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			To my children, Eric and Jennifer, and to my wife, Debbie.

			And to George N. Bascom who always deserved better.

			A Pox on Lying Self-Promoters
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			Chapter One

			An Overview of the Black Legend of Cochise and Lieutenant Bascom

			His blue uniform now almost gray with dust, the young officer rode a mule over the rim of the valley down along the Overland Mail trail into Apache Pass. His men, many of them mounted, carried their long .58 caliber rifle muskets on their left shoulders. Many rode mules but there weren’t enough to go around, so others marched. All were tired and now showed many days’ growth of beard. They had moved at the speed of the men afoot, about eighteen miles per day, for five long days and slept on the cold February ground each night. Behind them came four blue wagons with white canvas tops now dingy from travel carrying their bedding, tents, ammunition, and food for twenty days. The lieutenant looked around at the men he was proud to lead, his long beard grazing the shoulder boards that showed he was a lieutenant. They were hot under their heavy woolen coats. The sun of southern Arizona beats down hard even on winter days. 

			At the lieutenant’s side rode grizzled Johnny Ward, a man twice the lieutenant’s age, perched on a sturdy horse. He spoke to the officer in an Irish brogue, “I want my boy back from these thieving savages and my cattle, too. It’s only been a week but he’s in danger. They might kill him at any time.”

			“We’ll get him, sir. And the cattle, too.” The lieutenant pondered the wisdom of his colonel ordering him to take this man, so deeply involved and enraged, along as interpreter. Johnny spoke excellent Spanish, and it was known that Cochise could speak that tongue as well. But still, the man might be trouble if the Indian refused to produce the boy and cattle. 

			As the column passed, the station keepers emerged from the Apache Pass Overland Mail Station and the lieutenant waved, then called to one of his men. “First Sergeant Huber, I’m going to stop at the station and ask these men if they know where I can find Cochise. We’ll go into camp at the base of the hill half a mile beyond the station.”

			“Aye, sir. I’ll see to it.”

			The lieutenant turned off and Johnny Ward followed as the infantrymen continued their march. The young man reviewed what needed to be done and what he’d say to the station keepers. Colonel Morrison had sent him to confront the Chiricahua Apache chief, Cochise, to force the return of the boy and cattle. He would show his strength and ask politely, over a meal perhaps. He might even offer some gifts. Everyone knew that Cochise was guilty. He’d raided along Sonoita Creek before and the trail the lieutenant took pointed to the chief’s home at Apache Pass. The colonel had entrusted him with the mission of confronting Cochise.

			The lieutenant knew himself to be honorable and hoped he was brave as well. His men trusted him and so did his colonel. Little did he suspect that one day he would be villainized and reviled as the man who started the Apache Wars. 

			The Black Legend is a myth that has persisted for over a century and a half, and places the blame for eleven years of Apache depredations in Arizona squarely on the shoulders of one man: Lieutenant George Nicholas Bascom. According to this legend, or variations of it, in October 1860, Apache raiders abducted Felix Ward, the son of Johnny Ward, a drunken, abusive father, and carried him into captivity; or, possibly, Felix had run away to the Apache to escape the abuse. Sometime later, Johnny’s oxen wandered off. Unable to find them, the drunken man complained to Lieutenant Colonel Morrison, the commander at Fort Buchanan, that Apaches had stolen his cattle and son. Months later, Lieutenant Bascom, leading a patrol of twelve cavalrymen including Sergeant Reuben Bernard, happened upon a random band of Chiricahua Apache that included Cochise.1 Inviting them to parley in their tent under a flag of truce, the soldiers made hostages of seven, and the drunken lieutenant demanded that Cochise return Felix Ward. Cochise assured the lieutenant that he did not have the boy. The soldiers bound Cochise and imprisoned him in a tent for the night. Since they had failed to relieve him of his knife, he cut his way free. Cochise then captured James Wallace, an Overland Mail2 employee, and offered to exchange him for the lieutenant’s hostages. The lieutenant stubbornly refused to make the trade without the boy. Sergeant Rueben Bernard implored him to save Wallace’s life, becoming so adamant that the lieutenant had Bernard court martialed.

			Angered by Bascom’s refusal to trade hostages, Cochise dragged Wallace to death behind his horse. Bascom played a card game called 7Up with Surgeon Bernard John Dowling Irwin to determine the fate of the woman and two boys among his hostages. Losing to Surgeon Irwin, the lieutenant hanged the adult males, despite Irwin’s objections, but allowed the woman and boys to live. Cochise, who prior to this incident had not only been friendly to Americans and even protected the Butterfield Overland Mail, was enraged at the violation of the white flag, at the lieutenant calling him a liar, and at the hanging of his relatives. He began an eleven-year war of vengeance against Americans, starting by attacking a stagecoach. The stagecoach careened down the trail at high speed, leaping a chasm where Cochise and his men had destroyed a bridge.
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			This memorable story has stayed in the popular imagination, fed by rumors that a stupid lieutenant started the Cochise War. The presumption is that lieutenants in general are young and stubborn and refuse to listen to their wise sergeants. The only problem with this story is that, apart from the names, none of it is true. This version of the story began with a soldier, Captain Reuben Bernard,3 who returned to Arizona in the final months of 1868 to find that he was the only one left out of all of the soldiers who had been there in 1861, when the incident at Apache Pass occurred. According to his version of events, Bernard had been not only an eyewitness, but the hero of the story. In the 1880s, two others added their presumed eyewitness accounts. To further confuse the account, Bernard seems to have told his tale different ways, but always claiming that the boy had gone missing in October 1860. These three accounts do not agree with each other, much less with verifiable sources. And then the accretions began. The story grew like a snowball rolling downhill picking up new elements. If the version the reader is familiar with doesn’t quite match the one above, it’s because the parent versions don’t agree on particulars and many of the accretions don’t fit at all.

			Early historians of Arizona4 reported that a confrontation between the U.S. Army and Cochise started the war with the Chiricahua Apache. They referred to this event as the Bascom Affair. They lacked the resources that we have today. They did not have easy access to back issues of newspapers long out of print, nor to out-of-state papers. They lacked access to military reports. They were heavily reliant on the accounts of old-timers who presumably had been there and to recent newspapers bearing the recollections of old-timers. Sidney DeLong, Arizona State Historian Thomas Farish, Frank Lockwood, and Don Russell, who was Reuben Bernard’s biographer, all repeated versions of the Black Legend. Often realizing that something wasn’t quite right, they attempted to reconcile the irreconcilable by adding elements of imagination to the already confused accounts.

