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William Hemsley Emory was born in September of 1811 in his family’s estate known as "Poplar Grove" in Queen Anne’s County, Maryland. During his career in the US Army he would fight in three major conflicts and serve in nearly every corner of the United States.
The direction in which William’s life would take him was anything but unclear to his father, Thomas Emory. An officer in the Maryland Militia himself, General Emory had little doubt that his son would spend the bulk of his lifetime in service to the United States Army. At a young age, William’s father had secured his admittance to the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. Unable to pull the necessary strings himself, General Emory enlisted the help of an old family friend—none other than John C. Calhoun, the famed South Carolinian politician.
 William had little say in the matter of his life’s path, but luckily it suited him well. In fact, there couldn’t have been a career that suited the young man any better. After his first taste of military life at the academy, he hungered for more and was accordingly tasked with increasingly dangerous posts and missions throughout his lifetime. Although both father and son were military men of distinguished rank, the nature of William’s career was quite different from that of his father.


Thomas Emory served his nation and state honorably in the state militia, attaining the rank of Major General by the time of his retirement.
 Additionally, he held multiple offices of public service, many of which were dedicated to the Eastern Shore of Maryland. The Eastern Shore was always a prime motivation in Thomas’ actions. 
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Throughout his years of service, his public service rarely swept him far from Poplar Grove for substantial periods of time, and he was able to conduct his personal business while firmly in the grip of his tidewater roots. Records from the ‘old’ Chester Church of Centreville, Md indicate that in 1836, Col. Emory snagged one of the choice pews for the hefty sum of $30 per year. Fellow church-goers include Richard Bennet Carmichael as well as the young Emory—the latter having presumably little time in his active-duty to visit the old church since he only rented out the second-to-last pew for a sum of $5.50.


Although the evidence is unclear, most scholarly biographies of W.H. Emory, including David Norris’ William H. Emory : Soldier-Scientist, claim that the subject’s father had "fought in the war of 1812."
 This may not be completely true for a few reasons. To begin with, Gen. Emory was elected to the Maryland House of Delegates from 1812 to 1814, making him unsuitable for the command of a permanantly-fielded fighting unit.
 He was quite capable of holding temporary command, as he did in the 1813 Queenstown engagement, but would have been unable to take charge of any active unit for an extended period of time. In Queen Anne’s County, Md : Its Early History and Development, Frederick Emory provides a full account of the battles in which the Queen Anne’s militia was involved. Emory is only listed as having participated in the 1813 British attack on Queenstown, where he briefly commanded a cavalry detatchment. At the time of the attack, his dragoons were situated on the far right flank of the Maryland forces,  detached from the main body of troops. According to after-action reports, 
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Emory’s cavalry was forced to retreat before any combat ensued, after approximately 15 minutes of staging. Although the Marylanders recieved substantial British shelling, Thomas’ cavalry sustained no casualties and fired no shot.
 Major Emory may have served his country in the War of 1812, but it is unlikely that he actually fought in the War of 1812.


In contrast to his father, William Hemsley’s career was not of a political nature, but of a military nature. The young Emory certainly did not have the luxury of time or resource to run purebreds in the Easton Jockey Club races as his father had (although he may have liked to), since the bulk of his military career was spent in field operations.
 During certain portions of his life, it seems that the quality of any given day depended on the amount of water scrounged from a scarce desert puddle. This sort of hardship was all too common in his numerous reconnaissances, surveys and campaigns. 


One would think that the months of thirst, hunger and bloodshed which the Eastern Shore native experienced and recorded in his published journal, Notes of a Military Reconnaissance..., would create a general loathing of all things military—especially in the inhospitbale Southwest. But instead, after each accomplished mission, William Hemsley actively sought similiar tasks far from the comforts of home and close to the forces of hostility. After the young officer’s first combat mission at San Pascual during the Mexican-American War, he went on to begin boundary surveys along the recently-acquired border. Raids by Native Americans, bouts of yellow fever and days of 
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thirst characterized the expeditions. Emory included a few personal descriptions in his official report : " Report on the United States and Mexican Boundary Survey."
 After his first resignation from the Army in 1861, he was reinstated soon after the outbreak of the Civil War. Siding with the Union, William was part of a family that—like many others—had bonds and relationships split due to political loyalties. 


