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The Perils of “Dihydrogen-Monoxide”
A Re-interpretation of the Hembrillo Canyon Campaign, March–April 1880 ••

RobeRt N. Watt

The genesis of the Hembrillo Canyon campaign of early April 1880 came from 
the failure of two previous attempts by the U.S. Army to subdue hostile Apaches 
led by Bi-du-ya, more commonly known as Victorio, in September–October 1879 
and January–February 1880.† This prompted Col. Edward Hatch, commanding  
officer of both the Ninth U.S. Cavalry Regiment and the District of New Mex-

Dr. Robert N. Watt is a lecturer in the Department of Political Science and International Stud-
ies (POLSIS) at the University of Birmingham, UK. His research focuses on the Apache Wars 
of 1860–1886 with a particular focus on the Victorio Campaign of 1879–1881. He has written 
a three-volume history of the Victorio campaign: ‘I Will Not Surrender the Hair of a Horse’s 
Tail’: The Victorio Campaign, 1879 (2017); ‘Horses Worn to Mere Shadows’: The Victorio Cam-
paign, 1880 (2019); and ‘With My Face to My Bitter Foes’: Nana’s War, 1800–1881 (2019) published 
by Helion. He has also published two books with Osprey: Apache Tactics, 1830–86 (2012) and 
Apache Warrior, 1860–86 (2014). Dr. Watt has also published articles on the Apaches and the 
U.S. Army in Small Wars & Insurgencies, the New Mexico Historical Review, War in History, the 
Southwestern Historical Quarterly, and the Journal of Military History. The Society for Military 
History awarded him a Moncado Prize in 2017 for an outstanding article published in the Jour-
nal of Military History, vol. 80, for “An Exodus to Nowhere?”: Victorio’s Tres Castillos Campaign, 
September–October 1880. He has made numerous archival and field trips to the United States 
and Mexico and has visited most of the sites involving the Victorio Campaign, including Tinaja 
de Las Palmas, Texas, and Tres Castillos, Mexico, where Victorio was killed in October 1880.

†Documents quoted or extracted in this article reproduce the misspellings and eccentric spell-
ings in the original historical documents of various proper names and place names. Among 
these spellings are “San Andreas” for the San Andres Mountains, “Embryo” for Hembrillo, 
“Tulerosa” for Tularosa, New Mexico, “Membres” for Mimbres, among others. In the interest 
of textual clarity and flow, and to minimize distraction, these minor inconsistencies should be 
regarded as intentional unless otherwise noted with “sic.”
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ico, to take direct command of operations against Victorio. He organized his 
troops into three battalions and planned a three-pronged attack on Victorio’s 
camp in the San Andres Mountains in late March or early April 1880. The most 
widely accepted version given by historians describes the Second Battalion, com-
manded by Capt. Henry Carroll, launching a premature assault on Victorio’s peo-
ple because his command had imbibed gypsum-laden water that produced severe 
sickness in the men. This mishap forced Carroll to move his command towards 
Hembrillo Canyon in search of fresh water. Here, on the evening of 6 April 1880, 
his battalion of Ninth Cavalry troopers, African Americans popularly known as 
Buffalo Soldiers, encountered Victorio’s warriors, who attacked and besieged Car-
roll’s command overnight before it was rescued by troops from the First Battalion. 

The poisoned-water thesis has already been challenged by archaeologist Karl 
W. Laumbach. His archival research in support of the archaeological survey 
of the Hembrillo Canyon battle site uncovered a significant letter from 2d Lt. 
Walter Finley of the Ninth Cavalry. Describing his role in the campaign, Finley 
stated that he had been left with a small detachment to guard the water wag-
ons attached to Carroll’s battalion and thus had missed the fighting.1 The one 
relatively detailed account left by one of Carroll’s officers, 1st Lt. John Conline, 
details his skirmish with Apaches in the lower reaches of Hembrillo Canyon on 
5 April 1880 but makes no mention of the drinking of gypsum-charged water.2 
In fact, no contemporary account of the battle supports the argument that the 
campaign was foiled by poisoned water. Moreover, Conline’s own account of 

Ill. 1. Col. Edward Hatch. Commander of 
both the Ninth Cavalry Regiment and the 
Military District of New Mexico. Hatch was 
an officer who understood the nature of 
Apache warfare but never had the resources 
to combat them effectively. Nevertheless, 
he was politically inept in dealing with the 
local press and citizens in southern New 
Mexico which would increasingly hamper 
his efforts to combat the Apaches. Courtesy 
of The National Archives
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this skirmish has also been challenged by another archaeological survey con-
ducted by Karl W. Laumbach.3

Laumbach’s rejection of the tainted-water explanation for the U.S. Army’s 
failure to defeat Victorio at Hembrillo Canyon and his challenge of the veracity 
of John Conline’s report strongly recommend a re-evaluation of this operation. 
To that end, a combination of archival and archaeological research supports the 
argument that Captain Carroll’s battalion was not crippled by drinking “gypsum 
water.” A detailed examination of the archival material suggests that the overall 
Hembrillo Canyon operation failed as a result of three combined factors: failure 
to pinpoint the location of Victorio’s camp, inability to coordinate the movements 
of the three battalions of New Mexico troops, and failures in logistical support. 

Orders, Campaign, and Battle

Col. Edward Hatch, who commanded the District of New Mexico, planned a 
complex campaign of converging columns to trap, attack, and crush Victorio’s 

Ill. 2. Capt. Henry Carroll. Commander 
of the Second Battalion, New Mexico 
Troops. On 6–7 April 1880, he was 
trapped in Hembrillo Basin with half 
of his battalion and severely wounded 
before being rescued by the remainder 
of his battalion and Apache scouts 
and Sixth Cavalrymen from the 
First Battalion, New Mexico Troops. 
Courtesy of The National Archives.

Ill. 3. Lt. John Conline. Though subject 
to periods of mental fatigue, Lt. John 
Conline wrote an unusually detailed 
account of the skirmish between his 
command and Victorio’s warriors on 
5 April 1880 in Hembrillo Canyon. 
Despite this detail, modern archaeology 
has shown his account to be incomplete. 
Courtesy of The National Archives.
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Apache force and capture the survivors. Special Field Orders No. 18, issued by 
Hatch’s headquarters at Aleman, New Mexico, on 5 April 1880, described the 
operations that he envisioned for his three columns of New Mexico Troops:

1. The First Battalion New Mexico Troops will march in the following 
orders—Captain [Curwen B.] McLellan with his own Company (“L”), 
with detachments of 6th Cavalry and all Indian Scouts, will move to 
the San Andreas on the evening of the 6th instant as soon as it is dark 
enough to conceal the movement. He will report to the Battalion Com-
mander for instructions.

