-Orr incident of Au8Ult 
22, he by late August, 1861, was advocating to Brigadier-General Lo. 
renzo Thomas, Adjutant-General of the United States Army, that Ken­
tucky be involved in military operations.4<> Then, in early September, 
as the situation below Cairo was rapidly disintegrating, Fremont sent 
a telegram to Lincoln stating that 

The War Vessels of the enemy are all steel plated mounting heavy 811111, 
bette.r armed faster and larger than ours. Their Officers are all of the U.S. 
Navy, whilst our Officers can not hold their ground after the first Eifti 
there can be no other result than our capture; there is a very urgent Wint 
in Cairo of heavy canons [sic]. . . . The enemy is beginning to occupy Ille 
coast of Kentucky Hyckman [sic] Paducah . ... 41 

This situation showed, Fremont concluded, that the time had come to 
have command extended to Kentucky.¼2 On September 5, 1861, F~ 
mont informed Lincoln, quite correctly, of the impending Confederate 
occupation of Columbus.~" 

Ulysses S. Grant arrived in Cairo on September 4, 1861. He had 
been a general for less than a month, and the command of the Caito 
garrison was his third assignment in that capacity.« As early as May, 
1861, he had become convinced that General Pillow and the Confed­
erates were planning an attack on Cairo/5 and once put in command of 
that post he lost no time in thinking up a plan of action to put the 
Union on the offensive and the Confederacy on the defensive in the 
area below Cairo. He saw that it was imperative that the Union seaue 
control of the Cumberland and Tennessee rivers at the earliest possible 
moment, since the Cumberland offered a clear highway to Nashville, 
Tennessee, and the Tennessee offered one all the way to Mississippi 
and Alabama.~ Also, he saw that the control of the Mississippi River 
below Cairo was vital to any invasion of the South, since control of it 
would split the Confederacy in twain, leaving the two parcels with DO 

communication between them, and, hence, at the mercy of any Fedcial 
troops invading via the rivers. Thus, when conditions in western Ke. 
tucky reached their climax in early September, 1861, Grant was not 
at a loss as to what he should do to advance the Union cause. 

In late August, 1861, General Fremont caused to be set in motion a 
series of military movements in Missouri, saying that it was intend~ 
"in connection with all these movements, to occupy Columbus, Kea-

i 
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cky as soon as possible." H In accord with this plan, General Grant 
tu S;ptember 2 placed a force in occupation of Belmont, Missouri, a 
00 

all village on the Mississippi River opposite Columbus, Kentucky.48 

. :eaowhile, the Fed~ral force~ in Illinois opposite Paducah made dem-
ostrations threatenmg that aty.49 

0 
lo executing the order to occupy Belmont, the Federal gunboats sent 

to that place extended their reconnaissance down the Mississippi to a 
paint around Hickman, Kentucky. Here, to their surprise, they found 
that the Confederate army had advanced into Kentucky and had set 
u camp at Hickman. Its tents extended for half a mile upon the shore J nting the river. Secession flags bedecked the place. Later, while re­
turning up the river to Cairo, the Federal gunboats were fired on by 
the party in control of the guns at Columb~s.50 Gen~ral Polk ?ad finally 
made his move and had beaten the North 1n grabbmg a cruoal western 
J{eotucky position. 

The populace of Columbus received General Polk and his army in 
open arms. They had long been keeping him informed of Federal 
movements about Cairo51 and had only recently turned over some of 
their arms to the Confederate encampment at Union City.52 They now 
recounted to Polk how they had feared for themselves and their prop­
erty under the threat of Federal invasion, for they had heard of the 
outrages committed across the river in Missouri by Northern soldiers 
against defenseless persons. They maintained that the Federals had 
been threatening their city with two gunboats, had been throwing 
bombs into their town "in the very midst almost of shrinking, affrighted 
women," bad crossed the river and dispersed a company of citizens drill­
ing near Columbus, and had disembarked from a gunboat and torn 
down a Con£ ederate flag. 