While William’s focus of effort was mainly military and tactical, his father’s was not. Much like modern military officials, Thomas Emory did not find active military service and political office incompatible. In fact, he believed the two went together so well that he ran for Governor as the Whig nominee in 1837.
 Thomas Emory held both public and military service in high regard and he surely hoped that his son would share similar sentiment. Clearly, William did. The younger Emory had the opportunity and capacity to excel in areas in which his father hadn’t, yet without the early guidance and structure of his father, William would not have been able to accomplish nearly what he had.


The father and son shared a loving—but complex relationship. Letters between the two men reveal their mutual devotion to family, bonding through shared interests, and both men’s readiness to aid each other in their respective endeavors of business. But especially in William’s earlier letters from West Point, there are signs that William did not always openly welcome his father’s “guidance”, which often placed him in difficult positions. Every line of William’s that expresses gratitude and appreciation is coupled 
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with underlying hints of his struggle to become his own person—hints that were thinly veiled under ambiguous references and the formalities of 19th century correspondence.


From various personal letters to Senator Chambers and Colonel Kearny among others, it is apparent that Thomas Emory was more than capable of capitalizing on political friendships—in fact, string-pulling was his most preferred method of task accomplishment. Gen. Emory would use his powerful military position and political connections to lobby for promotions, gather funding for local projects, and apparently to improve his son’s situation at the U.S. Military Academy.


 During William’s first summer at the academy, he was visited by his father.
 One can imagine a senior West Point instructor-officer, possibly a major or lieutenant colonel, heartily greeting Col. Emory on his “informal” family visit, and inviting him into his office to discuss his son’s progress. It is then easy to imagine the sort of favorable circumstances that may happen to fall upon William, following his father’s departure. 


Shortly after this visit, the 17 year-old wrote his father with the clear purpose of discussing the repercussions which followed his father’s departure. William writes with a transparent attempt at surprise: “I get along in camp much better than I expected. Worth has put me in quite a desirable office.”
 The young cadet was appointed as an officer of the class, which probably entailed a few “desirable” privileges. Col. Emory’s string-pulling clearly created some indignation on William’s part. He continues more plainly: “Your visit, my dear father, instead of being a source of joy as I anticipated, was towards 
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the latter, a galling matter to me.”
 Maybe one thing that the Colonel had forgotten in his long absence from the common ranks, was just how important, but delicate, the respect of peers is. It can flourish with a single act of bravery, or wane under a moment of hesitation—and was surely impossible for William to build when every step he took was cushioned by the politics of his father. But his struggle concerned more than just the opinion of his peers: William needed to prove his own worth to himself before anyone else. The only way to do this, the young cadet believed, was to endure the stress and productive suffering of the Academy, and to hold himself to the same standard as other cadets whose situations were not “confused by circumstances rather delicate.”
  But this tried-and-true process of military forging was handicapped by the Colonel’s interference. William writes that “In the midst of pleasure, I should have been in pain.”
 He was experiencing that same drive that is shared by all recruits and new cadets: the desire to survive the painful rigors of training in order to come out fully prepared for combat with a reconstructed sense of self-worth. For a 17 year-old, William was keenly aware of the consequences which would follow the temporary easement of suffering, and his resistance to special favor speaks highly of his integrity as a young man.


While it remains a possibility that Thomas Emory saw it as unfitting, or poorly reflective of himself, that the son of a colonel be placed in an undistinguished position, it seems his intentions were good. He probably just wanted the best for his son and went about it in the most efficient way known to him. 
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As could be predicted though, this sort of favor-pulling did not end with William’s stay at the academy. When the Colonel needed something done that was out of his immediate power, he often looked to his close friend, Senator Ezekial Chambers. In a letter addressed to the Senator, Major General  A.C. McComb wrote that the “Secretary of War has placed in my hands your letter yesterday… regarding Brevet Third Lieutenant Emory.”
 Apparently, Sen. Chambers had written the Secretary of War, lobbying for the expedient promotion of William Emory. The Major General replied that the “subaltern stations are no doubt all made… and there can be no vacancy.”
 Luckily for Lt. Emory, he would not always need his father’s aid, as his natural abilities were capable of advancing his career.