			Only in the 1960s did a version of the story closer to the primary accounts, those of people actually present, begin to emerge with the work of Robert Utley, Dr. Ben Sacks, and Constance Altshular. The real story is that the affair began in January 1861 along Sonoita Creek, about three miles south of modern Patagonia, when Apache raiders took a pre-teen boy, Felix Ward,5 along with his stepfather’s herd of cattle. Soldiers at Fort Buchanan located a hot trail that pointed toward Cochise’s home at Apache Pass between the Chiricahua and Dos Cabezas Mountains. The commander of the 7th Infantry, Lieutenant Colonel Pitcairn Morrison, sent Lieutenant George Bascom and fifty-four men of Company C to confront Cochise and demand return of the boy and the cattle. Morrison allowed the boy’s stepfather, Johnny Ward, to accompany Bascom as interpreter. Bascom met Cochise and allowed the chief ten days to bring in the boy. But something went wrong. Enraged, the chief called to his people and ran. Six of his people ended up by mischance as Bascom’s hostages against the eventual return of the boy. Cochise took his own hostages and subsequently killed four of them and a stagecoach driver, along with eight Mexican teamsters.6 Before the affair was over sixty dragoons7 had joined the sixty-six8 men of Bascom’s Company C, 7th Infantry Regiment9 at Apache Pass. There were four officers senior to Bascom present when the hostages were hanged; one of them, Lieutenant Isaiah Moore, had assumed command. Disgusted at the mutilated condition of the bodies of Cochise’s former captives, Surgeon John Irwin, who had captured three Apache, suggested hanging the Indians the Army held hostage. Bascom objected, but Lieutenant Moore allowed the hanging of six Apache to proceed.

			From this recounting of the story, it would seem there is little reason to blame George Bascom. Even though Bascom followed a hot trail to Cochise’s doorstep, he was mistaken. Cochise didn’t have the boy. In fact, according to the best account, Aravaipa10 Apaches who made their way home by way of the Sulphur Springs Valley at the western side of Apache Pass had taken Felix Ward and later traded him to the Coyoteros (White Mountain Apaches).11 Although the lieutenant seemed genuinely surprised at Cochise’s reaction to his agreement to allow the chief ten days to bring in the boy, he may, indeed, have attempted to take Cochise hostage. That was common practice before the Civil War. To further muddy the facts, Johnny Ward was the interpreter. We don’t know what he said to Cochise. Perhaps he didn’t want to allow the chief to depart. Whatever he said, it drew out an unfortunate, extreme overreaction from Cochise. This alone would not be enough evidence to lay the blame for eleven years of warfare at Bascom’s feet. Historians have realized this and try to make more of these facts than is here. They adopt Apache culture as a crutch to a crumbling theory, asserting that the lieutenant should have known not to take an Apache chief hostage, unaware that it was common practice.

			Other historians have expressed the wish that an older and wiser commander like Captain Richard S. Ewell12 had been there, asserting that he’d have known what to do. He had confronted Cochise twice before, demanding the return of livestock. Approaching Cochise with but few men, he granted the chief a few weeks to come up with the livestock, and then returned with a larger army. Previously, he had exchanged hostages with Pinal Apaches for an abducted girl. However, for Bascom, returning to Fort Buchanan for more men wasn’t an option. Besides, Bascom already had more men with him than Ewell had.13 In addition, Bascom was aware of Ewell’s experiences and had four of the captain’s former subordinates advising him. 

			Historian Edwin Sweeney wrote, “to blame this Bascom incident for the following decade of war, as Cochise and others have maintained, is a gross oversimplification.”14 Sweeney’s evidence that Cochise held Bascom to account is based on an unfortunate misquote of General Oliver Otis Howard’s recollection of what Cochise said. Sweeney wrote, “The worst place of all is Apache Pass. There five [six] Indians, one my brother, were murdered. Their bodies hung up, and kept there till they were skeletons. . . . I have retaliated with all my might.” The problem is in what the historian left out with his use of an ellipsis. Missing is the sentence, “Now Americans and Mexicans kill an Apache on sight.”15 This changes the emphasis. Cochise was responding to the indiscriminate slaying of Apaches, not the hanging of his brother. Sweeney continues, “As one prominent historian wrote, even if the Bascom incident had not occurred, ‘there doubtless would still have been an Apache war.’ ”16

			George Nicholas Bascom deserves very little of the blame. However, the Black Legend, which held sway until the 1960s, told a different story. Unfortunately, despite the emergence of new scholarship and previously unavailable primary sources that chip away at the legend, it continues to come up and is still prevalent in popular writings. The legend began with former Sergeant (later Captain) Reuben Bernard, a man of infinite ambition and self-promotion, who returning to Arizona in 1868, realized that he was one of very few who had been there before the Civil War.17 He saw the opportunity to impress Colonel Thomas Devin, his commander, with a story that explained the start of the Cochise War18 and made him a hero. Devin passed the story along to Governor A. P. K. Safford, who repeated it in a letter to the Arizona Citizen, a Tucson newspaper.19 For many years, Captain Bernard, stationed at Fort Bowie, associated with Sidney DeLong, the sutler20 who in 1903 produced one of the first histories of Arizona, spreading Bernard’s account.21 Mining company owner Charles Poston, who had been in Arizona in 1861, but who was not at Apache Pass during Bascom’s confrontation with Cochise, produced several accounts of Arizona history and a book relaying and modifying the Bernard tale.22 In 1886, former regimental musician Hubert Oberly joined the anti-Bascom bandwagon with his account:

			If it were not for the insensate folly and drunken stupidity of a young West Point cadet there would never have been an Apache war. I was at the first outbreak, and I assert the truth has never yet been told, or if it has been I have never seen it. . . . In 1860 the Apache were as well behaved and friendly a tribe of Indians as any in the States. They were then guarding the Butterfield mail route against the attacks of roving bands, and acted in good faith.23

