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PREFACE

This book describes shoulder arms procured by the United States and its political subdivisions for issue to the federal and state armed forces. Because both federal and state laws required members of the militia to supply their own weapons, these privately purchased militia arms are also included.

The phrase “procured by fabrication and by purchase” occurs repeatedly in the annual reports of the Chief of Ordnance. This phrase refers to the acquisition of arms through their fabrication at national armories and to the purchase of arms from private commercial companies. In times of great need, the federal government, and some state governments, procured arms from foreign sources.

The scope of this book includes arms procured in at least sufficient quantities for issue to troops for field trials. With few exceptions, it does not include the very limited procurement of arms for experimentation or firing trials. Over the years, an almost infinite variety of one-to-a-handful of experimental arms were procured for experimentation or test firing. Many are unique and defy classification. Some were fabricated in the tool rooms or machine shops of the national armories; others were offered to the government by their inventors.

Later volumes of this book include arms for experimentation and test firing. These arms, although subject to very limited procurement, are generally considered U.S. military shoulder arms. Examples of these are the carbines purchased for breechloading trials in the 1850s, the 26” barreled rifles fabricated at Springfield Armory in 1882, and the .30 caliber single-shot rifles produced at that armory in the early 1890s for the purpose of testing various ammunition.
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INTRODUCTION

During the half-century period covered by this volume, great changes took place in the manufacture of arms in the United States. In its early years of production, Springfield Armory was capable of producing only three muskets per day. Most of the work involved in the fabrication of muskets at the national armories and by private contractors was accomplished by hand. The barrels were hammered out from bar iron, formed into tubes around a mandrel, and their seams closed by hammer welding, all done at high temperature generated by a forge. Only the rough-drilling of the bores and the grinding of the barrels' outer surfaces were assisted by water power. They were still hand-finished. The other metal components were similarly forged by hand from bar iron and steel, were shaped by hand filing, and then were polished.

Machines were invented that accomplished much of the coarse hand work, and some were installed in the public and private manufactories following the War of 1812. The earliest of these water-powered machines performed the crude hammering and forging functions and were capable of removing a great deal of the excess wood from the rough-sawed stock blanks.

The separation of labor into specialized skills also occurred at this time. Although Eli Whitney has been erroneously credited with initiating the manufacture of interchangeable parts, he should properly be credited with the separation of labor into the many specialized tasks involved in the manufacture of a musket. Instead of a single worker fabricating an entire musket, some workers were specialized in hammer forging bar iron into barrel tubes, other workers bored the barrels, others ground the outer surface, others tapped the breech end for the breech plug, and still others fitted this plug and finish-filed and polished the barrels.

The separation of labor was given further impetus by the contract system of arms procurement. In order to produce the thousands of muskets called for in these contracts, the relatively small private contractors turned to shops that specialized in the fabrication of certain components, such as barrels or locks. This gave rise to the system of subcontracts prevalent today.

The separation of labor could only be successful if there were a certain degree of uniformity in the parts produced by this method. The creation of an assembly (the musket) and its various subassemblies (such as the lock and barrel) from parts made by many people is only possible if each component of those subassemblies is close enough to a given standard to allow the components to be hand filed and fitted together. This need for standardization gave rise to improved standards of gauging and inspection for judging the uniformity of each component. The more uniform each component could be made, the less time was required in the fitting and finishing of the subassembly and in the final assembly of the finished musket.

Commissary General of Military Stores Callender Irvine attempted to introduce the production of muskets with interchangeable components at the national armories during the War of 1812. The demand for muskets occasioned by that war and the state of the art of arms production at that time prevented this. Production of much-needed muskets could not be allowed to suffer while the precise gauging and manufacturing methods required to produce interchangeable components were introduced. However, in late 1815, as Irvine lost his authority over the production of arms to the Ordnance Department, a few Model 1812 muskets were produced at Springfield Armory containing locks without assembly marks in their internal components, suggesting that these components may have been interchangeable.

Later machines were capable of producing large quantities of uniform screws, of drilling and tapping uniform holes for them, of more precise grinding and polishing, and of inletting the stocks for metal components. These machines represented the investment of large amounts of capital by both government and private enterprise. Their use in the production of arms required even greater specialization of labor and resulted in greater uniformity of the components produced.

The rifle shops at Harpers Ferry Armory produced the first significant quantity of shoulder arms with interchangeable components in 1824- Jonathan Hall strove for five years to produce the first thousand patent breechloading rifles at that armory. The second thousand rifles required two years to complete, and it wasn't until 1831 that a more or less steady flow of these rifles was produced at Harpers Ferry Armory. The Hall breechloading arms made under U.S. contract by Simeon North from the early 1830s also had interchangeable components.

Throughout the 1830s the regulation service muskets made at both national armories and under contract continued to require hand fitting and filing in their assembly. By 1840, Springfield Armory master armorer Thomas Warner had introduced more precise tooling and gauges so that all Model 1840 muskets made at that armory had interchangeable components. Harpers Ferry Armory did not produce the Model 1840 musket but would begin to manufacture regulation service muskets with interchangeable components with production of the Model 1842 percussion musket in 1844. During the 1840s and 1850s, many private contractors began producing arms with interchangeable components, although the practice was not widespread until the Civil War.

The increased use of machines in the production of arms, the invention and development of more specialized and precise machines and gauges, and the corresponding specialization of labor resulted in not only greater uniformity but also greater productivity. During the 1820s and 1830s, several of the larger U.S. contractors were capable of producing in excess of 200 muskets per month. Springfield Armory, which had produced only seventy-eight muskets per month in 1796, produced in excess of 1,300 muskets per month in 1826, while Harpers Ferry Armory was able to produce 1,000 muskets per month.

REGULATION MODELS AND “TYPE” DESIGNATIONS

In order to achieve uniformity in the muskets procured for the armed forces, they were made after a pattern or “model” musket that had been approved by a central authority. The patterns for the early muskets produced at the national armories and under contracts from the mid-1790s were usually French Model 1766 infantry muskets, sometimes with and sometimes without the improvements of 1770-1771. Most of the U.S. contractors of 1798 received American-made copies of the French Model 1766 musket as patterns. It should be understood that the use of the term “model” in designating a particular arm presupposes not only the existence of regulation models of arms, but it also indicates that the particular arm was fabricated in conformity to an officially approved or adopted pattern. It is of interest to note that none of the regulation flintlock shoulder arms produced at the national armories were officially assigned a year-model designation during the period of their manufacture. The first attempt on the part of the Ordnance Department to do so was in the 1840s, at the beginning of the percussion period.

Arms that are not considered examples of regulation models of American military shoulder arms are not designated with the word “model.” They are usually designated with only the year in which their purchase or contract was authorized. Examples of these arms are the 1792 and 1807 U.S. contract rifles and the 1794, 1798, 1808, and 1812 U.S. contract muskets.