Gen. Emory’s structured guidance would mostly end with William’s graduation from the United States Military Academy, where he studied topography and engineering, along with general military science.
 Following graduation in 1831, he was commissioned as a 2nd Lieutenant and appointed to an artillery battery.
  The transition from topographical engineering to artillery must have been considerably easy for the young lieutenant, as both disciplines use similar skill sets: mathematics, cartography, and geography. If Lt. Emory was able to excel in his academic disciplines, he would have done the same in the real-life application in artillery.
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Following Emory’s initial appointment to the artillery unit, in typical military style, he was shifted from command to new command, eventually landing the billet of “Lieutenant General of Topographical Engineers.”
 Contrary to “Lt. General’s” modern denotation, William was not promoted to the second-highest rank of “General,” but was awarded the chief position among lieutenants in the U.S. Army’s topographical engineers. Although he may not have been the top link in the chain of command, this was no small honor. In a time where much American land still lay unexplored, topographical engineers were in high demand, and to be placed among the top of lieutenants opens two possibilities. Either Lt. Emory was a truly talented engineer, which seems likely considering his meticulous reports—or that his high-ranking father was yet again pulling favors from the powers that be.


Years later in 1846, William Hemsley’s abilities as a cartographer and engineer led him to be selected for a life-changing duty. On June 5th, Emory received these orders:

“You will report, without delay, to Fort Leavenworth, and report yourself and party to Colonel Kearny, 1st Dragoons, as field and topographical engineers of his command… Should Col. Kearny have moved on the prairie with his command, you will make every effort to overtake him.”

The short notice and urgency of the orders certainly indicated this was no ordinary change of command—after all, the United States had just declared war with Mexico. In his published journal, “Notes of a Military Reconnaissance,” Emory recalls how “but 
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twenty-four hours were allowed to us in Washington to collect the instruments and other conveniences for such an expedition.”
 As it would turn out, Lt. Emory was preparing for an operation that would ultimately strike a devastating blow to the Mexican forces in California. The importance of the mission was not lost to Emory’s contemporaries and was widely praised. In a letter to New Orleans’ Daily Picayune, George Kendall praises General Kearny and his “three victories in California, and of the entire subjugation of that country by the force under his command.”
 The letter was dated April 26th 1847, and was one of many dispatches that he sent out to New Orleans throughout the war.
 How those “three victories” came to be is just one part of Lt. Emory’s story that is otherwise filled with adversity, suffering and bloodshed. 


At this time in the Mexican War, the Californian Theater was firmly controlled by Mexican forces, save a few American strongholds. The chief pocket of American strength was San Diego, which was heavily supported by the U.S. Navy.
  In order to strike a blow to the native Californians, an expedition led by Gen. Kearny was ordered to confront the enemy in the desert-country of “Alta California,” and take control of the “insurgent population.”
 Lt. Emory and Capt. Johnston, both officers of Kearny’s personal staff, would keep journals to record the day-to-day events of the army.
 The 
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bulk of Emory’s diary consists of geological and topographical notes, complete with illustrations of the native population, geological formations and unusual biological species. An impressive aspect of Emory’s published notes is the modest and professional composure with which he describes the most grueling of events. He matter-of-factly expresses the relief of tasting a month-old cookie, caked in sweat and dirt. He respectfully and eloquently grieves the loss of fallen friends—careful not to stain their dignity with overindulgent eulogies, but sure to remember them as men of distinction. Lt. Emory ended his December 8th entry with the following:

“Last night, the brave Sgt. Cox died of his wounds, and was buried to-day deep in the ground, and covered with heavy stones to prevent the wolves from tearing him up. This was a gallant fellow, who had, just before leaving Fort Leavenworth, married a pretty wife.”

The style and composure with which Emory writes is indicative of his character and conduct as a soldier. William always made it a point to give credit where credit was due, often writing of the admiration he held for his men.


The “Army of the West” began their first westward march on August 1st 1846 and consisted of two batteries of 6-pounders, three squadrons of dragoons, one regiment of cavalry and two companies of infantrymen. 
 The exhausting forces of heat and thirst did not wait long to make themselves known to the war-party. The army’s march on August 2nd (only the second day) was an astounding 37 miles. The last 20 were without water. Emory notes how “both men and horses were parched with thirst. The teamsters, who had 
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to encounter the dust, suffered very much. When water was near, they sprang from their seats like mad men.” Two horses were lost that day to the desert heat.