			Here, Oberly added new “facts” to the story, implying that Bascom was a drunk and a cadet, although the lieutenant was neither,24 and that the Apache were peaceful and guarded the Overland Mail (aka Butterfield Mail). In fact, Cochise’s band had raided along Sonoita Creek and had stolen livestock from the Overland Mail Company.25 Oberly also stated that Bascom wanted to hang the prisoners, while Surgeon Irwin objected, implying that this hanging was because Bascom was enraged over Cochise’s escape. Oberly’s article so upset Irwin that he wrote a rebuttal saying that he, Irwin, had wanted to hang the hostages after viewing the mutilated bodies of Cochise’s hostages more than a week after Cochise’s escape.26 Oberly adds one more cut, saying that cards were borrowed from a soldier, and a game of 7Up determined the Indians’ fate. Like so much of Oberly’s reported interview, this card game does not appear in any other account. In fact, Oberly wasn’t at Apache Pass during this particular time period. He was at Fort Buchanan nursing a sick child.27 

			We don’t know why Hubert Oberly so viciously attacked George Bascom. Perhaps there was some personal animosity, though he didn’t seem to know the lieutenant very well, calling him a cadet fresh from the Point. Perhaps he was inflating his own importance and ego by enhancing the stories then circulating. In some ways, Oberly’s is the most difficult of anti-Bascom accounts to refute. He claimed to be a primary source, someone who was actually there at Apache Pass, although unit records indicate he was at Fort Buchanan. He was accurate in some of what he said—noting, for instance, the presence of Sergeant Daniel Robinson and Surgeon Irwin—and grossly mistaken on other points. 

			This raises the question of how we determine what should and should not be recorded as history. Primary sources, accounts from people who were actually on the scene, who participated, are the gold standard. Historians rightly consider primary sources better than secondary and more reliable. Secondary sources include written accounts such as newspaper stories taken down by others who heard or were told about the event. The issue is anything but simple. Charles Poston is a secondary source to the events at Apache Pass; he wasn’t an eyewitness. However, because he claimed that he knew Johnny Ward personally, he poses himself as a primary source where Ward is concerned. Ward stayed at Poston’s house one night when he first came to Arizona in 1858. From this meeting, Poston made some conclusions about Ward’s character and habits, saying that he was on the run from the law and was a drunkard. But this does not square with other accounts. Ward built an apparently prosperous ranch with a large house.28 Nor does Poston’s caricature square with Johnny Ward taking in partners, as evidenced by a newspaper ad that ran for many months to tout new blacksmith and wheelwright services available to the public on Ward’s ranch. At least one of those partners was still with him in 1861, and even witnessed the Apache raid on Ward’s ranch from his sickbed. 
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			Sometimes a secondary source tells something about a primary source we might not have known otherwise. Both Charles Poston and Captain Bernard claimed that Apache took Felix Ward in October 1860. A letter published in a February 11, 1861, newspaper had something else to say:

			On the 21st [actually January 27, 1861]29 they stole cattle from the ranch of Mr. John Ward, eleven miles from the post,30 and seized a lad of twelve years within three hundred yards of the house, whom they carried into captivity. An infantry officer with a small command was sent to rescue the captive as soon as the news reached the post.31

			We already know Poston to be a secondary source, so confusing the date may be understandable. However, this one error tells us that we should closely examine everything else he says about events and verify it with other sources before we accept it. Historian Allan Radbourne, the acknowledged expert on Felix Ward, said: “In fact, Poston’s account of the circumstances leading up to the Bascom-Cochise confrontation is wildly, and demonstrably inaccurate.”32 Captain, former Sergeant, Bernard may also have had a lapse of memory writing many years after the event. However, the length of the gap between the kidnapping and the pursuit becomes an important element in the story, which relates that Bascom picked on random Indians months after they took the boy, when the lieutenant was actually on a hot trail. Here the secondary source, the newspaper article, helps to show that there are problems in Bernard’s account.

			Historians have a greater knowledge of the times, events, and personalities involved than the average layperson, and thus are supposed to interpret those events and, to the best of their ability, tell the reader what happened. When we encounter two diametrically opposed primary accounts, it is up to the historian to determine where truth lays. “Someone is lying so the truth must lie in the middle” is unacceptable. If only one side is lying, this approach is unfair to the side doing its best to tell the truth. Considering Poston and Bernard’s accounts, we see where a secondary account points to their error.

			Memory degrades with time and errors creep into the story, so accounts written soon after events are to be preferred. Different people see different things depending where they are standing and what their experience causes them to deem important. We can speculate about different perspectives and which is most correct, but since we can’t see into a person’s mind, speculation is usually fruitless. However, when comparing multiple accounts and established facts, we may be able to determine bias and fabrication. Sergeant Daniel Robinson’s accounts written thirty years later are so detailed and agree with other accounts so completely—accounts that he did not have access to when he wrote his own—that I believe he must have kept a journal and used it later to produce his three accounts. His writing becomes a basis for forming the center of the story. 

			We need to watch for contamination. All of the Apache accounts are secondary and most were recorded long after historians had brought the Poston/Bernard/Oberly accounts into currency. All bear the earmarks of being war stories, that is to say, exaggerated. Many have Bascom killing his hostages before Cochise killed his. The primary accounts agree on when and why the hangings of Bascom’s hostages took place. In December 1872, Governor Safford interviewed Cochise. Safford didn’t speak Apache, so the interview took place either in Spanish or through an interpreter. Safford already knew the Bernard account and implies that Cochise said that eleven years of warfare were the result of Lieutenant Bascom mistreating him. Since Bernard’s account is dubious in the extreme, one gets the feeling that Safford told (rather than asked) the chief why he, the Apache, had fought and Cochise nodded. Of course, he did. Safford was telling him that an American lieutenant had wronged him and his people, and thus neither Cochise nor his people nor Americans more generally needed to take responsibility for the war. It was the lieutenant’s fault. How neat for both leaders. The governor’s rendition of the tale exonerated Americans generally and their leader, the governor, as well as the Chokonen,33 Cochise’s band of the Chiricahua, and their leader. Of course Cochise agreed. Cochise was nobody’s fool. 

			Safford’s account, while it is a primary account of an interview with Cochise, is a secondary account where the Bascom Affair is concerned. It is also one in which the interviewer appears to be leading the witness. 

			Make no mistake—Cochise was a great chief who kept his word. That does not mean he never told a lie. War is rife with deception. When Captain Ewell approached Cochise, he denied having the livestock he had stolen and kept them hidden. Cochise was a man of wisdom and war-fighting ability. Apaches followed him in numbers greater than they followed any other leader. In their society, following a leader was voluntary and done out of respect and confidence in his leadership. Heredity did not make him a leader. Unlike Geronimo, he was not a loud-mouth who was made out to be a leader by the Army and the press, with no real standing among the Apaches.34 Cochise was real, although legends grew around him. He did not protect the Overland Mail; in fact, he stole livestock and threatened to destroy their stations. He was not always peaceful. He was always Apache and that meant that when times were hard, he raided Mexicans, Americans, and other Indians for food and supplies. The story of the always peaceful Chiricahua chief who guarded the Overland Mail struck a chord with the eastern press, novelists, and later historians enamored of the “Noble Savage.”