During the course of production of a particular model of arm, changes and modifications were frequently incorporated into its manufacture. Some of these resulted from improving technologies; others resulted from experience with the arms in the field. Changes and modifications within a model were frequently not considered important enough to require the formal adoption of a new model name, although they resulted in one or more distinguishable variations within the model. In order to identify the specific variations within a particular model of arm, arms students have divided them into “types,” which enables them to distinguish between the various configurations for the purposes of study and communication. These arms types sometimes refer to various periods of manufacture. However, they usually refer to specific modifications or improvements incorporated into an arm. In this text, these modern types are enclosed in parentheses to differentiate them from the arms' official designations, which were contemporary with their use. Examples are the Model 1795 (Type I) musket made at Springfield Armory and the Model 1816 (Type II) musket, made at both national armories and by a number of contractors.

Throughout the several volumes of this book, each major section and its subsections are identified with a number. The whole numbers, to the left of the decimal point, are progressive and represent major sections. The numbers, and sometimes letters, to the right of the decimal point represent varying degrees of subsections, in outline format. For example, Section 144. describes state-owned, militia, and other muskets. Section 144-X describes muskets of the State of Virginia. Section 144.X3 describes the muskets produced at the Virginia Manufactory, and Section 144-X3G describes specifically the Virginia Manufactory (Type I) musket.

Although they were devised originally for reasons of organization and cross-referencing, it is hoped that this system will also facilitate communications between arms students by providing them with a simple, yet specific, reference.

NOTES REGARDING MEASUREMENTS AND PHOTOGRAPHS

In accord with generally accepted practice, arms are described as having the muzzle at the highest, or forward, end; the butt is in the lowest, or rearward, end. Therefore, the upper barrel band is the band nearest the muzzle, and the rear face of the frizzen is the face that is struck by the flint.

For consistency, the specifications presented usually represent measurements made by the author and are only occasionally those reported by others. In only one or two instances was it impossible to locate an example of the arm to be described, in which case specifications were obtained from published sources.

The specifications of even regulation models of military shoulder arms made into the second quarter of the 19th century vary from one example to another. Whenever possible, several examples of a particular model or type of arm have been measured, and the specifications given show the usual parameters encountered for most components and less often represent a composite of the measurements of that component in several arms.

Although there were variations commonly exceeding an inch in many arms made during the early part of the period covered by this volume, all measurements have been taken to the nearest one-sixteenth of an inch. It is the smallest fractional measurement that can be most commonly used until the end of the 19th century. It is the smallest fraction that may be measured feasibly by many collectors and students of arms with the usual instruments at their disposal.

SPECIFICATIONS

Caliber: This is the nominal caliber of the arm and may or may not be closely related to the bore diameter, described later. Although usually denominated in terms of bore diameter, sometimes an arm's caliber was denominated in terms of the diameter of the ball used, which was usually somewhat smaller.

Overall Length: The length of the entire arm without bayonet, as read from a measuring tape extending from the muzzle to the butt. This varies slightly from the European system of measuring overall length by standing an arm on its butt next to a wall and measuring the arm's height up the wall.

Barrel Length: The distance from the muzzle to the flat breech of the barrel. This measurement does not include the barrel tang.

Bore Diameter: Whenever possible, bores were measured with an inside micrometer approximately 4 inches behind the muzzle.

Muzzle Extension: The distance the muzzle projects beyond the stock's forend.

Lockplate: The overall length of the plate and its width measured at the widest point, not including an integral pan's fence. The width measurement was usually made immediately behind the pan.

Cock: Measured from the bottom of the body to the top of the tang. It does not include the jaw screw, which often projects above the tang.

Pan: The term “faceted” is used to describe pans whose lower and side external surfaces are composed of a series of flats. These pans have sometimes been described as “v-bottomed” or “flattened v-bottomed.”

Frizzen: The dimensions given are for the rear face (the face facing the butt).

Butt Plate: The width is measured at the widest point. Unless otherwise noted, butt plates are usually retained by a wood screw through the tang and by another through the lower part of the rear.

Barrel Band Spacing: The specifications given are for the distance from the breech to the rear of the lower band and from the rear-to-rear of succeeding bands, as measured along the top of the barrel.

Barrel Band Retainers: The length refers to the portion of the springs not concealed by band.

Sling Swivels: If a measurement is given, it refers to the horizontal inside diameter of the swivel.

Swivel Ring: The diameter is measured from the center of the metal forming the ring, not its outside or inside diameters.

Ramrod: It should be noted that the majority of ramrods in arms made before the beginning of the 19th century are not original to the arms containing them, although some may be of the correct style and period. Where a ramrod is known to be a replacement, this is noted in the description.

Stock Length: The distance between the butt and the foretip, including the butt plate and forend cap, if the arm is equipped with them.

Stock Comb: The distance from the butt, including the butt plate, to the nose. The comb height is the vertical measurement from a line projected rearward along the top of the wrist's profile to the top of the comb's nose.

PHOTOGRAPHS

One of the frustrations of collectors is the absence of photographs of many arms described by some of the early authors in the field. Some authors, like Major James E. Hicks, used the superb drawings of Andre Jadot to illustrate his work. Those drawings are works of art, and through them Hicks was able to illustrate many components and component relationships that are impossible to photograph. Unfortunately, some more recent authors have also illustrated their books with drawings that, although very artistic, sometimes distort the proportions of the arms. Even worse, artistic license has been used to create missing components, or to replace components not original to the arm with components believed to be correct by the artist. An extreme example of this is one instance where a Waters “flat” lock percussion pistol was drawn as a flintlock, although that pistol was never made in this ignition system.

Even photographs can distort the proportions of arms, depending upon the lens used. In order to minimize this, the majority of illustrations in this work are photos taken by the author using a 35-mm camera equipped with a 50-mm or 55-mm lens. Unfortunately, many photographs had to be taken in less-than-ideal circumstances, with inadequate or poorly located lighting. Many photographs were taken in basements and attics of museums and private homes; others were taken in cramped, dark storerooms or workshops. Because of these conditions, the quality of some of the illustrations is poor. They do, however, represent the best obtainable under the circumstances.

Many of the arms illustrated in this volume are equipped with slings, which are incorrect.
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Shortly after the Revolution of 1789, republican France began to engulf Europe in war. In 1792, France declared war on Austria and the Kingdom of Sardinia. In 1793, France declared war on England, Holland, and Spain.

At this time, the sentiments of the American people were running high against England. Since the end of the American Revolution in 1783, British ships had harassed American commercial shipping, impounded commercial cargoes, and impressed seamen. These depredations became more severe, and by the end of 1793 many Americans were again ready to go to war against England.

In late 1793, Secretary of War General Knox directed that an inventory be made of the small arms in the several repositories belonging to the federal government. On December 16 he reported to the U.S. Senate that there was a total of 31,015 serviceable muskets in U.S. repositories and 15,670 damaged muskets, some of which could be repaired. Knox also reported that 12,219 muskets had been issued during the previous four years to the army, to individual states, and to others. He stressed the depletion of U.S. stores of arms and emphasized the need for additional arms and production facilities.