However, the men did not allow the cruelties of the environment to dry up their soldierly aggression. On August 14th, a dispatch came to General Kearny reporting “600 Mexicans in the gorge of the mountains.”
 For the first time, the unit colors were flown and the “call to horse” was sounded, preparing the men for a fight. Upon passing the gorge where the enemy was supposedly staged for battle, no insurgent was seen.  William begrudgingly recalled how “the men looked disappointed, and a few minutes found us dragging our slow lengths along with the usual indifference in regard to every subject except that of overcoming space.”
 Doubtless, a driving force behind the men’s eagerness to fight was the chance to break up the monotony of the grueling forced marches. Also, the idea of exacting revenge upon the enemy for causing the damned marches in the first place must have been tempting to more than just a few!


As the army marched through the southwestern autumn, they passed through the country of New Mexico with little hostile resistance. The only real resistance they encountered was that of the desert, which had taken a devastating toll on the force’s provisions, horses (now mostly replaced with mules) and overall strength.
 Nearing San Diego by an Indian Village named San Pascual, Kearny’s forces were met by a scouting party sent from San Diego’s naval forces. The scouts informed the general “that the 
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enemy was in force nine miles distant,” according to Emory.
 Upon this report, a small scout team was sent out to observe the opposing force, but “by some accident” were observed themselves. At this, Emory records that the Mexicans were placed “on the qui vive,” and began to prepare for battle.
 This “accident” took away a distinct advantage that was formerly of the Americans. Now that the element of surprise was gone, Kearny’s army was forced to engage the insurgents head-on, with meager forces that had endured the wear and tear of a four-month journey: the strength of the surviving horses had deteriorated, the gunpowder was damp due to recent weather and sufficient food and water supplies were scarce.


In “The War with Mexico,” Justin H. Smith maintains that “an attack upon the Californians was highly inadvisable… [It] would not have been difficult to hold the insurgents off with his three cannon, and march safely in a compact body to San Diego, now only about forty miles distant.”
 Highly doubtful though, could Gen. Kearny have justified to his superiors that he opted not to overtake a hostile force much smaller than his, for reason of “less than desirable supplies.” Lt. Emory held: “We were now on the main road to San Diego, all the ‘by-ways’ being in our rear, and it was therefore deemed necessary to attack the enemys and force a passage.” 
 At 2 a.m. the “call to horse”—or mule, in this instance—was sounded, and the army marched forward to meet the enemy.
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The realization of a coming fight had reached the men, whose initial eagerness to fight had slipped away with the months of marching, thirst and hunger.


Captain Johnston led the initial charge, followed by Lt. Emory, Gen. Kearny, and an assortment of dragoons with 60 infantrymen. After the first collision of American mount and Mexican lance, the advance guard of twelve cavalrymen including Emory and the general were “engaged in a hand to hand conflict with a largely superior force.”
 The superior Californian Lancers then feigned a retreat to which the American Cavalry readily gave chase. Keeping in mind the strengths and weaknesses of cavalry, it is easy to see how the subsequent pursuit developed into a bloodbath for the Americans. As was stated earlier, many of the horses had died off during the journey, only to be replaced with hardy, yet unforgivably slow and unwarlike Mexican mules. This caused unforeseen consequences to the advance guard, making the mule mounts fall far behind the few horsemen during the chase. The forward-most element of the charge was therefore isolated and destroyed after the Mexicans turned about face and counter-attacked their pursuers. General Kearny was wounded while Capt. Johnston fell with seventeen others. The native forces sustained minimal losses. 


Rest did not come easy to Emory and his men in the next few days. Just the morning after the initial battle, “the order to march was given, and we moved off to offer the enemy battle, accompanied by our wounded, and the whole of our packs,” as Emory 











Schelberg 15
plainly states.
  Victorious engagements and negotiations followed, and on December 8th a Californian flag of truce rode into the camp, prompting cooperative prisoner exchanges. 