2. All Companies of the 9th Cavalry present with the Battalion will move 
on the morning of the 7th instant directly to the San Andreas, under 
direction of the Battalion Commander.

3. The Battalion will be rationed for ten days from the 5th instant. Owing 
to the condition of the pack animals, the command will move as light as 
possible, sending on train the supplies not required for the following ten 
days. The train will meet the command at Tulerosa on the 11th instant.

4. The Headquarters of the District Commander will be for the present 
with the First Battalion New Mexico Troops.

5. Under letter of instructions of April 4, 1880, from this office, the Third 
Battalion New Mexico Troops, under command of Captain A. E. Hooker, 
9th Cavalry, will move on the 6th instant from Annaya Springs to Mal-
pais Spring and cover west side of San Andreas Mountains.

6. Under letter of instructions of March 31, 1880, from this office, the Sec-
ond Battalion New Mexico Troops, under command of Captain Henry 
Carroll, 9th Cavalry, will move from Tulerosa on the 4th instant, up the 
east side of the San Andreas Mountains.

Hatch’s instructions seemed to outline a solid operation with a good probability 
of success against the Apaches under difficult logistical conditions and tactical 
challenges. Logistical failures and mechanical breakdowns slowed the progress 
of the First Battalion and overturned his timetable.

These three battalions had been organized by Colonel Hatch when he took 
direct control of military operations against Victorio in February 1880 (see map 
1). Victorio’s raids had wreaked havoc and created panic in New Mexico and 
the southwestern Borderlands; his warriors and their dependents had taken ref-
uge in the San Andres Mountains to the south of Socorro and directly east of  
present-day Truth or Consequences. A distinguished Union cavalry com-
mander, Hatch adopted the tactic of converging columns, which Union generals 
had deployed successfully against Confederate armies in the Civil War, brought 
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to the West after the conflict, and used against Plains tribes with U.S. regulars.4 
The relative strengths of each battalion (see table 1) and Special Field Orders No. 
18 suggest that Hatch intended the First Battalion, the largest column, to be the 
main attacking force—the hammer—while he designed the other two battalions 
to block—the anvils—the retreat of any Apaches away from the First Battalion. 
In addition to attaching his headquarters to this column, Hatch also assigned 
to it three companies of Apache scouts, on whom he and other field officers 
depended to reconnoiter terrain, locate Native forces and encampments, and do 
much of the skirmishing and fighting.

Company Assignments for Hembrillo Canyon Campaign, as Organized 
by Col. Hatch

Although Hatch’s operation appeared to be clear and concise as outlined in Spe-
cial Field Orders No. 18 and when plotted on a map, this operation was nowhere 
near as well planned as it was presented after the fact. The date that the special 
field orders were issued (5 April 1880), the location of Hatch’s headquarters (Ale-
man), and the instructions given to the Second and Third Battalions under points 
5 and 6 indicate poor planning and execution despite claims made later in defense 
of Hatch’s operation. Moreover, the reasons for its failure cannot be ascribed to a 
single unforeseen event, the consumption of gypsum water by the Second Battal-
ion, as related in a memoir and a number of histories published later.

In fact, the poisoned-water thesis first appears in published histories in the 
mid-1960s. For example, both Frank C. Lockwood and Paul I. Wellman, who 
published books on Apache history in the 1930s, make passing reference to the 
Hembrillo Canyon battle but say nothing about poisoned water.6 This story of 
bad water is first recounted in Dan L. Thrapp’s Conquest of Apacheria, published 
in 1967, but he gave no source for the claim.7

Battalion Companies

First Battalion (Maj. A. P. Morrow) B, C, H, L, M, Ninth Cavalry,
 Composite Company from the Sixth
 Cavalry
 Third Company’s Apache Scouts 

Second Battalion (Capt. H. Carroll) A, D, F, G, Ninth Cavalry

Third Battalion (Capt. A. E. Hooker) E, I, K, Ninth Cavalry
 H, Fifteenth Infantry5
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However, in his work on Victorio from 1974, Thrapp acknowledges the 
memoirs by Thomas Cruse, who participated in the Battle of Hembrillo 
Canyon, as the source for this story.8 The tale is also repeated by Donald E. 
Worcester and James L. Haley, although neither gives a source for this infor-
mation.9 In his monograph on Buffalo Soldiers in New Mexico, Monroe Lee 
Billington recounts the gypsum-water tale, citing an article by Robert M. 
Utley and the Conquest of Apacheria and Victorio and the Mimbres Apaches by 
Thrapp.10 Despite Laumbach’s research, this version of events has continued to 
appear in relatively recent accounts of the Victorio campaign.11 Other histori-
ans, focusing on either the U.S. Army or the Buffalo Soldiers, do not mention 
the drinking of polluted water by the Second Battalion but note the delay of 
the First Battalion due to a broken water pump at Aleman Well.12 Two other 
histories published in the early 2000s combine both the poisoned-water and 
broken-pump stories.13

Sources of Water and a Story

So where did the poisoned-water story originate? The answer appears to be 
Thomas Cruse, a former officer in the Sixth Cavalry, who stated in his account 
of the campaign and battle that Carroll’s men had drunk gypsum-tainted water 
at Malpais Spring on 5 April 1880 and that this problem had forced Carroll to 
move his battalion into Hembrillo Canyon the next day in search of fresh water. 
By that time, his command was in a parlous state from sickness caused by the 
gypsum.14 Cruse also strongly implied that Carroll’s advance into Hembrillo 
Canyon—one day ahead of Hatch’s schedule—inadvertently made him a cause 
of the operation’s failure. According to Cruse, Carroll’s battalion was marching 
toward the mountains on schedule when, on 5 April, his troops consumed the 
gypsum water. His orders were to time his attack on Victorio for 7 April 1880.15

However, in a letter written in May 1883, Cruse made no mention of Car-
roll’s command falling foul from tainted gypsum water. He stated that Carroll’s 
detachment “had been two days without water.”16 He also stated that Carroll’s 
battalion had “arrived at the rendezvous a day too soon,” giving the clear impres-
sion that Hembrillo Canyon was the intended destination for Hatch’s three con-
verging columns on 7 April.17 This scenario certainly fit with the operational 
details outlined in Hatch’s Special Field Orders No. 18, issued to his battalion 
commanders on 5 April 1880. 

It should also be noted that, at the time, Second Lieutenant Cruse was serving 
with the First Battalion of New Mexico troops in the Apache Scout Company 
commanded by 1st Lt. Charles B. Gatewood. He did not accompany Captain 
Carroll’s Second Battalion into Hembrillo Canyon and was not an eyewitness to 
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the march of his Ninth Cavalry troopers from Fort Stanton to Malpais Spring, 
then to Hembrillo Canyon. 