On March 5, 1794, a “Report of Arsenals and Armories” was made to the U.S. House of Representatives. This report recommended the purchase of arms domestically and abroad as well as the establishment of a national armory. Congress, fearing that the French Revolutionary Wars could extend across the Atlantic, and irate at the British depredations, responded by enacting a law on April 12, 1794, that authorized the establishment of two national armories and also authorized “a sum, not exceeding one hundred and forty-three thousand six hundred and forty dollars, [to] be expended for the purpose of purchasing an additional quantity of arms and ammunition.”

Within a few months of the passage of this act, international events moved swiftly. In November of 1794, John Jay signed a treaty with England under which compensation was paid by the British for their spoiling of American shipping. In spite of the fact that the United States renounced its neutrality rights and commercial equality under this treaty, the payments mollified tempers against England and averted war.

Before the end of 1794, the funds authorized by Congress were being put to work. Contracts for 7,000 muskets were let with various domestic gunmakers. These are described in Section 139., “1794 U.S. Contract Muskets.” Over $100,000 was given the U.S. minister to Great Britain. The arms procured abroad with these funds are described in the following section. Finally, the U.S. armories at Springfield, Massachusetts, and Harpers Ferry, Virginia, were established (described in sections 130. and 134.)

The French felt that the renunciation of neutrality inherent in the Jay treaty was a betrayal of the alliance that had existed since the American Revolution. At least partly because of this treaty, the French unleashed their warships and privateers on American commercial shipping, beginning what is often referred to as the Quasi War. On the pretext that they carried property belonging to the British, with whom France was at war, hundreds of American ships were detained and many were carried into French ports and their cargoes sold.

The French Revolutionary government expressed its displeasure over the Jay treaty, and expelled U.S. Minister Charles Pinckney. A commission sent in 1795 by the president and Congress to resolve the problems between the two nations was informed that they would not be received by French governmental officials until they offered suitable bribes. French Foreign Minister Charles-Maurice de Talleyrand was implicated in this affair, which was considered an insult to the United States.

The Quasi War was an undeclared naval war with the French. From 1798 the newly launched American frigates and American warships cruised primarily in the Caribbean, where most of the American commercial shipping losses occurred. These ships defeated two French frigates, captured more than 100 privateers, and recovered more than seventy U.S. commercial ships. Declared war was only narrowly averted. The Quasi War extended until 1801, having been brought to a close by the Convention of 1800.
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The domestic arms situation, and the international tensions described previously, resulted in a congressional authorization for funds on April 12, 1794, for the procurement of both domestic and foreign arms.

Because of the deteriorating international situation between the United States and France, the U.S. minister to Great Britain was given in excess of $100,000 in 1794 and 1795 for the purchase of arms and cannon. Nothing is known of the U.S. minister's negotiations in London for arms, and no arms were received until 1799, when the military situation in Europe had somewhat stabilized, with the end of the French Revolutionary Wars.

In 1799 and 1800 several thousand English muskets and carbines, and additional thousands of other European muskets, were received from Europe. These arms were apparently purchased with the funds given the U.S. minister to Great Britain in 1795. In a separate purchase from the English firm of Thomas & John Ketland, the U.S. government procured several thousand much-needed musket and rifle locks. Finally, a single lot of imported Hanoverian muskets was purchased by U.S. Purveyor of Public Supplies Tench Coxe in 1808.

These three procurement actions of imported arms and parts by the U.S. government are described here.

BRITISH MUSKETS                          105.1

In 1799 and 1800 a total of 9,440 British muskets were imported into Philadelphia and placed in storage at the Schuylkill Arsenal there. At least some of them were shipped to Harpers Ferry Armory in 1800 or early 1801, as an inventory of arms in storage there dated April 6, 1801, states there were two lots of British muskets on hand. One lot consisted of 547 muskets and is believed to have been the imported muskets. The other lot of 450 British muskets may have remained from the Revolutionary War.

Available records do not indicate the model of muskets imported. Some English and American authorities agree that they were either of the Long or Short Land patterns. They believe it unlikely the British would have sent India pattern muskets, which had been adopted as the regulation British infantry musket only two years previously, in 1797. However, there is a growing body of evidence indicating that these arms may have been early India pattern muskets procured by the British government. One noted authority on British military arms, D. W. Bailey, states that, until 1804, the British Ordnance intended to return to the production of the higher-quality land pattern musket. In 1802 an attempt was made to begin to begin production of the New Land Pattern series. This was curtailed by the renewal of the Napoleonic Wars in 1804. It is, therefore, very possible that the British Ordnance was willing to export India pattern muskets to the United States in the 1799–1800 period.

At least some of these muskets were stamped “US” after their importation. On August 23, 1800, Military Storekeeper Jonathan Harris, at Schuylkill Arsenal, certified a bill presented by James B. Nicholson: “To cleaning, repairing, and stamping 400 English muskets at 20 cts each.” There are a very few early India pattern muskets with “US” markings in American collections.

The navy was issued 500 British muskets from Harpers Ferry Armory in 1805. These muskets were described as having 39″ barrels, which is the barrel length of the India pattern musket, not of land pattern muskets. For this reason, these muskets are described and illustrated in Section 138.3, “Short British Ship Musket.”

Known Imports of British Muskets, 1799–1800



	Delivery Date
	 
	Quantity



	Apr. 20, 1799
	127 chests of arms received from London. Ship unknown. On this date, 125 chests containing “2,440 English muskets & Comp.” were received by Jonathan Harris, military storekeeper at Schuylkill Arsenal. On May 28, 1799, Treasury Dept. Warrant No. 9,755 was made out to Peter Blight for shipping expenses.
	2.4401, 2



	May 27, 1800
	Received 2,000 English muskets, which arrived on the ship Washington from London. They were delivered to Harris at Schuylkill Arsenal on this date, and their accountability transferred to the “General Account of Stores” on July 30, 1800.
	2,0001, 3



	Oct. 7, 1800
	Received 75 cases containing “1,500 English muskets,” which arrived on the ship Adriana from London, under the command of Captain Fletcher. Delivered to Harris at Schuylkill Arsenal on October 8, 1800.
	1,5001



	Oct. 30, 1800
	On this date, Harris at Schuylkill Arsenal took delivery of 1,499 “English Muskets.” Fifteen hundred muskets, in 75 cases, were received from London aboard the ship Susannah, under the command of Captain Shallcross. A subsequent count of the arms substantiated the 1,500 figure as correct.
	1,5001, 2, 3



	Nov. 26, 1800
	Received 100 cases containing 2,000 British “Tower Muskets” imported from London on the ships Johanna and Maria. The receipt for these arms was signed by Ebenezer Stevens, agent for the War Department at Philadelphia.
	2.0001, 3



	Total
	 
	9,440




 

1 U.S. Archives: RG45 E378, “Daybook of Military and Naval Supplies Received and Delivered at Philadelphia, January 1797-May, 1801.”