William rode out to meet the enemy commander, whom he “found to a gentlemanly looking and rather handsome man.”
 Apparently, the Eastern Shore warmth and courtesy had not been lost on the young man as he negotiated with the formidable Mexican Commander.


Days later, powerful reinforcements led by Commodore Stockton arrived to San Pascual from San Diego.
 After the few successive defeats, the Californians could no longer hold their ground against the “Army of the West.” Final victory was won by the Americans, but it had not come without a price. This had been William’s first bitter taste of major combat, and the consequences varied. The loss of close and admired friends had no doubt taken a toll on Emory, but it would prepare him for the bloodshed to come in future conflicts. The service he had shared with volunteers who acted with “zeal, courage and devotion that would have graced time-worn veterans” would create an admiration to last him his lifetime. 
 Lastly, Lt. Emory had endured environmental hostilities that would improve his command abilities during times of “fatigue, hunger, and the vicissitudes of a long and tedious march.”
 


Contrary to William’s earlier military years, where all accomplishments were blurred by his father’s politics, William’s awards during The Mexican War were earned 
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by his own merit. At San Pascual, he was brevetted Captiain for “gallant and distinguished service,” and was again brevetted at the Battle of La Mesa for like reasons.
 These accomplishments and experiences would launch his career and lead him to be tasked with increasingly dangerous missions.


Following the war, Lt. Emory held two major assignments. In 1848 he was appointed to the position of “Chief Astronomer and Topographical Engineer of the Mexican Line.”
 There would be few men in the US Army better suited for the job than him; his education, technical proficiency and intimate knowledge of the Southwest made him a prime candidate. Although the assignment may sound mundane, it was a painstakingly technical mission, conducted in a wild country where Indian raids, tornadoes, yellow fever and hunger frequented the camp.
 In the midst of these strenuous conditions, Emory produced the Report on the United States and Mexican Boundary Survey, which included various official correspondences and personal accounts of the expedition. Upon his promotion to full Major in 1855, Emory was transferred into Indian Country, where he would stay until his resignation in 1861.


The Colonel’s resignation was tendered under controversial circumstances and conflicting stories. In 1861, the Union witnessed unprecedented division. The wedges of slavery and states’ rights chiseled their way through family bonds and military ranks alike. As cousin was pitted against cousin, or in the worst of cases, brother against brother, army officers were deserting their units and joining the confederate forces in 
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debilitating numbers. Families in Maryland did not share the same steady-footed loyalty to one side or the other, as would a family from New York or Virginia. Although those states surely saw their fair share of split families, it seems Maryland (especially Eastern Shore) families were particularly vulnerable to familial division due to the political and social environments. The Emory family alone sent 14 men onto the Civil War battlefields. Six elected to fight for the south, while the eight others remained Union men—some with more hesitation than others.


Military men, especially those who had spent half of their lives in service to the Army, like Col. Emory, were forced to make an unspeakably difficult decision if their hearts lay with the South. After years of spilling blood and risking their lives for their nation, how could they turn their backs in her greatest time of need? Conversely, was it right to fight on the behalf of a government that was politically brutalizing their home state? Was it right, in any respect, to participate in the coming fratricide? These were questions that Col. Emory must have struggled with, along with countless other Americans.


Col. Emory was officially out of the U.S. Army for only a short period of time during the spring and summer months of 1861. Soon after his letter of resignation arrived at Army Headquarters, he was reinstated as an officer of the Union. His resignation and the events that followed are entwined by contradiction and controversy. As he commanded operations that resulted in the defeat of 4000 Confederates, he was labeled 
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 As comrades defended his undying loyalty to the Union, his wife wrote of his southern sympathies.
 The common struggles which American men faced at the onset of the Rebellion are captured through the experiences and actions of this one individual.


The official reason for Col. W.H. Emory’s resignation, according to the “Memorandum in Col. Emory’s Case,” is that false rumors caused the man to make a hasty decision. The memorandum claims that “Soon after his arrival at Fort Washitta[sic], rumors of a most startling nature reached him, that Washington was threatened, that anarchy & confusion reigned there, General Scott had resigned & in a moment of despair & uncertainty, & of anxiety to return to the protection of his home, he wrote and sent his letter of resignation.”