So, the tainted-water thesis comes from one of the campaign’s participants, 
Thomas Cruse. In the area of historical methodology, however, his statement 
raises the problem of the definition of primary and secondary sources, for 
Cruse participated in the Battle of Hembrillo Canyon but did not witness Car-
roll’s troopers drinking from Malpais Spring. Who was his source for this story? 
Another problem is that he wrote his letter three years later and his memoirs 
almost sixty years after the campaign and battle.

What do the primary sources written days or weeks after the event tell his-
torians? The first surprising fact is that there is no detailed record of this battle, 
a serious methodological challenge posed to historians. However, the combi-
nation of four primary sources casts doubt on the tainted-water thesis reiter-
ated in a few published histories. One of these accounts was published in a local 
newspaper, Thirty-Four, in Las Cruces, New Mexico. This weekly publication 
reported on the battle in its 14 and 21 April issues. After detailing the Apache 
siege of Carroll’s battalion during the night of 6 April, the editor or reporter 
confidently stated on 14 April:

The fight was not in San Andres canon but the Membrillo, Carroll 
marched from 25 miles southwest of Mal Pais to Hembrilla. Arrived 
there about 4 P.M. of [Tuesday]. . . . It is universally admitted that but for 

Ill. 4. Lt. Thomas Cruse. Though a damaged photograph, it gives a reasonably clear image of 
Lt. Thomas Cruse, the tall, thin officer sitting at the lower left of the picture. Courtesy of U.S. 
Army Heritage and Education Center at Carlisle (Penn.) Barracks
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the arrival of Lt. McLellan with Co. “L” of the 6th and the scouts on Thurs-
day morning Carroll would have been badly whipped and most of his men 
killed. Morrow’s battalion to which McLellan belongs was delayed a day 
by [the] breaking of [the] pump at Aleman, and non-arrival of [the] sup-
ply train. Thus, Carroll got into the fight a day too soon, and without the 
cooperation expected from Morrow and Hooker. The latter was to have 
come down to east side of the mountain and gotten to the fight at same 
time as [the] others, but did not arrive until after [the] fight was over. Car-
roll’s two companies did [fight] nobly and deserve credit.18

This report suggested that circumstances beyond his control had upended 
Hatch’s timetable for the operation into the San Andres Mountains. 

The Thirty-Four issue published the following week added significant 
details about the skirmish fought by 1st Lt. John Conline’s Company A with 
the Apaches on 5 April, his disengagement at about 7:30 p.m. that day, and his 
return to the Second Battalion, which he encountered three-and-a-half hours 
later. Conline’s Company A, under Lt. Patrick Cusack, was sent south down the 
eastern side of the San Andres Mountains. Carroll had previously divided his 
command in two, taking Companies D and F up into the mountains where they 
became trapped overnight after being ambushed and pinned down in the late 
afternoon and early evening of 6 April. Following Carroll’s trail, Company A 
arrived almost simultaneously with McLellan’s command to relieve Carroll on 
the morning of 7 April. The Thirty-Four reported:

Ill. 5. Lt. Mills and 1st Lt. Gatewood. 
This photo gives a clear image of the 
field dress of officers in charge of Apache 
scout companies. This is in clear contrast 
with many of the dress uniform photos 
of officers in this period. Courtesy of U.S. 
Army Heritage and Education Center at 
Carlisle (Penn.) Barracks
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The number of Indians in the fight is generally put at about 100 and their 
position is said to have been a most formidable one. Victorio seemed to 
feel sure of capturing the entire command. When he began to retreat the 
troops had been so long without water that they could not follow him up. 
The command had no water [since] leaving Mal Pais until the Indians were 
driven from the water the last day; and the horses and mules were unman-
ageable. Two of the pack mules were found the next day dead in a water 
hole . . . where they had come in for water and drowned. It is now admitted 
that the troops from the west were a day behind, on account of the break-
ing down of a supply train and the well at Aleman getting out of order.19

Although the Thirty-Four’s correspondent raised the problem of Carroll’s men 
going without water since they left Malpais Spring on the night of 5 April, a ref-
erence to troops ill from gypsum water was absent from his report. Instead, he 
attributed the Second Battalion’s travails to the tardiness of the First Battalion, 
whose arrival at Hembrillo Canyon had been delayed by a slow supply train and 
a broken water pump at Aleman Well. The consequence was a timetable thrown 
off—with the First Battalion reaching Hembrillo Canyon from the west, twenty- 
four hours late. 

The third document mentioning the water is the official report on the bat-
tle submitted by Colonel Hatch on 5 August. While dispatching Captain Hook-
er’s Third Battalion of the Ninth Cavalry through the northern pass of the San 
Andres Mountains to patrol south along the eastern slope, the colonel intended 
to attack Victorio’s encampment from the west, collecting the regulars of Major 

Ill. 6. Maj. Albert P. Morrow. This officer 
directed the main effort against Victorio’s 
followers in 1879 using Fort Bayard as his 
headquarters. This included an epic pursuit 
of the Apaches between 20 September to 3 
November 1879.Courtesy of The National 
Archives
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Morrow and Captain McLellan and the Apache scouts of Lieutenant Gatewood 
at Aleman Well. In his operational plan, Carroll’s Second Battalion would be a 
blocking force to the southeast. However, a mechanical failure disrupted Hatch’s 
timetable. He explained:

Unfortunately the water at this place is obtained from a well of great depth, 
brought to the surface by means of a force pump, which broke down when 
needed. Knowing we would not find water for the animals in Embryo 
Cañon, 35 miles distant, it was of the greatest importance they should be 
watered and with scant allowance moved out [with] McLellan and the 
Indian scouts at dark [on 6 April], and as the command could obtain water 
during the night and morning [I] sent them forward by companies as rap-
idly as watered. McLellan arrived, with the Indians, his command of the 
Sixth Cavalry, and a detachment of the Ninth Cavalry, at daylight on the 
morning of April 8 [7 April]. Coming over the first range of mountains, 
he discovered Captain Carroll, surrounded by Indians, within a semicircle 
upon hills of a higher range. Carroll was then fighting.20

Hatch specifically attributed his disrupted operational schedule to the broken 
pump at Aleman. Absent from his report was the description of Buffalo Soldiers 
incapacitated by consuming unhealthy water at Malpais Spring.

