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April brought news of Lee's surrender in Virginia, and its effect 
on an already dying Confederate cause. Capitulation became gen­
eral. But there were the inevitable last · gasps. On 29 April, a 
relatively hard fought skirmish occurred in Lyon County, just east 
of the Purchase. A body of Union Cavalry and infantry was sent 
from Princeton, with orders to intercept an estimated 140 men 
under one "Cypress (or Sypert)" reported .to be moving east and in 
the act of crossing the Cumberland River. The so-called guerrillas 
acted more like Confederate regulars. The U. S. force under a 
Capt. Overby, 17th Kentucky Cavalry, was roughly handled, lOSing 
five killed, two wounded, and five missing. Rebel casualties, if 
any, were not mentioned by the officer reporting the incident, 
Capt. Lugar, 153rd Indiana Volunteers, commanding the post at 
PrinCilton. Capt. Lugar stated that he could not pursue the guer­
rillas in view of the fact that his cavalry had lost all their horses 
and arms, or nearly all."1.5 

(This was no doubt one of the last pitched engagements any­
where of the Union Army in the war, and in all probability, the last 
in Kentucky.) 

Five days later, ·the 4th of May, Col. James Q. Chenoweth 
surrendered himself and the last of Adam Johnson's Partisan 
Rangers to Brig. Gen. Solomon Meredith at Paducal!.1.7 

On 9 May, Forrest delivered his farewell to the troops of his 
command, which by act of fate and geography, contained most of 
the Confederate soldiers recruited from the Kentucky Purchase and 
the extreme western part of the state. Like Robert E. Lee, he 
praised his men for having so well served their cause-and like 
Lee, he admonished them to forget the war, to submit to the 
·powersthat be," and to aid in restoring peace and establishing 
law and order throughout the land. He advised them to divest 
themselves of bitter feelings, and to meet their responsibilities like 
men. "You have been good soldiers; you can be good citizens. 
Obey the law, preserve your honor, and the government to which 
you have surrendered can afford to be and will be magnani­
mous."188 

'.50.R., Ser. 1, XLIX, Pt. 1, 514. These could have heen partisans from 
the command of CoL L. E. Sypert, at one time under Brig. Gen. Adam Johnson, 
and subsequently uoder Gen. Lyon. See Adam R. Johnson, The P_ 
Rangers, op. cit., pp. 262-67. Sypert operated in this geoeral area. 

'.'O.R., Ser. 1, XLIX, Pt. 2, 691. Adam R. Johnson, The Partisan 
Rangers, op. cit., pp. 195-96. 

' •• John A. Wyeth, That Devil Forrest, op. cit., pp. 542-43. 
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Soon thereafter, his Kentuckians were moving in squads of 
twenty-five to one hundred men through West Tennessee, crossing 
the state line, and returning to their families. Peace came to the 
Purchase, and with it her sons and husbands. 

EPILOGUE 

We have seen how the main torrent of war moved away from 
the Purchase follOwing its abandonment by the Confederate Army. 
But the war continued, and even though its principal eruptions 
were elsewhere, the Purchase was a part of it. War has many 
faces. Its crucial battles are only parts of the composite whole. 
The reverberations and tremors of a war may take diverse forms 
and be felt over a vast area. Insofar as the people of the Purchase 
were concerned, the impact of the war from March, 1862, to its 
conclusion, came in three primary ways, to wit: 1) the major forays 
into the area of Nathan Bedford Forrest and his forces, 2) the activi­
ties in the area of the ever present bands of guerrillas and irregulars 
and small units of Confederate regular forces on independent mis­
sions, and 3) the Federal Army of occupation and its policies. 

Considerllble attention has been devoted to Forrest, his forces, 
and his raids for several reasons. His operations in the area were 
the most significant military activities to take place in the Purchase 
during the last three years of the war. The man himself is among 
that handful of leaders, Northern and Southern, whom history has 
and will continue to consider as the extraordinary personages of 
the war. Most of the Confederate soldiers from the Purchase 
served under Forrest during the latter part of the war when he 
made his most significant raids into the area. And last, but not 
least, his operations into or near the Purchase, particularly those 
in March and April of 1864, had an accelerating effect on the 
tempo of guerrilla and Confederate regular (small unit) activity in 
the area. 

The irregular warfare and activity in the area, whether involv­
ing guerrilla bands or bona fide Confederate Army units, kept the 
caldron stirred constantly. It is worthy of very serious considera­
tion for two reasons. First, that it constituted an impediment to 
the Union war effort cannot be denied (how much of a relative 
impediment might be debated) because it resulted in the destruc­
tion of U. S. property, casualties to army personnel, interference 
with supply routes and systems, and, to counter those effects, it 
resulted in U. S. troops being tied down in the Purchase when 
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they could have been used: on the front; second, it (the irregular 
warfare problem) had a very direct effect on the formulation of 
certain policies of the Union Anny in the area which led, to a great 
extent, to alienation of the civilian population. 