 This is not entirely unlikely. In a time where news from home could take months to receive, and was not always reliable to begin with, the line between rumor and report was invariably blurry. Rumors could easily sprout from fact, fear, or misheard conversation—not to mention the small-unit-military’s unique ability to create its own information when the authentic type is lacking. Additionally, it can be assumed that Col. Emory would have been especially susceptible to this type of rumor. From the reassuring tone in his wife’s letters, it seems that he was constantly worried for the safety of his 
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family. In a letter dated April 25th, 1861, she answers William’s fears of war reaching the family: “if there was any news of an attack I would take the children and go into the country, but think this safer.”
 Combined with an environment which was conducive to rumors, his fears could have very well prompted him to resign for the safety of his family. 


 Soon after the letter was carried off, “he bitterly regretted it” and proceeded to send out multiple interceptions by telegram. In an unfortunate twist of fate that would impact his career and reputation for the remainder of his life, the receiving telegram offices had been taken over by secessionists. The interceptions never went through. William’s brother John would receive the letter and forward it to Washington.


To complicate matters further, immediately following the attack on Fort Sumner in April, General Winfield Scott sent express orders to Col. Emory giving him discretionary powers to consolidate Union forces in Indian Country.
  This was to prepare for a Rebel offensive. After consolidating all 11 companies at Fort Cobb, Col. Emory would receive reports claming that a column of 4000 Texan-Confederates were marching towards his position. 2000 Arkansas troops were marching on him from the east as well. Using the discretionary powers granted by Gen. Scott, Colonel Emory elected to meet the enemy before the two southern forces could integrate and create an 
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overwhelming force. This interceptory movement resulted in the capture of the Texan advanced guard. William would proudly note in an 1873 memoir that these were “the first prisoners captured during the war.”
 


This groundbreaking operation was executed during a peculiar time in William’s career. Or, to state more accurately, it occurred outside of his career. William received Gen. Scott’s orders while he was stationed at “Fort Washitta[sic],” which was the fort from where he sent his letter of resignation (and its immediate withdrawal). Accordingly, the consolidation and offensive operations which would resulted in the capture of confederate forces must have then taken place as his resignation was being processed. Imagine the confusion in Washington! Here was this treasonous Colonel, who had recently resigned—presumably to join the rebellion—yet he had just secured the first capture of confederate troops!


As strange as it seems, it is fitting to the nature of William’s struggle and his resignation. Opinions of the man varied greatly, ranging from traitorous to heroically loyal. In a letter to Army Headquarters, Gen. W. Scott wrote of Col. Emory: “I am perfectly satisfied of his loyalty to the government and deem it important he should be restored to the service, especially if it can be done, to his position of Colonel 1st Cavalry.”
 As his immediate commanding officer, Gen. Scott’s opinions surely carried a heavy influence in William’s reinstatement. Captain A.V. Colburn, who had worked closely with Col. Emory in Indian Country, admired the man greatly. Writing to William 
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in June, Colburn exclaims that “no one could have displayed more energy or more zeal, and certainly no one could have guarded the interests of the United States more closely.” Colburn would continue, remembering how the Colonel would “[Put] down everything which had even the semblance of disloyalty.”


Predictably, this characterization is only partly true, for a few reasons. In a letter to his brother, John R. Emory, William wrote that he was the most hated officer in the 1st Cavalry.
 This hatred probably did not stem from incompetence or brutality, as much as it stemmed from his strict intolerance of disloyalty. William would note in his 1873 memoir, that his troop strength had greatly decreased because “many of the officers of my own command were disaffected and did go with the Rebellion.”
 This indicates that a substantial portion of the 1st Cavalry were secessionists. In the tumultuous time of early 1861, the regulars and officers were apt to vocalize their disloyal sentiments, prompting Col. Emory to silence the treasonous utterances. 


On the other hand, Col. Emory was not perfectly loyal himself. In a letter to her husband, Matilda expressed her uneasy desire to know where William’s ultimate commitments would lie. She writes: “I feel so anxious to know what you think & will do. I know all your feelings are devoted to the South & its interests.” She goes on to say that “Maryland must go with the South. I do not believe as I did [sic].”
 Few people in William’s life would have had a more intimate knowledge of his heart’s loyalties than 
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Matilda. After all, she would not have heard the Colonel’s self-censored opinions which he must have expressed to men like Captain Colburn and Gen. Scott. Rather, she would have been privileged to his genuine sentiments.