Aside from these outrages, they explained to Polk how they were 
being forced to pay, under the neutrality policy of Kentucky, a Federal 
tax for the purpose of carrying on the war against the South. More­
over, they pointed out that the commercial !if e of the city had been 
ruined by the Federal blockade of the river. The populace, thus, wished 
General Polk "a cordial welcome." 53 General Polk then issued a proc­
lamation in which he justified his occupation of the town, saying that 
it was necessary in the face of obvious Federal military preparations in 
Missouri designed to seize the place. He took pleasing note of the wel­
come given the Confederate troops, assuring the people that their prop­
erty and rights would be protected.M 

General Grant heard of Polk's move from a scout of General Fre­
mont on the day after he had assumed command in Cairo.55 He deter­
mined to seize Paducah at once, for he took the statements Fremont 
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had been making in the last few weeks in regard to Kentucky at 
face value, that is, that it was intended to seize Columbus "as SOOQ 
possible." 5e Since Columbus had now gone over to Polk, there 
no time to lose in grabbing Paducah before it too was taken. The 
eral invasion machinery was set in motion. Grant telegraphed Fe 
of his intentions, saying that he was taking steps to be in advance 
the enemy in securing Paducah.57 Boats were steamed up in Cairo 
the transportation of troops to Paducah. As Fremont sent no word 
prevent the departure, the whole expedition left around midnight 
the night of September 5, 1861, arriving before Paducah around 
light of the next day.58 

When General Grant entered the city, he found it bedecked in 
sionist flags in expectation of a force sent by Polk from Col 
This force was said to be only 16 miles off and 3,800 strong.59 In 
it had marched as far as Mayfield, to which point General Tilg 
and his staff had fled; they had been present in the city as Grant 
proached it.60 Grant's 1,600 troops took quiet possession of the r · 
depot, where Grant found large quantities of rations, leather, E 
stuffs, ammunitions, and clothing marked for shipment southward 
the Confederate army. Also occupied was the telegraph office, an 
of little value since the departing Confederates had cut all wires 
ing into the town. All shipments of goods between Cairo and Pad 
were ordered stopped.61 Thus, General Grant effectively closed in 
swoop the Tennessee River and the Paducah railway as a So 
importation route. 

Polk in occupying Columbus had committed the first overt act • 
the Purchase. Justifying his action to the Frankfort government 
thus, his immediate task. On September 9, 1861, he informed Go 
Magoffin that a military necessity had compelled him to occupy Col 
bus. He could not have sat back and allowed the Federal forces to ha: 
taken a position so important to the defense of western Tenn 
That they intended to do this, he maintained, was dear from 
occupation of Belmont two days previous to his occupation of Col 
bus. He pointed out that it was in keeping with the wishes of the 
lumbus citizenry that he was in their city. He stated, however, that 
was prepared to withdraw from the town provided that the F 
troops leave Paducah and the Purchase simultaneously, with a 
antee, which he would give reciprocally for the Confederate gov 
ment, that ~ey should not enter or occupy any part of Kentucky in 
future.62 
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Polk next dash_ed off a justification for ~s _action to the stat~ legis­
lature, taking entirely the wrong bent by poIDtmg out to the legislators 
J{entucky's violations of her own neutrality palicy. The state had, 
polk contended, allowed the Paducah seizure of the W. B. Terry, which 
t,elonged to Confederate citizens. She had allowed the cutting of timber 
from her forests for the_ building of lJ_~on ~-boats. _Sh_e had allowed 
the establishment of Union army recrwtmg stations withm her borders. 
}{er representatives in Congress had voted supplies of men and money 
to carry on a war against the Confederacy. Thus, what Polle did in 
•ustifying his action at Columbus was to expose the fallacy of the doc­
~ine of neutrality, for it was impossible for a state to be neutral and 
rernain within the Union. In presenting the issue so clearly, he was to 
play directly into the hands of the Union party within the state.63 

The Confederate war offices in Richmond were in turmoil through­
out the day of September 4, 1861. On hearing of Pillow's move to Hick­
man, Secretary of War L. P. Wallcer instructed Polk to order his 
"prompt withdrawal from Kentucky." 64 Wallcer also asked for an 
explanation of the movement.65 Polk appealed his case to President 
Davis, saying that Federal soldiers had seated themselves "with cannon 
and entrenched lines opposite the town of Columbus ... making such 
demonstrations as left no <loubt upon the minds of any of their inten­
tion to seize and forcibly possess" the town.66 Therefore, Polk con­
tinued, he had resolved to give the protection requested by the Colum­
bus citizenry as well as "to prevent in time the occupation by the enemy 
of a point so necessary to the security of Western Tennessee." 67 It was 
his intention, concluded Polk, "to continue to occupy and keep this 
position." 68 Davis telegraphed back that "The necessity justifies the 
action," 69 later explaining to the Confederate Congress that the step 
"was justified not only by the necessities of self-defense on the part 
of the Confederate States, but also by a desire to aid the people of 
Kentucky." 70 