The Union Anny of occupation and its policies constituted 
the third major facet of the war seen after March, 1862, by natives 
of the Purchase. To the critic of U. S. Policy, three elements of 
it must be considered as significant-first, the harsh counter meas­
ures employed against guerrillas and the people among whom they 
moved all too freely; second, slave policies; and third, the whole­
sale use of Negro troops. As to the anti-guerrilla measures, the 
civilian populace was largely treated as hostile, its system of gov­
ernmenL was subjected to curtailment and interference (e.g., the 
declaration of martial law, military coercive measures relative to 
elections, etc.), · and drastic trade restrictions were instituted on 
occasion (the most telling damage to the Union cause came on 
those occasions when such restrictions were motivated not by mili­
tary reason, but for the desire of Federal authorities for unsano­
tioned personal gain or profit). Slave policies were dictated by 
Washington and enforced in the field by the Anny. It does not 
matter how morally correct those slave policies might have been, 
especially when weighed by present day standards. Slaves were a 
dollars and cents proposition then, whether owned in Kentucky 
or one of the seceded states. Therefore, when we examine the 
Union posture in Kentucky, we must reach the incontestible c0n­

clusion that the government did not enhance its overall popularity 
in Kentucky, a loyal state, by treating it as a seceded state on slave 
matters. As to the large scale use of Negro troops, from the 
Federal standpoint it was both wise and practical since blue uni­
forms were thereby filled, and other troops were freed from occu­
pation duties and made available for combat use-but, in areas 
such as the Purchase where the Negro (considered as an item of 
property if a slave) occupied a predetermined place in the social 
system, his use as a soldier in the army of occupation could do 
nothing but arouse the ire of the occupied. 

Union policy in Kentucky was the chief direct cause of the 
backlash in public opinion which eventually resulted in the state 
politically realigning itself by the end of the war. (In the Purchase, 
of course, which leaned to the South from the beginning, attitudes 
wer~ Simply hardened.) Union policy was, in turn, itself a couse­
qu~nce, !it l~ in part, of the guerrilla problem with which it had 
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to cope in: the.-state. -. ThaUs; many of the harsh ineasures imposed 
upon' ciVilians 'were efforts to limit the activities of ·guerrillas. 

The guerrilla situation in Kentucky and elsewhere was mis­
understood and under-rated duriog the war, and later by . the his­
torians. At the .time, most Confederate general officers who"had 
occasion to comment on the. matter did 'so: in very' uncomplimentary 
terms. " In the East, Lee condemned it. .In . th.e West,- Forrest 
damned it. There was little in their backgrounds to make them 
compirable, bilt both were inasters of the ·art of 'war. The basic 
principles of war never change, but the ethics of it may. t.ee and 
Forrest ' were 'practitioners, the former . perhaps mdr.e :so .than. rhe 
latter, of ·the .c~ncept of military chivaliy then prev.aping. , That is, 
a war was to be fought in the open and by fully recognized com­
batants. Forrest's letter of 18 March 1865, in which he denounced 
Confederate partisan warfare policies, set out his views fully on 
the subject-he ended it by proposing to bring out by force those 
"whose presence in the country gives a pretext to Federal authority 
for oppressing the people." Forrest could not see it, nor could 
many of the post war writers in their undimmed ·bitterness-but 
who can argue, from the cold perspective of history, that the turbu­
lent conditions in Kentucky, created to a great extent as a result 
of guerrilla activity, did not benefit the Confederacy in the final 
analysis. (Did not the State of Kentucky, duriog the reconstruc­
tion period, become the standard bearer for the states of the old 
Confederacy?) This is not to say that what occurred in Kentucky 
was preplanned by some unrecognized genius in Richmond. Evi­
dence seems to indicate the contrary. Nevertheless, some small 
lesson should be provided to the student of military history­
whether he be more interested in fostering, or countering irregular 
warfare. 

This critique of three years of war in the Kentucky Purchase 
can be ended with a final comment concerning Nathan Bedford 
Forrest. Perhaps it may seem as though he and his operations have 
been overemphasized. That is not the case. It is more accurate to 
say that he has been underemphasized in the more popular his­
tories of the State. Perhaps that is because the area of Kentucky 
in which he was most active-the Purchase-is somewhat remote 
from those sections of the Commonwealth which have been more 
thoroughly treated by the historians from within their midst. ('The 
remoteness is philosophic, in some particulars, as well as geo­
graphic.) 
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However, a brief in that respect is not consonant with the pur_ 
poses of this paper. The treatment accorded in this work to For­
rest and his operations are commensurate with his and their ion­
portance in the Purchase. For many reasons, he attained the statu 
of a folk god in this area of Kentucky. Certainly, part of the eJt­
planation is that he was identifiable with the people who inhabited 
the Purchase at the time. Andrew Lytle contrasted him with the 
cotton planter aristocracy of the South-the Purcbase was not par­
ticularly blessed with that element of Southern Society-and called 
him the most typical strong man of the Agrarian South, with all the 
virtues and vices of the wilderness still a part of his character. 
Legally, the Jackson Purchase of Kentucky during the Civil War 
was a constituent part of the Union, but factually it was part and 
parcel of the Southern culture that produced Forrest. 

Concluded 
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