			The legend of the Bascom Affair persists because it chimes with something in the American imagination. It captures an element of how we see ourselves and thus it makes a good story that we uncritically accept, remember, and repeat. 

			In 2017, at a writers’ conference, a well-known historian talked about the Bascom Affair. He said that the story of the stagecoach careening down the trail at top speed and leaping a chasm was too good to pass up even though the physicists say it was impossible.35 That’s an interesting standard. This prominent historian has done a great deal of truly brilliant work showing how legend and history have impacted our culture. Legends have shaped our perceptions of ourselves as a nation. They’re not history, though they have a history and are important. However, it’s also important to know as nearly as we can what really happened. Understanding history, as well as the legend, allows us to predict, as well as we might, the probable outcomes of policy and law. The legend makes great reading, but it breaks down under scrutiny. On the trail from Apache Pass to the Overland Mail Station, there is no chasm to leap. Nor is there a bridge that Cochise and his warriors burned. Rather, the Overland Mail Company built up the bottom of one wash to form a platform several feet high, much like a modern dip where water flows over the road.36 A version of the story from the 1930s says that Cochise and his warriors removed stones from the sides, making this platform too narrow for the stage, which slid across on its axles. Even this is problematic. This story doesn’t appear in the primary accounts of the people who were actually on the stage, nor does it appear in early secondary accounts until much later. Maybe it happened. It is a good story, too good to pass up, but it isn’t a leap over a chasm. It conveys the frantic rush from ambush where the Apache wounded the driver and slew a lead mule. The excitement of deadly peril was real enough. Except that isn’t what occurred, either. One early account noted, “The road was barricaded with rocks for over two miles, but Mr. Culver will return in the next stage and put on a force of forty men to remove the obstructions.”37

			A few days after this account, Mr. William Buckley, the superintendent of the line who was on the stage, commented on the slow trip from Apache Pass to the Overland Mail station. This was the stagecoach that was supposed to have leapt the chasm in its flight from the attacking Apache. Instead, it took more than an hour to go two miles when the Overland Mail normally traveled at better than nine miles per hour. 

			As soon as we could put the wounded driver inside the wagon, we started for the station. As the road was very heavy, it seemed impossible to reach the same, as the Indians had filled the road in several places with heavy rocks. 

			With the assistance of the passengers we were able to remove the rocks and push the wagon up the hills. Soon after leaving, we were fired at again. We arrived at the station about two o’clock, A.M.38

			There was no chasm to leap and no fast ride down to the station. It was a slow trek over a rock-strewn trail that the passengers cleared as they went. The story of the chasm came along many years later and started with a statement from a secondary source that the Apache had dug a ditch across the road.39 That source had much else confused on other counts as well. By the 1930s, embellished in Don Russell’s One Hundred and Three Fights and Scrimmages, the trench became a built-up wash bottom, an improved dip where Cochise had removed the rocks from the sides, making it too narrow for the stage, which slid across on its axles. Imagination turned the ditch into a chasm. Since the stage couldn’t leap a chasm, the chasm became a bridge with the planks burned away and only the stringers remaining. 

			I recently told this story to a person who sputtered, “but I read, but I read.” Apparently, this exciting tale, “too good to pass up,” was one of their favorite stories of the Old West. The individual stubbornly refused to give it up. Somehow the statements of the people who were really there counted less than the thrill of the flying stagecoach. In her book Give Me Eighty Men, Shannon Smith wrote:

			Their influence has continued for generations as later historians used the sources written by the Carrington wives almost without question. Like Custer’s Last Stand, the Fetterman Massacre became mythologized in popular culture. Books, novels, and articles have launched the story of Fetterman and this military debacle into the forefront of America’s western heritage.40

			She speculated that because Victorian women supported mythologized versions of the stories of the military disasters of George Custer and Fettermen, men found it impossible to challenge and demythologize these nineteenth-century stories until after the wives of those involved had passed away in the twentieth century. This writer suspects that whatever causes myth to linger in the face of all evidence must go further than the influence of Victorian women. Stories that are “too good to pass up” linger as well as do those that resonate with something in our psyche. 

			Many know in some form the story of the stubborn lieutenant and the wise sergeant. We expect it to be true. It resonates with our egalitarian culture. Officers come from the upper classes. They are college boys with no experience out to prove themselves to experienced men. The Army draws common soldiers and sergeants from the working classes. Sergeants come up through the ranks learning hard lessons along the way. Many think it the sergeant’s role to teach the young officer his business.41 The young officer, eager to prove himself and take charge, often feels he must resist and show his men that he is in command. When a former sergeant told the tale with himself as the hero and Lieutenant George Bascom as the man who started a war with the always friendly Cochise, the story took hold and has stayed with us for over 150 years. 

			Today we have available records that scholars in earlier periods did not have access to: newspapers, military records, letters, and magazine articles. Our preference must be for primary sources, records laid down by people who were there, and for near-primary secondary sources such as contemporary newspaper accounts. When scholars set down the first histories of Arizona, these early historians had access to old-timers who had lived through the events. Unfortunately, memories fade and sometimes folks had reason to twist the tales. Few old-timers who had been in Arizona, then part of New Mexico, in 1861 remained there after the Civil War. When the military withdrew, the unprotected civilian population fled, and few returned. Southern Arizona was off the transcontinental mail route. Mining activity had shifted to the north around the new territorial capitol, Prescott. A few of those who were in Arizona, but who were not part of the action, contributed accounts as if they had been present and, unfortunately, these have been considered primary sources.