A fourth document is 2d Lt. Walter Finley’s letter to his mother, dated 18 
April 1880. His account introduces evidence that interrogates the tainted-wa-
ter thesis from a different direction. Appointed acting assistant quartermaster 
for the Second Battalion, the lieutenant had missed “the last fight” because his 
duty was to stay with the supply train and command its small guard. Eleven 
days following the battle, he explained: “I had two wagons loaded with water 
barrels and I camped out on the plains about three miles from the moun-
tains in which the fight took place. . . . Our troops had Cap’t Carroll and 
seven soldiers wounded, none killed. The Indians lost five killed according 
to the report of the Indian scouts.”21 In addition to noting water barrels trans-
ported in two wagons, Finley reported casualties in the Second Battalion but 
described no incapacitation from bad water among the troopers. Finley did 
not purposely omit that story from his letter; the consumption of gypsum 
water simply never occurred.

There are two major points to be drawn from these four sources. First, three 
sources (Hatch’s report and the two Thirty-Four articles) note that the First  
Battalion was delayed at Aleman due to a broken water pump and that this 
event tripped up the timing of the operation. Hatch’s admission raises the ques-
tion of the timetable: on what day was the Second Battalion supposed to reach 
the San Andres Mountains and launch its attack?
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Second, these sources make no mention of Carroll’s command having drunk 
tainted water. His men desperately wanted water, but Thirty-Four’s correspon-
dent and Hatch assigned the cause either to having no access to water since Mal-
pais Spring or to being pinned down overnight with little or no access to water. 
Finley’s letter also categorically stated that, as the battalion’s assistant quarter-
master, he had missed the fight because he had the duty of guarding two wagons 
loaded with water barrels. As Laumbach points out, why did the Second Bat-
talion need to drink from Malpais Spring in the first place? Did officers, espe-
cially the assistant quartermaster, at Fort Stanton know that mineral properties 
in the water at the spring would sicken men, horses, and mules and thus sup-
plied casks of water to Carroll’s column? After all, the U.S. Army had operated 
in that region for a quarter-century by the time Carroll’s battalion of Ninth Cav-
alry troops visited Malpais Spring in April 1880.

Therefore, it should be noted that Headquarters of the District of New Mex-
ico produced a “Table of Distances, published for the information of the Troops 
Serving in the District of New Mexico with Remarks and Information Necessary 
for Camping Parties.”22 Indeed, this document, issued in a revised edition on New 
Year’s Day in 1878, provided detailed information on the distances between geo-
graphical points and on forage, timber, and water, among other conditions and 
resources, found on various routes between U.S. Army posts and civilian settle-
ments in the New Mexico Territory. The “remarks” for Routes 21 (Fort Stanton to 
Forts McRae and Craig) and 22 (Fort Stanton to Fort Selden) describe the water as 
being alkaline to varying degrees. The affected springs were located on the plains 
bounded by the Sierra Blanca and Sacramento Mountains to the east and the San 
Andres range to the west (see app. 1). The most important point to single out is the 
knowledge that water available in this area was already potentially problematic for 
men and animals. The U.S. Army also knew that the region had been gripped by a 
drought. Even if surface water was standing on the flats away from the mountain 
ranges, it was likely to be alkaline and was best avoided.23

Three days after the battle, Hatch reported that “Carroll’s command was 
badly used up being nearly three days without water.”24 His communications 
confirmed that a shortage of water was the Second Battalion’s problem, not 
illness from the drinking of gypsum-tainted water. This correspondence was 
dated 10 April 1880. Captain McLellan, reporting on the aftermath of Hembrillo 
Canyon, stated that, after the engagement, the combined First and Second Bat-
talions got lost in the desert and went three days without water:

We encamped on the battleground the night of the 7th[.] on the arrival 
of Maj. Morrow I was again attached to his Battalion. On the morning 
of the 8th Genl Hatch organized all the available force and made a scout 
through the mountains on foot but could discover no Indians and at 4 
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P.M. marched the command through White Sand Plains in the direction 
of Tularosa, [and] being without an experienced guide we got lost in the 
White Sands and made a dry camp at 3 A.M. on the 9th. Marched again 
at daylight and reached water at 10 A.M. on the 9th[.] the animals were 
badly in need of water having made two night marches and being with-
out water for seventy[-]two hours.25

Extreme desert conditions, aggravated by drought, battered Hatch’s battalions 
as they made their way to Fort Stanton near the Mescalero Reservation. McLel-
lan did not raise the problem of unpotable water slowing the column.

Thomas Cruse himself made a wider comment in his memoir about climate 
and environment. Prior to the Hembrillo Canyon fight, the winter of 1879–1880 
had been particularly dry, and many usually reliable springs and tanks had dried 
up.26 Cruse’s point about the drought was also confirmed by both Colonel Hatch 
and Brig. Gen. John Pope, who commanded the Department of the Missouri. In 
correspondence dated 22 September 1880, Pope described a drought lasting eigh-
teen months.27 The source of his information was Colonel Hatch in May 1880.28 
That Hatch was aware of this condition before the Hembrillo Canyon operation 
when he informed Captain Hooker, “It is not probable there is any water between 
Annaya Springs & Malpais Spring at this [illegible] [;] if so it will be necessary to 
make a dry camp.”29 Hatch’s warning was intended to ensure that Hooker’s force 
had sufficient water on hand to complete its part of the operation, and Finley’s 
mention of water wagons makes clear that Carroll also understood the challenge. 
It is also clear that the District of New Mexico had a small number of water wagons 
in its inventory of equipment for November 1880.30 Finley’s letter would appear to 
confirm that such wagons were in the district’s inventory prior to Hembrillo Can-
yon in April 1880, although the wagons that carried water in this campaign were 
likely regular quartermaster wagons designated to carry barrels filled with water. 
Finally, as noted above, the U.S. Army already knew that much of the available 
surface water, outside the mountain ranges, was likely to be alkaline and probably 
best avoided as sources of drinking water for a large force of cavalry.

What is abundantly clear is that, in April 1880, an ongoing general shortage 
of water was known to the U.S. Army, which had taken some steps to counter 
this problem. However, the margin for error was very tight. Carroll was cut off 
from his water wagons for almost twenty-four hours before being relieved. A 
broken water pump at Aleman delayed the First Battalion. Finally, once the two 
springs were captured by the U.S. Army in Hembrillo Canyon on 7 April 1880, 
it would appear that there was enough water for the humans but not enough for 
the horses and mules. As McLellan noted in his report, the horses and mules 
of his command reached their first water in three days at 10 a.m. on 9 April 
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1880. His observation implied that their last source of water was at Aleman on 6 
April, illustrating the extremely narrow margin between keeping troops opera-
tional in the field and their being rendered unfit for service on the basis of water 
supply alone. This disruption or failure in water supply apparently had nothing 
to do with the drinking of gypsum water.

What Really Befell Hatch’s Campaign?