2 Major James E. Hicks, U.S. Military Firearms, 1776–1956, Notes on U.S. Ordnance, 1, 15.

3 U.S. Archives: RG92 E2117, “Quartermaster General, Consolidated Correspondence File, 1794–1920.”

 

Many of the 9,440 British muskets imported from 1799 to 1800 remained in storage at Schuylkill Arsenal for several years. In 1810, 5,523 were still in storage there. In June 1815, 5,025 British muskets in storage at Schuylkill Arsenal were sold to arms merchant William Crammond. The muskets were resold for use in the Caribbean islands and South America.

BRITISH CARBINES          105.2

[image: images]

Plate 105.2-A This post–Revolutionary War, “US”-marked British artillery carbine was issued by the federal government to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts sometime after 1812. It was one of fifty-seven British carbines sent from Massachusetts to Maine in 1822. It has a .65 caliber barrel, which is 37″ long and is 571/2″ overall. The ramrod and upper sling swivel are missing from this particular example. (Photo-graph courtesy of the Maine State Museum.)

In addition to the 9,440 muskets previously listed, sixty British carbines were imported in the shipment of April 20, 1799. No British carbines in American collections have been positively identified as being one of these. They probably were one of the following configurations: 1756 light dragoon carbine, horseman's carbine, Royal Artillery carbine, or Elliott carbine. These carbines had relatively short barrels, ranging from 28 ”to 38″, and would most likely be described as “carbines” by storekeepers of the early 19th century. Other arms, described by the British as “carbines,” had 42″ barrels and are more likely to have been described in the United States as “muskets” or “fusils.”

Elliott carbines stamped “US” are known in American collections. The same is true of Royal Artillery carbines made after the American Revolution. At least two “US” marked Royal Artillery carbines are known, which were issued by the federal government to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts under the terms of the U.S. Militia Act of 1808, at some time between 1813 and 1822. This merely establishes U.S. ownership prior to that time; the carbines may have been among those imported, or they may have been captured during the War of 1812.

The sixty British carbines imported in 1799 were listed in the February 15, 1805, inventory of arms at Schuylkill Arsenal as being in “serviceable” condition. The November 10, 1810, inventory of that arsenal listed them as “want cleaning & repairing,” and their number had increased to 110. An 1814 inventory of arms at Schuylkill Arsenal listed 170 carbines. On June 11 of that year, Commissary General Callender Irvine wrote Ordnance Major George Bomford at Albany, who had apparently requested that Model 1807 Springfield Indian carbines be sent for use by cavalry in New York, “The [Model 1807 Indian] Carbines are at Springfield subject to the orders of the Comy Genl of Ordnance. On reflection, we have 170 excellent English made Carbines in store near this city [Philadelphia]—I will order them to be forwarded to Albany.” The English carbines probably were sent to Albany, as they were not included in subsequent inventories of Schuylkill Arsenal.

UNIDENTIFIED FEDERAL PERIOD IMPORTED MUSKETS 105.3

In addition to the 9,500 British muskets and carbines imported in 1799 and 1800, 6,500 muskets were imported from Hamburg and from other unknown ports by the U.S. government.

As previously stated, nothing is known of the negotiations regarding the procurement of muskets by the U.S. minister to Great Britain. As explained in Volume I, the British Ordnance ordered muskets from Hamburg in 1799 through the British purchasing agent there, a Major Miller. After a sample had been received, Miller was instructed to purchase as many as he could for 27 shillings each.

Also in 1799 a British Ordnance contract with merchant Le Mesurier for 20,000 muskets was increased to 30,000 muskets. It is not known where Le Mesurier was located. It is doubted that this firm was in Liège, because the French had placed a ban on the export of all weapons except to French-occupied Holland in 1797.

These contracts for the procurement of muskets from continental Europe may have been coincidental with the muskets imported into America shortly there-after, or they may have been the contracts for those arms. Until further information regarding these contracts is uncovered, any connection made between the two is speculative. The available information regarding the import of these muskets follows.

Imports of Unidentified Muskets in 1799



	Date
	Imports
	Quantity



	Aug. 31
	On this date, “475 Brass mounted muskets” were received by Military Storekeeper Harris at Schuylkill Arsenal from the military agent in Philadelphia, Jeremiah Yellot. On Sept. 30, Treasury Dept. Warrant No. 132, in favor of Jeremiah Yellot, was issued for “480 muskets from Hamburg.” It is probable that all 480 were imported, but five may not have been transferred to Schuylkill Arsenal.
	4801,2,3



	Sept. 12
	175 casks containing 3,500 “muskets from Hamburg” arrived on the ship Trooper. They were received by the military agent in New York, Ebenezer Stevens, from James and Ebenezer Watson, also in New York. Treasury Dept. Warrant No. 295, dated Nov. 20, was made out to James and Ebenezer Watson for shipping expenses.
	3,5001,2,3



	Nov. 1
	40 cases, containing 800 muskets, were delivered to Ebenezer Stevens, military agent in New York, by James and Ebenezer Watson. Accountability was transferred from J. & E. Watson to the “General Account of Stores” on Mar. 14, 1800.
	8001,3



	Nov. 10
	86 cases, each containing 20 muskets, were delivered to Ebenezer Stevens, military agent in New York from J. &. E. Watson. Accountability was transferred from J. & E. Watson to the “General Account of Stores” on May 3, 1800.
	1,7201,3



	Total
	 
	6,500




1U.S. Archives: RG45 E378, “Daybook of Military & Naval Supplies Received and Delivered at Philadelphia, January 1797-May, 1801.”

2Hicks, Major James E., U.S. Military Firearms, 1776–1956, Notes on U.S. Ordnance, 1, 15.

3U.S. Archives: RG 92 E2117, “Quartermaster General, Consolidated Correspondence File, 1794–1920.”

In summary, it is known that 480 brass-mounted muskets from Hamburg were imported into Philadelphia and that 475 of them were placed into storage at the Schuylkill Arsenal on September 12, 1799. On the same date another 3,500 muskets from Hamburg were imported at New York. An additional 2,520 imported muskets of unknown origin were delivered to the military agent in New York on November 1 and 10, 1799.

The first two shipments total 3,980 muskets, which are known to have been imported from Hamburg. It might be speculated that the last two shipments were from the same source because the same parties were involved in their importation. It is probable that J. & E. Watson were either merchants or private import agents.

It appears that all of these muskets were shipped to Harpers Ferry Armory prior to December 1805. Those that had been received at Schuylkill had been sent prior to February 11, 1801, as an inventory of that arsenal on that date did not include these muskets. They were subsequently described by the storekeeper at Harpers Ferry as “German Muskets.” In 1810, 6,120 were still there.

These muskets are not the same as the Hanoverian muskets purchased by Tench Coxe from John Ginock in 1808–1809. That purchase is discussed in Section 105.9.

No documentary evidence has been located that identifies any of these arms. All that is known is that: (1) at least some of them were brass-mounted; (2) they looked Germanic enough to be classified as “German muskets” by the military storekeepers who saw them; and (3) at least some of them were imported from Hamburg. Based on limited circumstantial facts, it has been speculated that these muskets may have been Dutch (Type IV) muskets.1 This is a tentative identification, and should not be accepted as factual.