			James H. Tevis led an exciting life as an Overland Mail station keeper, Arizona Ranger, Confederate officer (with the rank of captain), friend of Moses Carson (Kit’s elder brother), rancher, miner, and entrepreneur. Tevis wrote Arizona in the ’50s to amuse and delight an audience. In 1886, he reconstructed his lost memoirs working with his daughter with the intent of having the book published. His book is a first-person account and a primary source, but like many others of the time is full of exaggeration and fantasy. We can only employ it with extreme care and not blind acceptance. If some of the events he described had occurred, they would have left signs elsewhere, like ripples in a pond moving outward from a tossed stone. Other people would have reported the event; the story would have been in the press. Cochise didn’t kill 150 men at Doubtful Canyon in April 1861, as Tevis reported. The chief and his warriors killed five. There are many accounts of the event in other sources. J. J. Giddings and four companions were making their way west in a stagecoach assessing the work needed to reopen the mail line across Arizona for the San Antonio and San Diego Mail, aka the Jackass Mail.42 Two of the men ended up tied upside down to trees over small fires where a rescue party found their bodies. In Tevis’ account, the two men were his friends captured by Cochise near Pinos Altos, and he alone escaped. Tevis made himself the hero of an event in which he did not participate. On March 17, 1860, Apache raiders, probably Aravaipa, abducted Larcena Pennington Page and Mercedes Quiroz. Most of the male population of Arizona, led by Captain Richard Ewell, joined in the pursuit and rescue. Tevis placed himself at Ewell’s side, giving advice and thereby saving the life of one captive. He made Cochise the villain when, in fact, the captives had been taken by Pinals or Aravaipa Apaches. Larcena prevented Tevis from publishing his account during her lifetime. He passed on before she did, and the account went unpublished until the 1950s. Some think this is because she did not want the story of her captivity told, but she had already given her account to the press in 1860. There must be another reason, and Tevis’ gross inaccuracies may well be it.

			For the confrontation between Bascom and Cochise, we have available the two reports made by Bascom himself, a report by Lieutenant Isaiah Moore, an account by Surgeon John Irwin, one by Superintendent William Buckley of the Overland Mail, and by William Oury, station keeper in Tucson, as well as contemporary newspaper accounts. We also have two accounts by Sergeant, later Captain, Daniel Robinson, and these are lucid, detailed, and complete. These accounts are in substantial agreement, differing only in minor details concerning information to which a particular individual did not have direct access but learned from others. There is no need to quibble about minor differences. Memory fades and people misunderstand things. The accounts are straightforward, and there is no indication of cover-up.

			If one account tells us that Cochise came to Bascom with his wife and two boys and another says only one boy was there, we may look for confirmation of the presence of the second boy but shouldn’t suspect fabrication. Perhaps there is a defect of memory and we will honor the earliest written account. Perhaps the writer perceived the elder boy as an adult. What is important is that Cochise arrived with his family not expecting trouble. If a source says an event took place at 6 a.m. and another at 7 a.m., unless someone was actually minding the clock, we have agreement. This writer has seen accounts of a fight where participants had it lasting five minutes, an hour, and several hours. So it must have seemed to them, though the latter account was probably a deliberate exaggeration. If, on the other hand, one source says the event took place “at sunrise and the sun was in our eyes so that we couldn’t see the enemy” and another says it happened “at noon and the blazing sun beat down and we had no water,” we may have a problem to unwind. We must ask ourselves how the writer came by the details and if and why they were important to him and the story. 

			Historians have relied heavily on the accounts of men who weren’t at Apache Pass in February 1861 during the confrontation between Lieutenant Bascom and Chief Cochise. It is significant that these latter accounts do not agree with each other, let alone with the accounts of people who were actually there. Oberly claimed to have been at Apache Pass with Lieutenant Bascom. However, unit records do not include Oberly’s name among the men of Company C, 7th Infantry that accompanied Bascom to Apache Pass (see Appendix A), and the number of men in the company who were available for duty squares with the number reported as following Bascom to the pass.43 Unit records also indicate that Oberly was left behind at Fort Buchanan and unable to transfer with his unit because he was nursing a sick child. He was a musician, not an infantryman. Surgeon Irwin went out later with hand-picked men whose names also were included in unit records; Oberly was not among them, either (see Appendix C). Moreover, he’s wrong on many verifiable facts important to the story. Surgeon Irwin wrote a refutation of Oberly’s account:

			Some months ago there appeared in a prominent New York newspaper under the caption “Why the Apaches Made War” a statement in the form of an interview with a person represented as having served in Arizona in the 7th U.S. Infantry, which, if allowed to remain unexplained and uncontroverted, distorts a conspicuous incident in the early history of that territory, and, at the same time, does gross injustice to the reputation and memory of a brave and efficient officer of the Army, Captain George N. Bascom. . . .

			In some particulars the published account of the occurrences that led to the summary execution of six Chiricahua Apache warriors at Apache Pass, Arizona, in February, 1861, was correct, but, owing to the possible effects of time on the mental faculties of the narrator (Sergeant Oberly)—twenty-six years having elapsed since the tragic affair, or to his having been incorrectly reported—the interview contained palpable errors and misstatements of a nature so coarse that justice to truth and the vindication of the character of one whose life was given in defense of his country’s cause require that the imputations cast upon his courage and judgment should be repelled by a comrade who knew him as one officer whose reputation for all soldierly qualities was above suspicion.44

			The most influential of these tales came from Reuben Bernard who had the ear of Colonel Thomas Devin, commander of the Sub-District of Southern Arizona, of Governor A. P. K. Safford, and of Sidney Delong, who wrote a 1903 history of Arizona. 
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					First Sergeant (later Captain) Reuben Bernard in 1863. His lies made him a hero and Bascom a villain. 

					U.S. Cavalry Association

				

			

			There are many versions of the Bascom Affair, all filled with misstatements and inaccuracies. Captain Reuben F. Bernard was the first to provide a version that made Lieutenant Bascom out to be a stubborn, inexperienced young lieutenant who would not listen to his wise sergeant. In 1861, Bernard had been a sergeant of the First Regiment of Dragoons assigned to Fort Breckenridge ninety miles northeast of Fort Buchanan where Lieutenant George Bascom, commander of Company C, 7th Infantry, was assigned. In 1868, when Bernard returned to Arizona, everyone wanted to know how the war with Cochise had begun. Bernard, realizing that there were no old-timers from 1861 still around, told a story with himself as the hero first to his commander, Colonel Devin, then to Governor Safford, and finally to Sidney DeLong, the sutler at Fort Bowie where Bernard was assigned. DeLong wrote one of the first histories of Arizona and repeated Bernard’s fantastic story. This is the version of the story used by the makers of the 1952 movie Battle at Apache Pass and the basis of what many people think they know about Bascom and Cochise. Here is DeLong’s story: 

			The commanding officer of the fort sent out a new lieutenant named Bascom, accompanied by twelve men under Reuben F. Bernard . . . with orders to proceed to Apache Pass . . . where he would likely find Indians who could give some information regarding the lost boy. . . . The lieutenant . . . upon arriving at the station with his party found there Chief Cochise and another Indian. Cochise professed entire ignorance of the depredation, . . . but said he would find out and see that the boy was returned. This explanation and promise did not satisfy Lieutenant Bascom and he at once made prisoners of the . . . Indians. . . . Bascom pitched camp giving his . . . captives a Sibley tent to themselves, stationing a guard in front and rear of the tent but with unloaded45 muskets.