Did the U.S. Army in New Mexico try to put a positive gloss on an operation 
that had generally failed? Drinking tainted water could have been labelled an 
unforeseen and unfortunate event and used to explain away an operational 
disruption and failure. More importantly, this kind of cause could potentially 
minimize the blame assigned to the campaign’s planners and executioners. Yet 
one has to be wary of such an interpretation. Cruse’s gypsum-water account 
emerged approximately sixty years after the battle and five decades after Hatch 
passed away. A simple conspiracy theory is not necessarily a valid explanation 
for an unsuccessful campaign. So, who would benefit from this explanation, 
even sixty years after the event? This question is particularly salient in light of 
the sustained attack on Colonel Hatch mounted by the territorial press in New 
Mexico both prior to and after the Hembrillo Canyon campaign. If poisoned 
water was a smoke screen for anemic results, it would make far more sense to 
circulate the story within days of the event, not six decades later.

Nevertheless at least one participant in the Hembrillo Canyon operation was 
demonstrably economical with the truth concerning his role in a skirmish with 
Apaches in the lower reaches of Hembrillo Canyon on 5 April 1880. Lt. John 
Conline, serving with the Second Battalion of New Mexico Troops, was sent 
ahead by Captain Carroll to discover Victorio’s location. Leading Company A 
of the Ninth Cavalry, with twenty-nine Black regulars and two civilians, Con-
line discovered a trail leading into Hembrillo Canyon and followed it a short 
way. As the canyon narrowed, Conline halted Company A, concerned about 
a possible ambush, and sent out a few of his men to scout the terrain. He then 
spotted between twenty-five and fifty Apaches moving down the canyon toward 
him. A vigorous skirmish ensued. Corralling their horses, Conline’s men began 
engaging the Apaches at 5:30 p.m. and ended the skirmish as darkness started to 
fall about two hours later. Conline emphatically stated that he held off Apache 
attempts to turn his left by anchoring his flanks on either side of the canyon 
walls.31 Conline also gave a brief account of the relief of Carroll’s besieged Sec-
ond Battalion on the morning of 7 April—but stated nothing about Carroll’s 
men drinking gypsum water.32

Archaeologists led by Karl Laumbach have surveyed the site of Conline’s fight 
and have challenged his version of events. They show that Conline’s skirmish  
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line did not extend from one canyon wall to the other but only extended across 
about half the canyon’s width. Most importantly, the defensive line did not cover 
a dry arroyo running down the canyon floor and allowed some of the attacking 
Apaches to successfully work their way into Conline’s rear.33 

There is a clear divergence between Conline’s account and the evidence 
unearthed by the archaeological survey. Yet another discrepancy is raised by 
Conline’s own statement that he had been sent out to determine Victorio’s loca-
tion. The incongruity lies between Conline’s testimony and a report written by 
Hatch in August 1880. The colonel stated:

Major Morrow with his Command was brought up to Palomas and there 
met [a] train of supplies—boots, shoes, clothing and rations—which he 
was greatly in need of. McLellan was brought down to the same point 
from the San Mateo Mountains where he was scouting. Hooker, 9” Cav-
alry, with one hundred men was sent by Anaya Springs to go through the 
pass of the northern point of the San Andreas [Andres] and come down 
on the east side of those mountains, Carroll 9” Cavalry, with Scouts and 
100 men had been ordered to come up from Fort Stanton to Embryo 
[Hembrillo] Canon to attack when hearing the principal attack which I 
had decided to make from the west side of the Mountains, and for this 
purpose brought up Morrow’s Command on April 4” to the Aleman.34

Hatch strongly implied that Victorio’s location was known when he stated 
that Carroll was ordered to Hembrillo Canyon in anticipation of Hatch’s main 
attack. This impression was also gained from Cruse’s letter dated 1883 and his 
later memoirs published in 1941. However, if Hatch knew Victorio’s where-
abouts, why was Conline sent out by Carroll to determine his location? 

This is not Hatch’s only discrepancy in this report. Hooker was ordered 
to cover the east side of the San Andres Mountains, yet Hatch’s Special Field 
Orders No. 18, quoted above, stated that Hooker was ordered, on 4 April 1880, 
to cover the west side of the San Andres Mountains. However, these orders of 4 
April 1880 in fact directed Hooker to cover the San Andres Mountains on a dif-
ferent compass point, “from Annaya Springs to Malpais Spring on the road to 
Tularosa. At Malpais Springs [dispose] of your force to cover the north side of 
the San Andreas Mountains. It is probable that you will find a camp of hostile 
Indians in that vicinity.”35

Thus prior to the battle, in Special Field Orders No. 18, Hatch stated that 
Hooker had been ordered to cover the west side of the San Andres Mountains, 
although the actual orders sent to Hooker instructed him to cover the northern 
end of the range. Some months after the event, Hatch stated that Hooker’s Third 
Battalion had been ordered to cover the east side of these mountains. 
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Although the above confusion might have been the result of clerical errors, 
it also gave the impression that Colonel Hatch did not know the precise loca-
tion of Victorio’s camp. Cruse’s letter from 1883 states, “About April 2, the scouts 
located the hostiles in the San Andres Mountains, and we started after them in 
three columns.”36 But if Victorio’s people had been located in Hembrillo Can-
yon, why did Hatch inform Hooker two days later that Victorio was probably 
in the northern end of the San Andres Mountains? Map 1 shows that Hembrillo 
Canyon and Basin are approximately halfway down the San Andres range; San 
Augustin Pass and Shedd’s Ranch mark the join between the San Andres Moun-
tains and the Organ Mountains to the south.37 What could be described as the 
northern side of the San Andres Mountains are where the range turns to the 
northeast and then turns back to the north. Where the range turns to the north-
east is about twenty miles from Hembrillo Canyon and Basin. Moreover, what-
ever side of the San Andres range Hooker was ordered to cover, both versions of 
his orders received prior to the battle instructed him to march his troops from 
Annaya Springs southeast to Malpais Springs —a route that did not bring the 
Third Battalion of New Mexico Troops anywhere near Hembrillo Canyon. If 
Hatch did know the location of Victorio’s camp, why did he issue orders ensur-
ing that one of his three battalions missed the fight completely? These orders 
only make sense if Hatch’s intelligence on Victorio’s whereabouts was patchy or 
incomplete or if he lacked confidence in the information delivered by his scouts.

The nonparticipation of Captain Hooker’s Third Battalion in the Hembrillo 
battle has always appeared anomalous, but it makes sense if we accept the idea 
that, in the end, Hatch was unsure of the location of Victorio’s camp.