This speculation is based on the following:
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Plate 105.3-A Available information suggests that at least some of the 6,500 “brass mounted muskets” and “muskets from Hamburg” imported into the United States in 1799 may have been Dutch (Type IV) muskets. The salient features of the (Type IV) musket, which differentiate it from earlier Dutch arms, are its convex-surfaced lockplate and cock, the external pan bridle, and either three or four brass barrel bands. Complete descriptions of Dutch (Type IV) arms are in Volume I.

1. The known political situation in Europe.

2. A large quantity of muskets “taken from the Dutch arsenals” are known to have been available for commercial sale by New York and Boston merchants at this time.

3. The period of manufacture of Dutch (Type IV) muskets.

4. They are brass-mounted, as were some of the imported arms.

5. Their appearance is such that they could be referred to as “German muskets” by military storekeepers of the early 19th century. However, at least one military storekeeper correctly identified them as Dutch arms. An April 1805 inventory of arms at Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania, included “487 New Dutch Arms.”

 

In the summer of 1794 the French Revolutionary army overran Liège and much of Holland, including Maastricht, Rotterdam, and Amsterdam. On January 15, 1795, Holland's head of state, the Prince of Orange, fled to England. In the ensuing Treaty of the Hague, the Dutch States General ceded the provinces of Flanders, Maastricht, Venlo, and part of Walcheren with Flushing to France.

[image: images]

Plate 105.3-B Most Dutch (Type IV) muskets are 58 “to 59″ overall and have 425/8″ to 431/2″ barrels with .75 caliber bores. The convex-surfaced, reverse “S”-shaped side plate is typical of these arms.

On October 17, 1797, Austria signed a treaty with France at Campo Formio. Under the terms of this treaty, Emperor Francis of Austria renounced all claims to the Austrian Netherlands in return for lands in the Italian provinces of Venetia and Dalmatia. Holland would remain part of France until 1815.

During the French occupation, all of Liège and Holland's trade in military goods with Great Britain was prohibited. Much of Holland's trade was directed to the neutral, independent North Sea port of Hamburg. This effectively cut off Great Britain's traditional sources of arms from the continent. The limited available information suggests that the conquering French sold the muskets to arms merchants to finance their military campaigns. These merchants ultimately arranged for their sale to the Americans.

[image: images]

Plate 105.4-C Dutch (Type IV) carbines are only slightly shorter than contemporary Dutch muskets. They are usually 54 “to 55″ overall and have barrels ranging from 391/8″ to 403/4″ long. Due to their length, they may well have been listed as “muskets” in contemporary American documents. Various known examples have bores ranging from .675 “to .712″ in diameter. Most examples have three barrel bands. The upper band is the two-ring, extended-length type illustrated here. (Photograph courtesy of Mrs. Jean Moore.)

It is of interest to note that Hamburg achieved its independence in 1783 under the Treaty of Paris, which also ended the American Revolution.

Dutch (Type IV) muskets are distinguished from earlier Dutch flintlock muskets in that they have convex-surfaced lockplates and cocks and are equipped with three or four barrel bands. An empirical study of several of (Type IV) muskets suggests that some muskets were made at the time of the American Revolution and that a substantial number of generally similar muskets were produced after that war. Unfortunately, many 20th-century arms students and authors have erroneously attributed all of these muskets to American Revolutionary War usage.

IMPORTED KETLAND LOCKS       105.7

The small arms manufacturing industry in the United States was in its infancy at the end of the 18th century. It was ill prepared to produce some of the components of the thousands of muskets, rifles, and pistols that were required by the federal government from the mid-1790s.

There were few gunsmiths in the United States capable of manufacturing all of the components of the finished musket, and no U.S. gunsmith of this period could produce the significant number of arms required for government contracts if he had to fabricate all of the components. Following the British precedent of supplying components to the gunmakers who “set up,” or assembled, muskets in the vicinity of the Tower of London, the U.S. government supplied components to the U.S. contractors of 1794 and, on a very limited basis, to some of the contractors of 1798 and 1808. The contracts of 1798 and 1808 were for the manufacture of complete muskets.

The U.S. government had large quantities of most components on hand to issue to the contractors. Some of these components had been imported during the Revolution; others had been cannibalized from arms too damaged to repair or rebuild. Still others had been procured by contract with American gunmakers (see Section 139., “1794 U.S. Contract Muskets”).

The great scarcity in the mid-1790s was the most complex part of the arm (and therefore the most difficult to fabricate in the small shops of the American contractors): the lock. Unable to obtain sufficient quantities of locks within the United States, the government turned to an English company, Thomas & John Ketland, which maintained a sales office in Philadelphia. This company also had offices in London and in Birmingham, England. The Ketland company often subcontracted the fabrication of the arms and components it sold under its own name to several lock, barrel, and gunmakers in Birmingham.

The letter ordering these locks was signed by Tench Francis, purveyor of public supplies:

Philadelphia 28 Sept 1795

Mr. John Ketland

Si,

On receipt of this be pleased to order your house in England to prepare and ship for this place or New York Three Thousand rifle locks and screws and Three Thousand Mosquet [sic] locks and screws agreeable in every respect to the patterns furnished. All their parts to be hardened, and on the plates United States must be neatly stamped.…You will be pleased to remember that this is my first attempt to procure goods from the Fountain Head, and that you are to expect very considerable orders from me in [the] future, if you use me as I am confident you will.

With great respect, I am sir
Your most Ob Servt
Tench Francis, Purveyor

Ketland Musket and Rifle Locks Deposited in Schuylkill Arsenal1



	Date of Entry in Arsenal Accounts
	Musket Locks
	Rifle Locks



	Feb. 24, 1797
	1,518
	414



	June 3, 1797
	228
	84



	Nov. 14, 1797
	1,332
	225



	Apr. 15, 1799
	—
	252



	June 29, 1799
	—
	516



	Aug. 5, 1800
	—
	1,5502



	Total
	3,078
	3,041




1U.S. Archives: RG45 E378, “Daybook of Military and Naval Supplies Received and Delivered at Philadelphia, January 1797-May, 1801.”

2Two cases, containing 864 and 687 locks respectively, were imported aboard the ship Washington. The total of the locks in these cases and that of the Ketland & Co. invoice both agree that 1,551 locks were imported in this shipment. The arsenal records of Military Storekeeper Jonathan Harris indicate that he received only 1,550 locks.

 

The musket locks were issued to U.S. contractors of muskets and are believed to have been used in many of the muskets delivered from 1797 by the U.S. contractors of 1794 and by the contractors of 1796 ship muskets. At least one musket made by McCormick under his U.S. contract of 1798 is known equipped with a Ketland musket lock. There is no known use of these locks by the U.S. contractors of 1808.

The Ketland rifle locks purchased by the United States have been observed on rifles contracted by Purveyor of Public Supplies Israel Whelen for the Indian Department. They have also been observed on U.S. contract ship pistols and horsemen's pistols.