			Cochise . . . had been left his sheath knife [and] he slashed a long cut in the tent and darted through. . . . The next day the stationkeeper named Wallace,46 who spoke the Apache language fluently and had always been on friendly terms with those Indians, thought by his influence he could arrange matters and make peace and in his confidence ventured too near or too far among the hills surrounding the station and the Indians made him a prisoner. . . . About 4 p.m., of the same day, Cochise, in full war paint and mounted, appeared upon the hill within gunshot of the station and with an imperial haughtiness demanded that the Indian prisoners be set at liberty, and stated that those he held would be liberated and sent in as he had captured three Americans, besides Wallace. This was done through Wallace, who acted as interpreter, and who begged that it be accepted as he stated they would be all killed were it rejected. Lieutenant Bascom would not accede to the proposition and the Indians disappeared from the vicinity of the station. . . . The next morning no Indian signals; no Indians were to be seen. The command of Lieutenant Bascom, with the seven prisoners, started to return to Fort Buchanan. Upon reaching the mouth of the Apache Pass, some three miles west from the station . . . on the side of the road were the bodies of four Americans, and that of Wallace was one of them. . . . Lieutenant Bascom halted his command; about one hundred yards north of the road, an oak tree, which is yet standing, was selected, trimmed up to suit the purpose, and without ceremony the seven Indian prisoners were hanged and the command proceeded on to Fort Buchanan. It is but justice here to state that Sergeant Reuben F. Bernard refused to have anything to do in the proceedings and was placed in arrest by the lieutenant.47

			DeLong, with long residence in Arizona beginning when he arrived with the California volunteers in 1863, cleaned up the story and included factual elements that came to hand. For instance, he corrected the dates from one of Bernard’s versions. “Bernard had arrived three months before. In a letter Bernard gives the date of October 1860 for the raid on Ward’s ranch.”48 If there was a delay in the pursuit from October until February, Lieutenant Bascom would appear to be guilty of randomly accusing Cochise, as he would have lacked evidence that Cochise was responsible. The date of the pursuit is well reported in post returns (a monthly report by the military unit that detailed strength and told of patrols and fights), Bascom’s two reports, and in the newspapers (see Appendix G). We have to wonder how Bernard got the date so wrong. We also have to wonder what the commander of an infantry company was doing leading a patrol of twelve dragoons from a post ninety miles away. Post returns49 would have reported any cross-attachment of men and a summary of any combat patrol. It would have been extremely odd for an infantry lieutenant to lead dragoons. The arrest and court martial would have been recorded in several places, including in Bascom’s reports. It wasn’t. We might also wonder why unit records, newspaper accounts, and the recollections of others who were there show Bascom at Apache Pass with sixty-six infantrymen of Company C, 7th Infantry, and no dragoons at all. The story relies on Bernard being the only sergeant there to advise the lieutenant, but we have the names of five infantry non-commissioned officers from Bascom’s company who were there. 

			There are interesting omissions in the story. Lieutenant John R. Cooke,50 8th Infantry, son of Philip St. George Cooke, arrived on the eastbound stage51 early on the third day of Bascom’s long confrontation with Cochise, and although senior to Bascom, placed himself under Bascom’s command. Bascom acknowledged gratitude to Cooke in his report to Colonel Morrison “for his kind advice and gallant assistance.”52 Bernard’s story omits this crucial piece of information. Nor did he recall that Surgeon Irwin had arrived on the tenth day and shortly after that Lieutenants Isaiah Moore and Richard Lord of the 1st Dragoons arrived from Fort Breckenridge (see Appendix C). This omission is especially surprising since Lord was Bernard’s commander.53 All of these officers were senior to Bascom. Lieutenant Moore assumed command and thus he—and not Bascom, as Bernard insisted—was responsible for hanging six hostages. It seems very likely that Bernard was not in Arizona in February 1861.54

			Reuben Bernard claimed that Lieutenant Bascom ordered him court martialed for insubordination in the field. There is no record of any such court martial. In his report, Bascom had this to say about his men and the non-commissioned officers who served under him: “The men behaved excellently well, always ready for the discharge of any duty; the non-commissioned officers zealous and untiring in the discharge of their duties.”55

			Some might call me a revisionist historian. It seems that a revisionist is someone with a political agenda who wants to remake history to support a cause. That’s not what I’m doing. The historian must review and analyze primary sources. If the sources don’t confirm the current version of history, then the historian should write about what did happen. If those who don’t remember history accurately are doomed to repeat it, then it is up to the historian to do his or her best to learn and to say what really happened. In George Nicholas Bascom we find a humble young officer well-liked by his peers and superiors, willing to accept advice, who was maligned by a few individuals for their own reasons. He became the villainous, stubborn drunkard who started a war. Even as the evidence against Bascom crumbles to dust, we find that the legend persists and the lieutenant is still held up as a scoundrel. 

			In The Man Who Shot Liberty Valance, the newspaper editor says, “When the legend becomes history, print the legend.” I can’t really accept that as the role of the historian. The historian should seek truth. It’s often elusive. Noted southwest historian John Kessell said:

			First off let us ignore the postmodernists’ claim that none of us can possibly know objectively what actually happened, only objectively what is said to have happened. As historians, that is our business—to say what happened, to pursue historical truth as objectively as possible. Historians Jacques Barzun and Henry F. Graff suggest in The Modern Researcher (1992) that practitioners of the craft apply six rules: accuracy, orderliness, logic, honesty, self-awareness, and imagination (I might add calmness). Evidence gathered in this way one bit reinforcing or challenging another, provides us with the probability upon which to base our “truth,” that is, the probability that something actually happened pretty much the way we say it did.56

			A cultural historian of my acquaintance once said that if the legend is too good not to be true, we need to make the legend history. After all, the story in a case we were discussing at the time was said to have come from an historical figure, Tom Jeffords, who was self-effacing, and thus, wouldn’t have lied. Tom Jeffords became a friend of Cochise in 1871. Their friendship and mutual trust became the basis for the peace achieved in 1872.57 In a sense, Jeffords’ story is the ending to the story of Cochise that begins with Bascom. In fact, the story he referred to did not come from Jeffords. It was a secondary account of what another person claimed Tom Jeffords had said. Jeffords is said to have told many stories about himself, and the accounts conflict acutely. Did he lie? Was he misunderstood? Were the stories filtered through others’ experiences? Knowing a little about Jeffords, I think he was accomplished at letting greenhorns believe what they wanted to believe, thus avoiding arguments. How can we tell? It is the historian’s duty to sort the possible from the impossible, the probable from the highly unlikely. I do that by searching out the ripples in the pond and looking for the shadows that should be them. I have some sympathy with preserving the legend. After all, legends tell us who we think we are and what our aspirations should be. Still, history should be a bit more than legend.