In addition to his wife’s accounts of his loyalties, William maintained friendships and connections that would have closely tied him to the interest of the South. From his childhood until the Civil War, Emory remained close friends with Jefferson Davis and Joseph Johnston.
 In the same letter as mentioned above, Matilda casually notes how she “saw Joe Johnston the other day,” as well as Jefferson Davis, who was ranting about Lincoln’s “treacherous” behavior to the South.
 It is beyond a coincidental nature that William would have kept relationships with such firebrand secessionists. These letters and relationships carry a few weighty implications.


Most importantly, it casts into doubt the legitimacy of William’s justification for resigning as expressed in the “Memorandum in Col. Emory’s Case.” It seems unlikely, considering his relationships and personal loyalties, that he truly resigned because of wild rumor and concern for family. Whether or not that type of news did actually reach him is unclear—regardless though, a man of his military experience would have been immune to the rabidity of rumors. A more viable explanation for his hasty retirement would be that he was simply following the desires of his conscience. After all, his own wife did suspect that he would fall in line with the Rebellion, and if he did so, he would have been disaffecting with a large portion of his officers. Nevertheless, after submitting his letter of 








Schelberg 23 resignation, he immediately attempted to withdraw it. Perhaps he experienced a genuine change of heart. Or, perhaps he imagined what it would be like to hang from the gallows pole as a traitor to the Union. Either way, he ultimately committed himself to the North, playing a key role in the preservation of the Union.


William H. Emory did not lead a particularly romantic life. The accomplishments for which he is known best are largely scientific and geographic—fields which are not particularly engaging.
 Additionally, his military accomplishments were often the result of labors and controversies which were arguably more rigorous that the battles themselves. For the single victory at San Pascual, he endured four-month journey that was wrecked with starvation, thirst, and exhaustion. To fight in the Civil War, he endured a controversy from which his reputation and personal honor never recovered.
 Though the exact nature of William Emory’s early accomplishments are blurred by conflicting evidence, it should not detract from the value of his admirable service to country.

Works Cited

Coy, Owen. The Battle of San Pasqual : A Report of the California Historical Survey 
Commision with Special Reference to it location. Sacramento : California State 
Printing Office, 1921

Emory, Frederick. Queen Anne’s County, Md : Its Early History and Developmen.t 
Baltimore : Maryland Historical Society, 1950.

Emory, William Hemsley. Report on the United States and Mexican boundary survey. 
Austin : Texas State Historical Association, 1987.

 Emory, William Hemsley. Notes of a Military Reconnaissance, from Fort Leavenworth, 
in Missouri, to San Diego, in California, including parts of the Arkansas, Del 
Norte, 
and Gila Rivers.Washington: Wendell and Van Benthuysen printers, 1848.
 Kendell, George W. Ed., Lawrence Delbert Cress. Dispatches from the Mexican 
War. 
Norman: University of Oklahoma Press,1999.

Norris, David James C. Milligan, Odie B. Faulk, William H. Emory, Soldier Scientist. 
Tuscon : University of Arizona Press, 1998.

Rothwell, Jeremy. The Emory Family at Poplar Grove Farm : An Agricultural History. 
Final Paper, Washington College, 2005.

Papers of William H. Emory. Box 1, Vol. 1. University of Maryland, College Park.

Private Family Collection. Centreville, Md.
Smith, Justin H. The War With Mexico. Gloucester: Peter Smith, 1963.

* I PLEDGE MY WORD THAT I HAVE ABIDED BY THE WASHINGTON COLLEGE HONOR CODE IN THE COMPLETION OF THIS ASSIGNMENT.*

� L. David Norris, James C. Milligan, Odie B. Faulk, William H. Emory, Soldier Scientist (Tuscon : University of Arizona Press, 1998), 9.


� Jeremy Rothwell. The Emory Family at Poplar Grove Farm : An Agricultural History. (Final Paper, Washington College, 2005) 5.


� Frederick Emory, Queen Anne’s County, Md : Its Early History and Development (Baltimore : Maryland Historical Society, 1950), 189-90.