KETLAND MUSKET LOCK        105.71

[image: images]

Plate 105.71-A Ketland musket locks, marked “UNITED STATES” at the tail, are only generally similar to French Model 1763 and Model 1766 locks. The cock is taller, and its pear-shaped jaw screw is slotted only. The frizzen's front face is convex-surfaced, and the frizzen spring's fleur-de-lis finial is flat-surfaced. (Arthur F. Nehrbass Collection.)

[image: images]

Plate 105.71-B “KETLAND” is stamped internally below the pan. The configurations of the rear of the pan flange and the mainspring's finial differ from those of French muskets. (Arthur F. Nehrbass Collection.)

Lockplate: The rear profile of the 73/8″ by 11/4″, flat, bevel-edged lockplate ends in a projecting point.

Cock: The 35/8″ flat, bevel-edged cock has a heart-shaped hole in its reinforced throat. The rear profile of the tang is not continuous with that of the body, and the top of the tang is rounded. The jaw screw's head is slotted only.

Pan: The horizontal, faceted pan is not integral with the lockplate, and it has a fence.

Frizzen: The 2 “by 1″ frizzen has a rounded top profile. The front face is convex-surfaced, and its tail is curled upward.

Frizzen Spring: The upper leaf curves slightly upward. The lower leaf ends in a flattened fleur-de-lis finial. The outer edges of both leaves are beveled.

Other: The cock screw has a convex-surfaced head. The frizzen and frizzen spring screws have convex-surfaced filister heads.

Markings:

Exterior: The lockplate is stamped “UNITED” and “STATES” in two vertical arcs behind the cock.

Interior: The lockplate is stamped “KETLAND” below the pan.

KETLAND RIFLE LOCK

[image: images]

Plate 105.72-A This is an example of the Ketland “UNITED STATES”-marked rifle lock that has the Ketland markings stamped in block letters. Other examples have these markings engraved in script. (James M. Wertenberger Collection.)

  105.72

Two slightly different rifle locks were furnished under this contract. One had a 63/16″ by 1″ lockplate with “KETLAND & CO” stamped in block letters. The other had a 61/8″ by 15/16″ plate with “KETLAND” over “& Co.” engraved in script. It is speculated that these differences were caused by Ketland subcontracting the manufacture of these locks to more than one English lockmaker.

Lockplate: The rear profile of the flat, bevel-edged plate ends in a projecting point. There are two vertical decorative grooves behind the cock.

Cock: The 27/8″ goose-neck cock has a flat, bevel-edged body. The rear profile of the tang does not continue that of the body, and the top of the tang curls rearward. The rear face of the top jaw bears against the front face of the wide tang. The jaw screw's spherical head is slotted but does not have a lateral hole.

Pan: The horizontal, round-bottomed pan is integral with the lockplate and has a fence.

Frizzen: The 13/4″ by 7/8″ frizzen has a rounded top profile. The front face has a vertical medial ridge with a decorative facet at the top. The tail is curled upward.

Frizzen Spring: The upper leaf curves downward slightly. The lower leaf ends in a fleur-de-lis finial. The outer edges of both leaves are beveled.

Other: The cock screw has a flat-surfaced head with beveled edges. The frizzen and frizzen spring screws have partially recessed, convex-surfaced heads.

Markings:

Exterior: The lockplate is stamped or engraved, forward of the cock, “KETLAND,” “&Co.” in two horizontal lines. “UNITED” and “STATES” is stamped in two vertical arcs behind the cock. The plate and cock have single-line border engraving, and the cock screw has decorative cuts in its surface.

Interior: The initials “FK” are stamped beneath the pan of some examples.

HANOVERIAN MUSKETS          105.9

In 1808, possibly to augment the supply of muskets at less than one-half the price currently being paid for American-made muskets, U.S. Purveyor of Public Supplies Tench Coxe purchased a quantity of Hanoverian muskets. On April 8 he wrote the secretary of war:

Mr. [Thomas] Palmer, a gunsmith [and inspector], has viewed a number of the arms, and set out six of them. I have also viewed them. They are understood to be arms captured from the Hanoverian line of their army. The bore is probably for an European ounce ball, being slightly larger than ours. The mountings are brass. The Arms generally large and strong. The Stocks a little bruised. In general the Arms appear good & well worth the money to be supplied in Forts for Artillery men, who from their detached positions and practice are not likely to form in large Corps. It is my intention, if you approve the purchase at $5.50 for the above purpose, to fix on a few of them in good order and condition and to settle the matter so that the arms to be received shall be in or shall be put into equal good condition, or be rejected.

In the present state of things or at any time, these Arms would be well worth the purchase in my judgement & under the views I have presented.

On June 29 and October 6, 1808, Tench Co2 a total of $3,423 on account of arms. The arms must have been delivered to Schuylkill Arsenal before August 7, as on that date Gincock wrote military storekeeper George Ingals, directing him to issue unspecified quantities of these muskets to Frederick Goetz for repair. Between August 19, 1808, and December 30, 1808, Goetz and Carl W. Westphal repaired 929 Hanoverian muskets. On January 10, 1809, Coxe paid Ginock the “balance due on 2,075 Hanoverian muskets with bayonets complete at $5.50. Total Value $11,412.50.” It appears that forty additional muskets were without bayonets, because in January 1810 Coxe paid Winner & Co., a U.S. musket contractor, “for making 40 bayonets for Hanoverian muskets at $1 each.” On February 6, 1810, a final payment was made by Coxe to Ginock for forty Hanoverian muskets “with bayonets by Winner & Co. at $5.50 each.”

An inventory taken of the arms at Schuylkill Arsenal in November 1810 included 2,115 German muskets as “unfit for service.” The reason for this classification was given by Superintendent of Military Stores Callender Irvine in a letter dated November 12, 1810, which accompanied this inventory, to Secretary of War William Eustis: “The great objection to them in my mind is their great weight and the largeness of their calibers. Great inconvenience must result in the field, when muskets are used of various calibers. Some of them, if put in complete repair, might answer for Garrison Service, but they can never be used in the field.”

The shortage of arms caused by the War of 1812 caused Callender Irvine to issue a few of these muskets in 1813. On May 25, Irvine wrote Ingals: “An order will issue tomorrow or Monday for one hundred stands of Muskets, accoutrements, & c. for a detachment of Jersey Militia on the Delaware. Get Mr. Wickham to select one or two hundred stands of the Hanoverian Muskets, purchased by the late Purveyor of Public Supplies, to meet the above order.”

The remaining Hanoverian muskets and a few German muskets remaining from the Revolutionary War were among the muskets at Schuylkill Arsenal sold to William Crammond in 1815. On June 13, the military storekeeper wrote Irvine that he had delivered 2,060 German muskets, and 92 German muskets were ready for delivery to Crammond. At about the same time, Crammond was purchasing muskets in storage at Springfield Armory, for resale in Central and South America.

Who John Ginock was, and how these muskets—which were the Hanoverian regulation Model 1766 and Model 1767 muskets—came into his possession is unknown.