			The past has not blessed historians with perfect intelligence of what occurred nor left complete records. We have to improvise by drawing logical suppositions. When presented with a conundrum, I try to figure out other things that must be true if the story is true. We toss a stone into a pond and it disappears, but the ripples remain. I look for the ripples. Turning back to Tom Jeffords again—whose story I am familiar with, having written his biography—I find examples of how accounts can be shown to be improbable by the lack of ripples in the pond. Historians and others who knew Tom attributed to him a statement that, during his time as superintendent of the mail from Socorro to Tucson, Cochise had slain variously twenty, twenty-one, or twenty-two mail riders. Every time a rider was attacked, there were panicked stories in the newspapers and a great deal of excitement. I could find accounts of only two attacks. The mail service was so successful with two riders per week that they soon added a weekly stagecoach. If they had lost the mail twenty-two times, the contract would have been cancelled. It wasn’t. Moreover, on such a dangerous line, new hires would have been difficult to procure. Was there a shortage of mail riders? High pay goes only so far and soon the contract becomes unprofitable. The mail carrier was highly successful. The cavalry would have responded after each incident and the forays would appear in the post returns, which in fact include no such mentions. If I can confirm some of these, then the story has a high likelihood of being true. And if none of them pan out? Then the story is probably false. As good as the story is, it remains legend, not history. In exploring the accounts of the Bascom Affair, I have discounted accounts like Oberly’s, which claims that Cochise attacked a Texas wagon train at Apache Pass and killed two hundred men, women, and children. There were no ripples in the pond to bolster his account. 

			Although the legend may not reflect the facts of an incident, it may expose a truth about how we later felt about the incident and ourselves. The legend often resonates with elements of our national or cultural heritage, providing insight into who we think we are. That makes the legend interesting. This definitely has a place and is important to the cultural historian, but it does not make the legend the history of the original event.

			As we write history, we rely on memory and notes. Memory plays tricks. Things we’ve heard and only imagined as we picture the past creep in and become new “facts.” We create accidental misquotes. “Four men killed near Dragoon Springs” becomes “four men buried at Dragoon Springs.” It seems an unimportant distinction until we find ourselves with seven candidates to lay under four burial cairns. The historian has to check their notes and check the footnotes of sources to ensure that the evidence supports what is written and what we are writing. 

			In the nineteenth century, tales of the Wild West were popular. Those writing their own accounts, which might be considered primary sources, frequently juiced up their stories with heroic acts and deeds of infamy that never occurred. The same standard we use for any legend must apply. Can the story be supported by other evidence, by other reports? What other things must have occurred if the story is true? Has the story been influenced by earlier reporting?

			Primary sources are the reports of people who were actually there and participated in events. There are numerous sources of contamination. A source that was written down immediately after events occurred is to be preferred over one written many years later. Recollection of detail is often an indicator that a source is referring to notes or a diary written at the time rather than relying on failing memory. Comparing sources to each other can be helpful, but an untruthful source cannot be reconciled to a valid one by averaging their content. How do we know when a source has fabricated data?

			This is a difficult question. We can ask, was the source really present? Is there evidence that places the source somewhere else? Is the source’s account consistent with the accounts of others? Is the evidence presented consistent with the tools, techniques, and social organization of the time? Here the historian’s thorough knowledge of the era is important. What was the source’s motive in writing? John Bourke, aide de camp to General Crook, wrote brilliant, detailed, accurate diaries that followed on careful observation. The Army sent the general to Arizona in 1872 to subdue the Apaches. He returned in the 1880s to pursue Geronimo. However, Bourke wrote On the Border with Crook for a popular audience; he juiced up the facts to make the account more exciting and included details of events in which he did not participate, as though he had. The result is a wonderful tale that is not to be completely trusted without confirmation from other sources. 

			Secondary sources—newspapers and the contemporaneous accounts of non-participants—can be useful in verifying facts given in primary sources. If someone claiming to be a primary source says an event occurred in October of 1860 in the Whetstone Mountains, while another primary source says it occurred in January of 1861 in the Chiricahua Mountains seventy-five miles distant, we might look to the newspapers, which we learn reported the event in January and in the Chiricahua Mountains. The first source begins to look doubtful and should be rejected; it cannot be reconciled. It is just wrong.

			Like ripples from a stone tossed in a pond, events have effects. Many of us drift through life without appearing in official reports or in the newspapers. Even so, some events in our lives get reported: marriages, property transfers, yard sales. Important events should find their way into reports and the papers. When we read an account and want to affirm its veracity, we can look to the ripples for confirmation. If the ripples aren’t present, there’s a good chance the story isn’t true. Raphael Pumpelly, writing in old age of his time in Arizona, recalls Apache raids on Fort Buchanan after the Cochise-Bascom confrontation. If the raids do not appear in the post returns, some might conclude that the military was conducting a “cover up,” but the loss of livestock could not go unreported. That too creates ripples and the commander would know that he couldn’t hide the loss of equipment, men, or livestock. Ten Apache might become one hundred in his report to explain how he was overwhelmed and livestock stolen, but the report would appear. Both Dr. Irwin and Sergeant Robinson report a raid in June 1861, followed by a pursuit in which they participated, with Lieutenant Bascom in the lead. Both report four men killed. Robinson implies that they were soldiers. The post returns show only one man slain: “Pvt. Driskell of Company C, 7th Inf. killed in action by hostile Indians on the 22d June 1861 while guarding government property.”58 The others may have been civilian herders.