� Norris, Milligan, Faulk. William H Emory. 9.


� Rothwell, The Emory Family. 5 


� Emory, Frederick. Queen Anne’s County. 430-3


� Ibid., 410. “Congressional Synopsis of Service of Bvt. MajGen Wm H. Emory, Colonel 5th Cavalry.” 1872. Papers of William H. Emory. Box 1, Vol. 1. University of Maryland, College Park.


� William H Emory. Report on the United States and Mexican boundary survey. (Austin : Texas State Historical Association, 1987).


� Rothwell, The Emory Family, 7


� Letter from William H. Emory to Thomas Emory, 18 July 1828. Private Collection, Centreville, MD.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Letter from MajGen AC McComb to Senator Chambers. 14 July 1832. Private Family Collection. Centreville, Md.


� Ibid.


� Norris, Milligan, Faulk. William H Emory. 9


� Letter from William H. Emory to Mr. Robeson. A Memoir. 1873. Papers of William H. Emory. Box 1, Vol. 1. University of Maryland, College Park.





� Ibid.


� William H. Emory. Notes of a Military Reconnaissance. (Washington: Wendell and 


Van Benthuysen printers, 1848). 1.


� Ibid. 


� George Wilkins Kendell. Ed., Lawrence Delbert Cress. Dispatches from the Mexican War. (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press,1999), 227


� Ibid.


� Owen C. Coy. The Battle of San Pasqual : A Report of the California Historical Survey Commision with Special Reference to it location (Sacremento : California State Printing Office, 1921), 3.


� Ibid., Smith, Justin H. The War With Mexico ( Gloucester: Peter Smith, 1963) 341


� Coy, The Battle of San Pasqual, 3.


� Emory, William H. Notes, 111.


� Ibid., 8, 13.


� Ibid. 15.


� Ibid. 28.


� Ibid. 28.


� Coy, The Battle of San Pasqual. 7.


� Emory, William H. Notes. 107.


� Ibid.


� Ibid., 11.107


� Smith, The War with Mexico, 341-2.


� Emory, William H. Notes, 108


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid, 109


� Ibid, 110


� Ibid, 112


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� “Congressional Synopsis…” Papers of William H. Emory. 


� William H Emory. Report on the United States and Mexican boundary survey. (Austin : Texas State Historical Association, 1987) .7


� Ibid, 20-25.


� National Park Service. U.S. Civil War Soldiers, 1861-1865. <http://www.itd.nps.gov/cwss/> 


� “Congressional Synopsis”. Letter from WH Emory to Robeson A Memoir. 1873. Papers of William H. Emory. Box 1, Vol. 1. University of Maryland, College Park


� Letter from Capt. Colburn to WH Emory. 19 June 1861.  Letter from Matilda Emory to WH Emory, 2 Jan 1861. Papers of William H. Emory. Box 1, Vol. 1. University of Maryland, College Park. 


� "Memorandum in Col. Emory’s Case” Papers of William H. Emory. Box 1, Vol. 1. University of Maryland, College Park. 





� Letter from Matilda Emory to WH Emory, 25 April 1861. Papers of William H. Emory. Box 1, Vol. 1. University of Maryland, College Park. 





� "Memorandum”. Unknown letter from Private Family Collections, Centreville, Md.


� Letter from Winfield Scott to Headquarters of Army. 7 June 1861. Papers of William H. Emory. Box 1, Vol. 1. University of Maryland, College Park. 





� Letter from William Emory to Robeson. Papers of William H. Emory. Box 1, Vol. 1. Pg 30. University of Maryland, College Park. 


� Scott to Army. Papers of William H. Emory.


� Letter from Colburn to WH Emory. Papers of William H. Emory.


� Unknown letter. Private Family Collection. Centreville, Md.


� Memoir to Robeson, 30 Papers of William H. Emory.


� Letter from Matilda Emory to WH Emory. 2 January 1861. Papers of William H Emory


� Norris, Milligan, Faulk. William H. Emory. 5.


� Letter from Matilda Emory to WH Emory. 2 January 1861. Papers of William H Emory.


� Norris, Milligan, Faulk. 4.


� Memoir to Robeson, 31. Papers of William H. Emory. Box 1, Vol. 1. University of Maryland, College Park. 