There were indications dating back to 23 February that Victorio was based 
in the San Andres Mountains, for two Apache envoys informed Agent Samuel 
A. Russell and Capt. Charles Steelhammer at the Mescalero Agency that Victo-
rio and his followers were camped in the San Andres Mountains.38 Throughout 
March 1880, Hatch’s correspondence indicated his confidence that the Apaches 
were in the San Andres Mountains, but at no point prior to the engagement 
on 6–7 April did he mention Hembrillo Canyon or variations of its phonetic 
spelling (for example “Embryo”). Thus, by 12 March 1880, Hatch confidently 
reported that any pursuit of Apache combatants would lead his troops into the 
San Andres Mountains and wrote, “I hope to get a fight out of him [Victorio] 
there.”39 He was still very confident of that location on 18 March.40 But three 
days later, Hatch recorded his “impression”—a less confident assertion—that 
the Apaches were hiding in the San Andres Mountains.41 On 26 March, General 
Pope reported that “scouting parties locate[d] them in the San Andres Moun-
tains.”42 This information must have come from Hatch, although it may reflect 
Hatch’s optimism of 18 March. On the following day, 27 March, Hatch stated 
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that “the main camp of the hostiles are now in the San Andres and White Moun-
tains[.] if fortunate to strike a blow there[.] about the fourth of April matters 
will look better.”43 Hatch had now expanded his estimated location to another 
mountain range, the White Mountains (Sierra Blanca), about twenty-five miles 
to the east of the northern end of the San Andres Mountains (see map 1). On the 
last day of March, Hatch stated, “It is the impression the principal camp of the 
hostile Indians are [sic] in the San Andreas.”44 On that same day in instructions 
to Captain Carroll, Hatch stated:

[I] hope to strike them about the fourth or fifth [April][.] I have tele-
graphed you to come up on the east side of the mountains [at] about the 
place of your last fight. On the 4th Hooker will move through the pass 
above probably known as the Aleman[.] I shall take Morrows [sic] com-
mand, the Indians and Arizona troops directly to the camp. After that 
proceed to the Agency. You will not want to leave Tulerosa with more 
than five days forage.45

Hatch’s instructions were the clearest hint that a location for Victorio’s camp was 
known to his headquarters, but overall, his instructions to his battalion com-
manders suggested that his knowledge of the San Andres Mountains was faulty.

The reference to a previous skirmish must be to the sharp firefight between 
a large force of Ninth Cavalry under Major Morrow and Apaches in the San 
Andres Mountains on 3 February 1880.46 The location is not clear, but Laum-
bach believes that this fight occurred in Hospital Canyon, which lies to the 
south of Hembrillo Canyon (see map 1).47 As this turned out, Hatch’s suggestion 
was not a bad guess, although the use of the term about was hardly definitive. 
The above instructions to Hooker also suggest that the U.S. Army’s knowledge 
of the terrain was less than certain or concrete; Hatch’s employment of probably 
again spoke to a less-than-accurate geographic knowledge. This situation may 
explain why the Third Battalion took no part in the subsequent battle; Hatch 
sent Hooker’s command on an armed reconnaissance across the northern flank 
of the San Andres Mountains and toward Malpais Spring. Despite subsequent 
claims to the contrary, Hatch did not know the exact location of Victorio’s camp.

However, a second discrepancy between the standard version of events sur-
rounding Hembrillo Canyon and what the primary sources indicate comes 
to light in the instructions issued by Hatch to Carroll on 31 March 1880. The  
standard version suggests that Carroll moved ahead of the schedule set by Hatch 
due to the drinking of gypsum water by his command. Special Field Orders No. 
18, issued on 5 April 1880, stated quite clearly that Hatch’s timetable was to strike 
Victorio’s Apaches on 7 April 1880. However, it is worth quoting the relevant 
item, number “6,” in this order concerning Carroll’s Second Battalion: “Under 
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letter of instructions of March 31, 1880, from this office, the Second Battalion 
New Mexico Troops, under command of Captain Henry Carroll, 9th Cavalry, 
will move on the 4th instant, up the east side of the San Andreas Mountains.” 
The examination of the letter for 31 March 1880, quoted above, reveals that 
Hatch intended to strike Victorio on 4 or 5 April, not 7 April. In fact, a sec-
ond letter of orders to Carroll at “Tulerosa,” dated 31 March 1880, found in the 
archives, was forwarded by the “Operator [in] Mesilla . . . by the first mail”:

It is the impression the principal camp of the hostile Indians are [sic] in the 
San Andreas, we shall move from here on the third, with Morrow’s com-
mand, Sixth Cavalry and Indians. Hooker’s Battalion [is] in the mountains 
around Alamo Spring. You may be able to strike on the fourth. You should 
move upon the east side on the fourth to strike. Also, if possible from San 
Andreas [you] shall go to [Mescalero] Reservation. Hatch.48

Again, Hatch informed Carroll that he intended leaving Aleman for the San 
Andres Mountains on 3 April, a scenario that fit with an intended attack on Vic-
torio in the following two days.49 Ironically, if Carroll was acting under a letter 
of instructions dated 31 March 1880, his battalion was running behind sched-
ule. This impression might explain why he sent Lieutenant Conline’s company 
ahead of his battalion on 5 April 1880. Detached from the battalion and riding 
ahead toward the mountains, Conline did not reach the lower end of Hembrillo 
Canyon until late in the afternoon of 5 April and did not rejoin Carroll’s battal-
ion until near midnight. If Hatch had managed to keep to his original schedule 
of 4 or 5 April, Carroll knew that he was not in position to block the Apaches 
who fled from the eastern side of the San Andres Mountains. Conline’s com-
pany had engaged a large group of Apaches, but where was Hatch’s force—the 
hammer in the operation—which should have been in the mountains for at 
least a day? Carroll was unknowingly trying to retrieve a timetable that was, by 
that point, wrecked and obsolete.

Could Hatch have dispatched a courier with updated orders to Carroll on 5 
April, had he wanted to forward a revised schedule? The answer is almost cer-
tainly no. Following the Battle of Hembrillo Canyon, Hatch moved his forces 
eastward across the White Sands to the Mescalero Agency near Fort Stanton. 
On 17 April, Headquarters of the District of New Mexico acknowledged that 
attempts to send letters to Hatch on the Mescalero Reservation would “take 
about three days for dispatch to reach him via Mesilla.”50 The orders discussed 
above were sent via telegraph to Mesilla and then by mounted courier to Carroll 
at Tularosa. Even if Hatch had formulated a new plan on 5 April, a courier could 
not have covered the ground between La Mesilla and Carroll’s battalion (which 
had subsequently marched on to Malpais Springs) in time to countermand 
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the instructions that Hatch had issued on 31 March. Carroll and his battalion 
were marching toward their fate on their own and unsupported by Hatch’s First 
Battalion. 