George III of England was also the Elector of Hanover. Because of this, Hanover was allied with England against France in the French Revolutionary Wars, which took place between 1793 and 1795. Hanover was forced into neutrality by the Treaty of Basel in 1795. In 1801, Hanover was occupied by Prussian troops for a few months. From June 1803 to the end of the Napoleonic Wars, Hanover was occupied by the French army. It has been reported that, after conquering Hanover in 1800, Napoleon had the Hanoverian muskets distributed to other allied states. I believe it more likely that the Hanoverian muskets, like the Dutch muskets confiscated by Napoleon's army, were sold to raise funds to continue his military campaigns. It is possible, therefore, that some of these muskets found their way to America by way of European or American merchants.

Less than a dozen Hanoverian muskets are known to have survived in various American public and private collections, and a single musket has survived in the Museum Am Hofer in Hanover. The reason so few exist in American collections is probably that 2,060 “German muskets” in Schuylkill Arsenal were sold by Commissary General of Military Stores Callender Irvine to arms merchant William Crammond in June 1815. Contemporary correspondence indicates these muskets were to be used “for arming the blacks” in Santo Domingo.

The barrels of Hanoverian muskets were stamped with the “fir tree” proof mark of the Hanoverian inspector during this period, Gottfried Sigismund Tanner. The fir tree (“tanne” in German) is a pun on his name. Gottfried Tanner was the son of Johan Casimir Tanner, who served at Herzberg from 1738 until his death in 1764 as inspector and chief armaments officer.

The various observed and reported Hanoverian muskets are generally similar to each other, but some of their components differ in detail. As is described in Volume I, Model 1767 muskets have flat, bevel-edged lockplates. The locks of Model 1766 muskets are convex-surfaced behind the cock. There are also variations in the ramrod thimbles, which may be attributed to the adoption of a new, cylindrical-headed ramrod by Hanover in 1778. Because only one musket with a convex-surfaced lockplate has been examined (and this had been percussion-altered during the Civil War and restocked), a composite description of the Hanoverian Model 1767 musket is presented here. These muskets' locks are engraved with the cipher of George III not as King of England but as Elector of Hanover. This cipher is a crown over “GR” in intertwined script. It is the same as is found on Hanoverian flags and polearms of the period.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Caliber: .75.

Overall Length: 583/4″ to 591/16″.

Finish: Bright.

Brass Components: Butt plate, side plate, trigger guard, ramrod thimbles, and forend cap.
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Plate 105.9-A The Hanoverian Model 1767 musket has a flat-surfaced lock and pin-fastened barrel. The upper sling swivel is missing from this example. (Jay Forman Collection.)

Production Period:

Model 1766: Produced in 1766 only.

Model 1767: Manufactured from 1767 to the early 1790s.

Quantity Procured (by U.S. government): 2,115.

BARREL

Length: 437/8″ to 44″.

Contour: Round, tapering in decreasing diameter to the flat-crowned muzzle. There are baluster rings at the breech and at the lower ramrod thimble. There is a flat on the right side of the breech. The barrel has underlugs for lateral retaining pins and the upper sling swivel screw.

Muzzle Extension: 31/8″ to 33/8″.

Bore: Bore diameters of various examples vary from .762″ to .775″.

Breech Tang: The 21/8″ by 5/8″ tang has a rounded end.

Front Sight: The 7/8″ by 1/16″ oval front sight blade is brazed to the top of the barrel 3″ behind the muzzle.

Bayonet Lug: The rectangular lug is brazed to the underside of the barrel, 11/4″ behind the muzzle.

LOCK

Lockplate: The rear profile of the 6″ to 61/8″ by 13/16″ to 11/4″, flat, bevel-edged lockplate ends in a poorly defined projecting point.
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Plate 105.9-B The crown over intertwined “GR” in script at the lockplate's tail is the cipher of George III of England, not as King of England but as Elector of Hanover. The profile of the cock's “S”-shaped body is squared, rather than gracefully rounded, and the frizzen spring finial is flat-surfaced. (Robert Nittolo Collection.)

Cock: The 35/16″ goose-neck cock has a flat body with beveled edges. The tang's rear profile does not continue that of the body, and it is curled forward at the top. The top jaws of some examples have a shallow vertical groove in the rear, which encloses the front and part of the sides of the tangs. Other top jaws have a flat at the rear, which bears against the front face of the tang. The heads of the jaw screws are in the form of a flattened sphere and are slotted only.

Pan: The horizontal, faceted pan is not integral with the lockplate. It has a fence and an external bridle to support the frizzen screw.

Frizzen: The 13/4″ by 11/2″ frizzen has a rounded top profile. The front face has a vertical medial ridge. The top profile of the pan cover section is almost straight, and the tail is curled upward.

Frizzen Spring: The upper leaf is straight, and the curve at the front encloses the end of the front sidescrew. The outer edges of the leaves are beveled, and the lower leaf ends in a long, flat-surfaced, fleur-de-lis finial.

FURNITURE

Trigger and Guard Assembly: The trigger is suspended from a lateral pin, downward through a slot in the trigger plate. The 7/8″-wide guard bow is integral with its extensions, and various examples are 115/8″ to 121/8″ overall. The faceted-surfaced, pointed-end extensions are retained by two convex-headed wood screws at the rear and by a lateral pin through an integral lug at the front.

Butt Plate: The 41/2″ by 2″ sheet brass butt plate is curved forward at the heel to form the 4″ pointed tang. This plate is secured by two highly convex-headed screws at the rear and by two convex-headed screws in the tang. The butt's rear profile is straight, and its surface is slightly convex.

Side Plate: The 511/16″ convex-surfaced side plate has a modified “L”-shaped profile, with a diamond-shaped rearward extension. This tail is secured by a convex-headed wood screw.

[image: images]

Plate 105.9-D The Hanoverian Model 1766 musket is generally similar to the Model 1767, but Model 1766 has a convex-surfaces lockplate and cock. Apparently, very few Hanoverian Model 1766 muskets were imported into the United States, as only one percussion-altered example with American Provenance is known. (Copyright Armémuseum, Stockholm, Sweden, AM4323.)

Ramrod Thimbles: Two distinct styles of ramrod thimbles have been noted. Both styles have faceted exposed surfaces.

First Style:

Upper: This 31/8″ thimble has a flared mouth.

Upper Middle: This 25/16″ thimble is funnel-shaped.

Lower Middle: This barrel-style thimble is 11/2″ long.

Lower: This 41/2″ barrel-style thimble has a pointed finial.

Second Style:

Upper: This 4″ funnel-shaped thimble has a flared mouth.

Upper Middle and Lower Middle: These 23/8″ funnel-shaped thimbles have flared mouths.

Lower: This 43/4″ barrel-style thimble has a pointed finial.

Forend Cap: The 11/2″ cap is secured by a brass rivet from the bottom.

Sling Swivels: The swivels were missing from all observed examples. They had been suspended from lateral screws through the front branch of the guard bow and through the forestock, above the upper middle thimble.

Ramrod: The 433/4″ steel ramrod has a trumpet head.

STOCK

Wood: Oil-finished walnut.

Length: 551/4″ to 553/4″.