			Much has been made of the wrath of Cochise after his confrontation with Lieutenant Bascom. Other writers have shown the extent of this wrath using accounts such as those of Oberly and this report from Tevis:

			Some few days after this, Major McNeece withdrew the coaches from the Overland Mail Route, taking coaches, stock and employees. When his party, consisting of 122 men, was about two miles southeast of Stein’s Peak Station the Indians attacked them and all were killed. Among them was my old partner, Anthony Elder. After this massacre, three prospector friends from Pinos Altos, Burke, Donahue and Malcolm, were taken prisoners by the Indians at Stein’s Peak.59

			The names and other details show that Tevis is referring to the deaths of J. J. Giddings and four companions, a well-reported event.60 In April 1861, J. J. Giddings and his companions, Elder and McNeese among them, set out from El Paso to inspect the Overland Mail stations to the west toward Tucson in order to determine what would need to be done to reopen the line as the San Antonio and San Diego Mail. Cochise ambushed them near the Stein’s Peak Station at Doubtful Canyon. Giddings, who survived the firefight with one companion, surrendered to the chief. People who knew them discovered their bodies suspended upside down from a tree where they had been tortured to death. Donohue was one of four teamsters reported in the papers as having disappeared near Doubtful Canyon in March 1861. Tevis increased the death toll from five to 122 and then added three “prospectors.” There are no ripples in the pond to support Tevis’ version of events, while the nine deaths are well reported. Similarly, Oberly includes in his account of Bascom’s confrontation with Cochise a reference to a party of two hundred Texas emigrants being slain at Apache Pass in the spring or early summer of 1861. Irwin handily dispatches this fantasy, which is also absent from any other report of the time.61 Oberly says he saw the burned remains of the wagons and may have seen the remains of the Montoya wagon train destroyed by Cochise during his confrontation with Lieutenant Bascom. Eleven men lost their lives in that incident and its aftermath, as we’ll detail in a subsequent chapter. The ripples are there for the eleven who show up in reports, accounts, and newspaper stories, but not for the two hundred. Such exaggerations make it appear that Cochise slew five hundred or so men, women, and children in the spring of 1861, when the actual number was below thirty.

			Sidney DeLong, one of Arizona’s first historians and a pioneer himself, noted that a gentleman had:

			published a book on Arizona, which came out in 1874, called “The Marvelous Country.” From its careful perusal one can hardly avoid the conclusion that the author was never in what now is Arizona, but only in that portion along the Rio Grande at Mesilla, and Donna Ana, which finally fell to New Mexico; so his “book” is largely made up of fancied adventures and descriptions of scenery that are fictitious or taken at second-hand from descriptions of others.62 

			The historian must say what happened. It’s a daring course because subsequent documentation may show that some of his conclusions were wrong. The best he can do is present his reasoning and let the reader decide if he is correct. The historian must have a greater knowledge of the era, the personalities involved, the lines of communication (roads, trails, and rivers), the technology available, and the customs of the people than the average reader. For instance, we are shocked that Bascom invited Cochise in for parley and then took his people hostage against return of the boy and the livestock. In our own time, the police have made false announcements of prizes won to lure criminals into their custody. To an extent, the Army saw Indians as criminals, so hanging on to them until restitution or compliance was gained seemed reasonable. The taking of hostages was common practice before the Civil War. Bascom was not acting outrageously in so doing. Hostages were usually well treated, though as we’ll see this had not been Cochise’s experience in dealing with the Mexicans, who also took hostages. It only made sense. The Indian63 was apt to depart into the hills and never be seen again if the Army didn’t maintain control while they had him.

			Culture as an explanation of Indian behavior is a dangerous course. Too many use it as a deus ex machina, god from the machine, an expression that harks back to ancient theater. When the playwright wrote himself into a corner, he arranged to have god lowered by crane to the stage to miraculously cure the problem. To use culture as an explanation in history, the historian should first show that the particular cultural element existed and was agreed upon by a substantial element of the group whose culture is being described. Ideally the writer claiming the existence of this cultural artifact should demonstrate its application in group behavior and not just in informant reporting. During a ceremony, I questioned some Apache friends about something I’d read and expected to see coming up next in the ceremony. The response was, “Well, maybe in some families.” Next, the writer should show that the individual being written about was prone to respond to this cultural element in this way. Needless to say, this is almost never done and we should be very suspicious of such explanations. 

			It is hoped that the reader will come to see Lieutenant George Nicholas Bascom as a young man of temperate humor on the eve of being promoted to captain (October 24, 1861) already in command of a company, and doing his best in difficult circumstances. Other historians have compared Bascom unfavorably to Captain Richard S. Ewell, whom they claim would have handled the affair differently. To my knowledge, neither officer was prescient. Ewell had promised bloodshed if he ever had to deal with Cochise again, and it seems likely he would have followed through on his threat. The evidence against Cochise, although circumstantial, seemed quite sufficient. 

			Bascom was gallant and hard charging, but far from being stubborn and headstrong, he welcomed advice. Bascom acknowledged gratitude to Cooke for his assistance at Apache Pass.64 Even in the most intense circumstances, Bascom was willing to listen to the advice of his sergeant and surgeon Irwin. In June 1861, Cochise killed four herdsman, including one soldier, and drove away part of the Fort Buchanan herd. Bascom, Robinson, Irwin, and a local man, Paddy Graydon, along with a number of soldiers went in pursuit, chasing Cochise and his warriors as far as the Whetstone Mountains, twenty miles from the fort. According to then Sergeant Daniel Robinson, “The officer in command [Bascom] seemed to have recovery of the stolen stock in view, regardless of consequences to himself or others. The trail ran through intricate gorges, and as we were about to enter one, the surgeon counseled caution before going further. A halt was ordered and no sooner made than we were assailed with a shower of arrows.”65
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					Sergeant (later Captain) Daniel Robinson of Company C, 7th Infantry.

					Daniel Robinson, 1881. National Park Service/Fort Laramie National Historic Site Museum, FOLA 16854

				

			

			Surgeon Irwin had this to say:

			From the foregoing [commendation of Bascom from the Department Commander] it will be perceived that the imputation circulated against Lieutenant Bascom’s experience and conduct are utterly unworthy of credence, and it was a painful surprise to those who knew that gallant young officer to learn that anyone professing to have served in the same regiment with Bascom could be brought through hearsay or misrepresentation to speak unjustly of him and especially of his conduct on that trying occasion. Subsequently it was my fortune to share with him the dangers of conflict with the Chiricahuas on occasions where lack of coolness and courage on his part would have involved destruction of himself and his companions.66
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