Governor Isham G. Harris of Tennessee was another principal figure 
involved in the debate among Richmond, Frankfort, and Polk over the 
Columbus . occupation. Harris informed Polk on September 4, 1861, 
that he considered the whole thing "unfortunate as the President and 
myself are pledged to respect the neutrality of Kentucky." The Ten­
nessee Governor asked that the troops "be withdrawn instantly, unless 
their presence there is an absolute necessity." 71 To Frankfort he sent 
three commissioners to explain to Governor Magoffin his position and 
!o express the hope that the Confederates would withdraw.72 He also 
informed the Kentucky General Assembly that "The Confederate troops 
that landed at Hickman last night did so without my knowledge or 
consent; and I am confident, also without the consent of the President 
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(Davis]." 73 President Davis, however, as has been noted, was in 
process of siding with Polk. The appeal for withdrawal which H 
shortly made to Secretary of War Walker and to Davis, thus, had 
effect. Davis finally replied and justified the occupation by saying 
everything "must give way" to the security of Tennessee and other 
of the Confederacy.7

4- Polk, when protested to by Harris, gave Lu 
the same reasons for the occupation that he had given Davis and 
Kentucky officials.75 

As the September, 1861, crisis gripped the state, spreading f 
west to east, it tore the neutrality policy to shreds. In Louisville, 
first two weeks of September saw a vicious running debate between 
city's two leading newspapers, the Morning Courier, the seces · 
paper, and the Daily Journal, the Unionist one. The Courier prodAI.IIIN! 
the whole mess in the Purchase to be the result of a plot conceived 
certain Federal army officers and the Unionist members of the 
Assembly. It was planned, the Courier maintained, that the Fed 
would seize both Paducah and Columbus, while the General A 
would sanction the move, overriding Governor Magoffin's veto. 
perate as this move was, the Federals had decided on it owing to 
great amount of war cargo leaving Paducah for the South. The 
was finally wrecked in the very nick of time by Polk's occupation 
Columbus. A,s proof of its charge the Courier republished an · 
appearing in the September 5, 1861, issue of the Chicago Times, " 
Administration war paper," in which this plan was revealed to 
Northern public by that newspaper's Cairo correspondent.76 

The Journal, reflecting a growing tide of opinion in Kentucky, 
for the immediate expulsion of the Con£ ederates from the state. 
maintained that "In the history of the world, no page records a 
unprovoked assault upon a people . . . than the invasion of Ken 
by the Right Reverend Generalissimo Polk and that martinet, Gi 
J. Pillow." 77 If the Confederates refused to withdraw then they w 
be given "as red a war as mortal eyes ever beheld." 78 Such a war wo 
not cause the secession of Kentucky, as the disunionists hoped for, 
would produce a Union patriotism in Kentucky which would "not 
broken up in the face of this threat." 79 

The Magoffin administration, filled with Southern sympa 
was firmly committed to the policy of neutrality, since by Sep 
1861, it was apparent that the state could not be swung into sec 
Hence, Governor Magoffin was greatly distressed over the threat 
sented to neutrality by the Purchase invasions. General S. B. Bu 
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f the State Guards favored a Con£ ederate withdrawal, and so informed 
~e Confederate authorities. He promised that if they would order a 
withdrawal he could "rally thousands of neutrality Union men to expel 

d 1 " 80 the Fe eras. 
Meanwhile, in the legislature, a nasty situation was developing for 

the administration, which was accused by some of being in complicity 
with Polk, Pillow, and Davis in the occupation of Columbus. General 
Buckner, it was said, had been in Richmond during the first days of 
September proposing to the Confederate authorities certain Kentucky 
military movements "in advance of the action of her Governor." 81 On 
September 3 the Richmond government was said to have promised him 
countenance and assistance in the scheme. Before Buckner returned to 
I(eotucky, Polk had invaded the state.82 

The General Assembly had convened September 2 and had at that 
time reaffirmed the neutrality policy pursued since the previous May.83 

When the news of the Columbus occupation reached Frankfort, a spe­
cial committee of the legislature was formed which notified Polk that 
the people of Kentucky were "profoundly astonished that such an act 
should have been committed by the Confederates, and especially that 
they should have been the first to do so with an equipped and regularly 
organized army." 84 They asked that he withdraw immediately.85 Polk's 
answer justified his position by reciting to the legislators a long list of 
Kentucky's violations of her own neutrality policy.86 Polk stated that 
"We are here, therefore, not by choice but by necessity" and set forth 
his promise to withdraw if the Federals would.87 The Senate in the 
meanwhile had sent two of its members to the Purchase to investigate 
the situation Birst-hand.88 