Comb: The nose of the 81/2″ comb is 3/4″ high. Flutes extend 51/2″ rearward from both sides of the nose.

Other: There are raised flats on both sides of the breech and a swell at the lower ramrod thimble.

MARKINGS

Barrel: The barrel is stamped with small figures resembling fir trees in the upper left breech quadrant. The bayonet stud of one example is also stamped with the “fir tree” mark. These are the marks of Gottfried Sigismund Tanner, Hanoverian inspector at Herzberg.

[image: images]

Plate 105.9-C The barrel is stamped with the fir tree mark of Gottfried Sigismund Tanner, Hanoverian inspector at Herzberg Manufactory. The distinctive side plate is secured by a wood screw at the rear. (Robert Nittolo Collection.)

Lock: The tail of the lockplate is engraved with a royal cipher consisting of a crown over “GR” in intertwined script. The bottom of this cipher is to the rear. Lockplates of various examples are also stamped with cartouches containing raised letters between the leaves of the frizzen spring. These letters, presumed to be initials, include “PN” over “K,” and “HP” over “K.” Similar cartouches, with different initials, are stamped inside the lockplate, below the pan.

Breech Tang: Examples are known engraved with numerals such as “2,” “19,” and “109.”

Regimental Markings: All known examples are marked with the units to which the muskets were issued. These markings are usually engraved into the top of the barrel, but one example has this engraved into the rear trigger guard extension. Examples are “R4:CXI:N28” and “.:R.ll 2.B.C4.N.29:..”

Butt Plate Tangs: Regimental numbers are also engraved into the butt plate of some examples. These usually are different from the regimental markings noted previously, but one example appears to have an abbreviation of its barrel marking. An example of the identification engraved into butt plate tangs is “2d•Rt•G•B.”



1 Eighteenth-century Dutch flintlock muskets are discussed in detail in Volume I of this work.

2 This name is also spelled “Ginok,” “Genock,” and “Genark” in various contemporary records.





1792 U.S. CONTRACT ARMY
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The defeat of General Arthur St. Claire and most of the American army by the Miami Indians under Little Turtle in November 1791 resulted in national recognition of the necessity of a standing federal army to defend the western frontiers. On October 24, 1791, Congress approved “An Act for Making further and more effective Provisions for the Protection of the Frontiers of the United States.” This act was designed to strengthen the army in order to deal more effectively with the several Indian tribes and Indian nations on the then-western frontiers of the young country. It also provided for raising three additional regiments for a maximum of three years, or “the said three regiments shall be discharged as soon as the United States is at peace with the Indian tribes.”

Under the powers of this act, the president reorganized the army and created a task force, called The Legion of the United States, composed of 5,120 officers and men under the command of Major General Anthony Wayne, to deal with Indians. This legion was composed of four sublegions, each of which, in addition to regular infantry, had four rifle companies. Each rifle company had eighty-two privates, or riflemen, and the remaining thirteen personnel were officers, N.C.O.s, and a bugler. A total of 1,312 rifles was required to arm the eighty-two riflemen in each of the sixteen rifle companies within the legion.

PROCUREMENT AND ISSUE PERIODS

There were two distinct periods of purchase and issue of the 1792 contract army rifle. In order to distinguish between them, they will be referred to as the “first issue” and “second issue” in this text. There is no known difference in the details of the arms as a result of these two procurement periods.

The “first issue” rifles were procured specifically to arm Wayne's legion. The second issue rifles were procured for the same reasons given for the 1794 U.S. musket contracts, the authorization to purchase arms abroad, and for the establishment of the national armories: to provide a reserve of rifles for the regular army, because a 1793 inventory of arms showed the reserves of arms in U.S. arsenals to be dangerously low.

PROCUREMENT

FIRST ISSUE PROCUREMENT

The initial procurement of rifles was authorized by Secretary of War Henry Knox in a January 4, 1792, letter to General Edward Hand,1 at Lancaster, Pennsylvania:

I have just received your letter of the 1st instant, together with the proposals of the manufacturers.

As no time is to be lost, on this occasion, do embrace the offer respecting the rifle guns at twelve dollars—you will therefore pledge to enter into a written agreement with them, for five hundred certain, to be paid for in this city, on your certification of having received one hundred of each hundred.

As you are experienced in this business, I shall take the liberty of relying solely on your inspection and judgement of them.…

Although five hundred is mentioned, I wish the number of one thousand could be made, at Lancaster, so as all are to be delivered as early as possible, not exceeding however the fifth of May, in parcels of a hundred each.

 

The “manufacturers” referred to were the riflemakers of Lancaster, Pennsylvania.

On January 13, General Hand wrote Secretary of War Knox that he had received Knox's letter of the fourth “which I immediately communicated to the gunsmiths. In consequence, the barrel makers have been set to work and the gunsmiths, that they might not be idle until a supply of barrels can be obtained, are busy in preparing mountings, locks, ram rods, and next week they intend to finish some rifles.” Hand also added that he had established a barrel length of 441/2 and a bore diameter of 45 balls to the pound, or about .47 caliber.

On February 4, Knox wrote to Hand that he had received a pattern rifle and noted many changes he wanted made. This information is presented under “Configurations of 1792 U.S. Contract Rifles,” later in this section. Knox also wrote that he had let a contract for 300 rifles at Reading, Pennsylvania, and another contract for 300 rifles at Philadelphia.

By the end of April only 270 rifles had been delivered, but production increased over the next few weeks. A May 16 letter from Hand to the secretary of war reflected his optimism: “I have the best reason to assure you that you can have the number now on hand augmented to 1130, perhaps a few more, by 1st July in Lancaster and York Counties, and those of a superior quality.”

As will be noted in the accompanying schedule of known deliveries, almost all of the 1,477 rifles fabricated under this first issue were received in 1792, although the last recorded warrant for payment was not issued until May 1793.

SECOND ISSUE PROCUREMENT

The procurement of the second issue rifles was initiated long before Congress authorized the funds in April 1794. Prior to the congressional authorization for 2,000 rifles, the secretary of war was thinking in terms of smaller quantities. On August 9, 1793, Knox wrote Hand: “Permit me so far as to trespass on your kindness as to request you to make the inquiry whether the public could have one thousand good rifles made at Lancaster and its vicinity, at what price, and how short a time. Perhaps the contract, if we could obtain one upon proper conditions, might be extended to one thousand and five hundred.”

In December 1793 the Treasury Department's Revenue Office was placed in charge of arms procurement. On January 11, 1794, Tench Francis, an agent of that office, wrote General Hand: “As agent For The Public, I want one thousand rifles which I request you will procure for me.” General Hand ordered these rifles from the gunmakers of Lancaster and York counties. The Lancaster orders were placed on February 7, 1794. The records indicate that 2,000 rifles were accepted and that the last deliveries were made in November 1794.

Known Deliveries of 1792 U.S. Contract Rifles
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Sources: These delivery schedules were constructed from information contained in volumes 1 and II of the Hand Papers, Pennsylvania Historical Society, Philadelphia; War Department
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