This version of events did surface in a rather confused account reprinted in 
the Grant County Herald, a Silver City, New Mexico, newspaper:

Captain Carroll, the wounded officer who passed through Las Vegas last 
Saturday, owes his disablement and the killing of eight of his men to the 
carelessness and incompetency of General Hatch, who ordered him to be 
at a certain point on the 4th of May [April] when he would meet other 
troops. In order to reach the point in time, two night marches had to be 
made, and, upon reaching there, Captain Carroll and his soldiers met a 
hot reception from the Indians, who outnumbered them two to one. It 
was almost a miracle that the entire command were not murdered and 
scalped. It was afterwards learned that Gen. Hatch HAD MADE A MIS-
TAKE, ordering Captain Carroll to be at the place designated two days 
before the rest of the troops.51

This description certainly suggested that Carroll was annoyed enough about the 
Hembrillo Canyon fight to risk court-martial by talking to the press. Moreover, 
Carroll was initially expected to write a report on the battle. Hatch wrote on 16 
April 1880:

I have had no report of the number of Indians killed at San Andreas; per-
sonally [I] know of only three, the scouts report twenty, not verified by 
an officer. The fighting was over some three miles of ground. The troops 
were withdrawn for water this evening [of the battle]. Resuming the fight 
in the morning when the Indians broke for the Mescalero Agency[.] 
Capt Carroll’s report is not in: he had killed [in his command] twenty[-]
five horses and mules from [the] account received.52

Oddly, Colonel Hatch was unacquainted with the details of Carroll’s part in the 
Victorio campaign and Hembrillo battle. Confusion engulfed the beginning, 
middle, and end of his operation to track, trap, attack, and capture Victorio’s 
people.

Where was Carroll’s after-action report? Given that his battalion of cavalry 
had fought a heavy engagement with Victorio’s Apaches, he owed Colonel Hatch 
a formal and detailed account of his force’s operations and combat (later, Car-
roll delivered a very detailed report about his running fight down the Dragoon 
Mountains with Chiricahua Apaches led by Juh on 4 October 1881).53 So far, no 
such report appears to have surfaced in the archives. It is possible that Carroll, 
once sufficiently recovered from his wounds, promised to vigorously challenge 
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any attempt to place on him any blame for the operational failures of Hembrillo 
Canyon campaign, or that Hatch insisted on exercising control over the story 
reported to his superiors and the public and either suppressed Carroll’s report 
or ordered him to remain silent. These scenarios, if one or both are true, might 
offer at least some explanation of why there appears to be surprisingly little his-
torical detail concerning what happened to the Second Battalion on 6–7 April 
1880 in the primary sources.

Why did Hatch’s timetable fall days behind schedule? The answer appears to 
lie in the breakdown of supplies to the First Battalion of New Mexico Troops. 
On 23 March 1880, District of New Mexico Headquarters reported that Hatch 
was “crippled in not having sufficient transportation now, that it [the transpor-
tation system] is badly worn from its hard work during the winter, and [that] 
the contractors have failed to deliver supplies in any reasonable time. Grain is 
very scarce.”54 At the time Hatch was struggling to amass sufficient grain for 
his horses in late March 1880, his command apparently lacking the transpor-
tation to move such supplies to their destination.55 Part of the problem was 
the ad hoc organization of some U.S. Army logistical support, particularly 
where horse forage was concerned. Divisions, departments, districts, subdis-
tricts, and posts relied on civilian forage agents to supply good grain and fod-
der for cavalry mounts. One application submitted in April 1880 by a rancher 
in New Mexico stated that, if appointed, he would “keep good Hay & Grain on 
hand at all times for any troops that may need it.”56 On 31 March 1880, Hatch 
issued one such agent at Shedd’s Ranch orders to deliver forage for two hun-
dred horses.57 Six days later, as he was coordinating the final effort to move his 
battalion into the San Andres Mountains, Hatch ordered the cancellation of the 
Shedd’s Ranch forage contract for “improper practice.”58 On 11 April, in the wake 
of the Hembrillo Canyon campaign, Hatch terminated the contracts of the La 
Mesilla and Las Cruces forage agents.59 The Thirty-Four reported ten days later, 
“It is now admitted that the troops from the west were a day behind, on account 
of the breaking down of a supply train and the well at Aleman getting out of 
order.”60 Hatch was furious at the logistical and supply services that had failed 
his New Mexico Troops, especially the First Battalion that he personally com-
manded, and that had scrambled his schedule.

These were not the only problems that Hatch faced at the time. Immediately 
prior to and after the Hembrillo Canyon battle, he reported that some forage 
agents were charging vastly inflated prices for their grain, and he even tried to 
impose a set price for grain.61 Hatch’s timetable was fatally delayed through a 
combination of the U.S. Army’s long-term practice of relying on some privat-
ized logistical support, such as forage agents, and the unexpected breakdown of 
the water supply at Aleman.
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Conclusions

Rather than a well-organized and -coordinated campaign to catch Victorio and 
his followers between three converging columns, the Hembrillo Canyon opera-
tion was, on paper, a good idea let down by poor intelligence on the location of 
the Apaches and, more generally, by a less-than-complete knowledge of the geog-
raphy of the area. The campaign also became disjointed due to unforeseen break-
downs in the U.S. Army’s logistical support and to the fact of being added on to 
a wider plan to disarm and dismount the Mescalero Apaches in mid-April 1880. 
Apache raiding activity between 1876 and 1879 had led Maj. Gen. Phillip H. Sher-
idan to conclude, rightly or wrongly, that this reservation was a center for sup-
porting these raiders. In August 1879, he described the reservation as “a refuge 
for murderers and thieves” to Lt. Gen. William T. Sherman, commanding gen-
eral of the U.S. Army.62 By October 1879, Sheridan called for the reservation to be 
brought under U.S. Army control.63 This demand was repeated by Maj. Gen. John 
Pope in January 1880. 64 By mid-March 1880, these high-level demands had been 
approved and a plan for the three battalions of New Mexico troops and a strong 
element of the Tenth Cavalry to converge upon the Mescalero reservation to dis-
arm and dismount the Mescalero Apaches was finalized.65 It was at this point that 
Hatch “tacked on” what can now be termed the Hembrillo Canyon campaign:

Concentration at Mescalero Agency should be April Twelfth. If not on 
Victorio’s trail my force will be in three battalions, four hundred cavalry, 
seventy five [sic] Indian Scouts and sixty Infantry. If on trail of Victorio 
one hundred Cavalry less. Companies from Texas should move up Pecos 
River to Seven Rivers, Seven Rivers to Penasco at Smith’s Ranche. Pena-
sco to Elk Springs, Elk Springs to camp one mile above agency at Spring. 
It is my intention to force Victorio’s bands all east of the Rio Grande in 
time to reach the Agency on the twelfth April with the troops of this 
District and Indian Scouts and if possible to strike a blow for the moral 
effect it will have on the Mescaleros before going to Agency as Victorio 
has nearly all the fighting force of these Indians with him. Hooker who 
has moved out to the San Mateo thinks Victorio is there, [sic] if he is he 
will go to the San Andreas I hope to get a fight out of him there[.] as he 
feels strong he [Victorio] may stand. Important to us if he should.66