Events moved quickly. A few hours after the news of General Polk's 
move reached Frankfort, it became known that Confederate General 
Felix K. Zollicoffer had invaded southeastern Kentucky near Cumber­
land Gap.89 The legislature promptly ordered that the flag of the 
United States be hoisted on the capitol. The Union attitude of the 
General Assembly was, thus, clearly brought out as the Confederacy 
encroached upon the state's borders. The Southern cause was lost in 
Kentucky. 

On September 11, 1861, the Kentucky House of Representatives re­
fused by a vote of 29 to 68 to pass a resolution demanding the removal 
from the state of both the Federal and Confederate troops.00 It then 
proceeded, after much private deliberation, by a vote of 71 to 26 in the 
House, and 25 to 8 in the Senate, to resolve "That Governor Magoffin 
be instructed to inform those concerned that Kentucky expects the Con­
f~erate or Tennessee troops to be withdrawn from her soil uncondi­
tionally." 9 1 Governor Magoffin immediately vetoed the resolution, but 
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the legislators just as quickly passed it over his veto.92 The 
Assembly then waited a week for the Confederates to leave, and 
such leave was not forthcoming proceeded to take measures to 
them to do so.93 On September 18, 1861, a series of resolutions 
the legislature which effectively declared the state for the North. 
visions were made for the expulsion of the Con£ ederates. A vol 
expulsion force was to be raised by United States Army General 
Anderson of Fort Sumter fame and a native Kentuckian. All 
tuckians were called on to co-operate in this undertaking, in 
Governor Magoffin, who was instructed to put the state militia 
the command of General Thomas L. Crittenden.94 Governor 
vetoed the resolutions on the grounds that the envisaged military 
took away his rights as commander-in-chief.95 The General 
overrode the veto by a vote of 69 to 21 in the House and 24 to 
the Senate.96 Magoffin then had no choice but to issue a pr:oa.am1111 
in accordance with the General Assembly mandate.97 Federal 
would shortly swarm into the state, which had been opened to 
by the General Assembly. Kentucky had declared herself an active 
porter of the Federal government and had, in fact, declared war Oil 
Southern Confederacy. Neutrality had died with Columbus. 

The neutrality policy pursued by Kentucky from May to Sep 
1861, in regard to the American civil conflict then raging, was 
thing curious to her own historical and geographical position. 98 It 
in fact, in view of her past, the natural course that she should fo 
the middle role of compromiser between North and South. It p 
to be, in view of her dose Southern ties, a substitute for secession. 
could never have actually seceded, for her geographic position left 
exposed too greatly to an invasion by thousands of Northern 
Yet Kentucky was never at heart for secession: while she vigo 
opposed the Lincoln administration, she could not see wrecking 
precious Union simply because a group contrary to her interests 
temporarily come into control of the government. Thus, ne 
also served as a cloak for Unionism. 

The Federal government had wisely understood the neutrality 
Kentucky. Lincoln had told General Buckner early in the war that 
long as there were roads around Kentucky to reach the rebellion, 
was his purpose to leave her unmolested . .. . " 99 Thus, Kentucky 
lulled into a sense of security behind her neutrality, and Lincoln 
the time he so badly needed.100 The Union forces restrained themsel 
from any overt act in Kentucky; in the meantime they educated 
people in Unionism under the cloak of neutrality. 

By September, 1861, Kentucky had broken her own neutrality. 
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l861, Congressional elections indicated that the people did not 
JUOC; secession. The August, 1861, elections for the General Assembly 
Vlllfl ed the legislative branch of the state government over to the Union­
!111° 'fhese newly-elected legislators considered themselves to be defi­
~-ly instructed, by the vote which had given them control of the 
~eral Assembly, to declare for the Union once the state's neutrality 
b d been violated by Polk.101 Hence, Polk's occupation of Columbus 

aas "almost as deplorable for the southern cause in Kentucky as the f ing at Sumter was for that cause in the northern states." 102 The 
d:ision of the Frankfort legislature to declare for the North was, thus, 
recipitated b~ events in the Purchase. H_e~e native Southern sentiment, 

~orthern intngues, and Con£ ederate military commanders ended the 
Kentucky neutrality policy. 
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