In other words, it was not a carefully planned operation but a speculative 
last-minute addition to a wider operation to disarm and dismount the Mes-
calero Apaches. The concept of converging columns against Plains Indians dates 
back as far as Brig. Gen. Patrick E. Connor’s Powder River expedition in 1865 
and had been used in 1868–1869, 1874–1875, and 1876–1877 with varying suc-
cess against Plains Indian opponents. The lesson that Hatch perhaps should 
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have absorbed is that this tactic worked best when some considerable time and 
thought had been given to the planning of such operations. Equally, given the 
rushed manner in which this operation was planned and executed, Hatch did 
well to get two out of his three battalions into action against Victorio’s force. 
At the same time, many of the problems that plagued Hatch’s campaign were 
beyond his control. The vitriolic criticism already levelled at him by the territo-
rial press for failing to find and execute an immediate and final solution to Vic-
torio’s raiding and terror may also have been a catalyst for such haste. 

Historians can fairly criticize Colonel Hatch for presenting the Hembrillo 
Canyon campaign and battle as far more organized than it was in reality. Laum-
bach’s highlight of a glaring discrepancy in this account that prompted the new 
archival research is featured in this article. Examining the primary and mainly 
U.S. Army record of the planning and execution stages of the Hembrillo Canyon 
operation has uncovered a very different picture of this operation. It was a hast-
ily planned, poorly managed, and almost randomly executed affair, although 
small units of Ninth and Sixth Cavalry fought with courage and determination 
in the face of fierce resistance and heavy fire from the Apaches. 

Finally, what was the origin of the weird but influential story of the Buffalo 
Soldiers’ drinking gypsum water at Malpais Spring? One suspects that this tale 
may have come about from the general experience of campaigning in the vicin-
ity of the White Sands during the mid- to late nineteenth century. In Thomas 
Cruse’s memory, the tainted-water account might have been the product of sixty 
years of telling and retelling stories about the hardships that soldiers endured 
from the shortage of water during this operation. 

Despite the inaccuracy of Cruse’s gypsum-water comment, water did play 
a critical role in the failure of Hatch’s operation. Its scarcity contributed to the 
problems of coordinating a relatively large force of troops, but the available sur-
face water (at least those sources known to the U.S. Army) was already known 
to be of poor quality for men, horses, and mules. In addition, a general state of 
drought in southern New Mexico, known by Hatch’s headquarters and officers 
in his military district, may have affected the production of water at the deep 
well at Aleman. The First Battalion of New Mexico Troops consisted of approx-
imately four hundred cavalrymen plus Apache scouts on foot. Their arrival at a 
single well in Aleman during a time of general drought in the region, may be the 
very reason the pump failed. Yet in concert with problems of intelligence gath-
ering, force coordination, and logistical supply, the Hembrillo Canyon opera-
tion illustrated the key role of reliable water sources in maintaining relatively 
large groups of soldiers, scouts, and horses in the field and keeping them fit for 
service in southern New Mexico. The New Mexico troops learned the hard way 
just how quickly their combat effectiveness would deteriorate if their water sup-
ply was blocked (Second Battalion) or altogether failed (First Battalion).
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The last comment to be made is that had archaeologists not taken a fresh 
look at the available archival material, discovered an anomalous letter chal-
lenging established versions of events, historians might still believe that the 
Hembrillo Canyon operation failed due to the imbibing of gypsum-laden water 
by troops of the Ninth Cavalry under Captain Carroll.

Appendix: Table of Distances, District of New Mexico, 1878

n.b.: Refer to endnote 22 for source of list. 
Route No. 21: Fort Stanton to Forts McRae and Craig

  Distances 
 Route Inter-mediate Total Remarks

1. Ft Stanton   
2. Cienega McGowan 10.02  Ranch. Water. Wood &
    grass. Road good.
3. Nogal Spring 4.77 14.79 Good water, wood and grass. 
    Road good. Leave Sierra Blanca
4. Milargo Spring 21.19 35.98 Water slightly alkaline, good 
    grass. Willows on prairie near 
    edge of malpais
5. Mound Spring 19.70 55.68 Water slightly alkaline, good 
    grass. Greasewood & Mesquite 
    brush. Road across malpais very
     rough
6. Road to Tulerosa 4.40 60.08 Mal Pais Spring
7. Waterhole in 7.72 67.80 Good water & grazing. Brush
 St Andrea Mts   
8. Ojo del Annaya 21.15 88.95 Water slightly alkaline. Good 
    grass & brush
9. Lone Mountain 6.11 95.06 Govt. Agency
10. Fort McRae 14.04 109.10 
8. Ojo del Annaya  88.95 Water slightly alkaline. Good 
    grass & brush
9. Paraje 11.97 100.92 Govt. Agency. Mexican Town.
10. Gordon’s Ferry 4.37 105.29 Cross Rio Grande, good grass. 
    Cottonwoods on river. Heavy 
    road.
11. Fort Craig 2.70 107.99 
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Route No. 22: Fort Stanton to Fort Selden
 

  Distances 
 Route Inter-mediate Total Remarks
1. Ft Stanton   
2. Copelands Ranch  8.15  Good water & grazing. Wood on 
    adjacent hills. Good mountain 
    road.
3. Dowlin’s Mill 9.35 17.50 Govt. Agency, saw & grist mill. 
    Road hilly and rough in places.
4. Blazer’s Mill 18.00 35.50 Govt. Agency. Water alkaline. Fair 
    mountain road.
5. Tulerosa 16.77 52.27 Govt. Agency. Water alkaline. 
    Mexican town.
6. Lost River 9.85 62.12 Water alkaline. Grazing fair. 
    Greasewood abounds on adjacent
    prairie.
7. Waterhole at 15.10 77.22 Water alkaline – at times very
 White Sands   bad. No wood. Very inferior 
    grazing
8. Shed’s [Shedd’s]  31.66 108.88 Govt. Agency. Water good. 
 Ranch St   Road good.
 Augustine Pass
9. Dona Ana 19.12 128.00 Govt. Agency. Mexican town. 
    Road sandy in valley Rio Grande.
10. Leasburg 7.20 135.20 Ranch. Good water & grass. Road
     sandy.
11. Fort Selden 2.25 137.45 Road sandy.
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