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ABSTRACT

The acquisition and transportation of supplies for the U.S. Army proved to be the
most intractable military problem of the War of 1812. Logistics became the bane of
successive secretaries of war and field commanders, and of the soldiers who fought the
British and Canadian troops, and their native allies. Historians have correctly ascribed
the failure of American arms to achieve its principal war aim, the conquest of Canada, to
the dysfunctional logistical and supply system. The suffering of soldiersegbived
subpar food and clothing, and experienced a shortage of weapons, ammunition, and fuel,
moreoverare a staple of the historical literature on the war. Although this dissertation
analyzes the causes and consequences of the breakdown in lagesosfocuses on the
lesserknown story of how the Corps of Quartermasters made logistics work under
difficult conditions. It investigates how the military professionals within the officer corps
drew lessons from their wartime travails and made comraosecwith reforrminded
civilians in the hope of creating a better logistical system. Their combined efforts led to
the postwar reform drive that gave the LABny permanent supply departmeras
comprehensive set of regulations, effective measureddoceraccountability, a new
system for distributing food to the army, and a construction boom in military roads.

Reformers also transformed the Quartermaster Corps to a greater degree than
previously thought. Historians have long argued that the U.S. Ardhyot have a
professionalized officer corps until the end of the nineteenth century. Recently,
historians have considered the professional aspects of the antebellum officer corps. This

dissertation argues that the origins of military professionalambe traced back to the



War of 1812. Army quartermasters, in particular, stood in the vanguard of military
progress. Quartermaster General ThoBidaeyJesup emphasized military expertise,
education, and training far more than had his predecessorgyartdrmasters typified
the growing commitment of army officers to a lifetime ofvess to the nation. Jesup
envisioned that his department would become an elite staff of military logistidibas
also wanted that peacetime staff tddogeenough o support an army avar. He
opposed the practice of appointing busingssto fill quartermaster vacancies during a
war, believing that these men did not have the basic competencies to perform their tasks
well. In fact, the performance of civil appointese®l career officers improved over the
course of the war and a few even proposed logistical reforms that the army would later
adopt. The War of 1812 not only provided the catalyst for the postwar reform of logistics
and the onset of a professional etmwoag quartermasters, but the process of
professionalizing logigcs actually began duririipe war.

This study’s main findings draw on the
army officers and secretaries of war, which reside in published governmenteidsu
and manuscript collections housed in the National Archives, Library of Congress, and
various universities and historical societies. Army registers, college registers, local
hi stories, genealogies, and odffi cers’ l et t

qguarter masters’ career s.
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GLOSSARY

Presidents of the United States, Secretaries of War, and Quartermaster Generals, from

1789 to 1837

Presidents of the United States

George Washington April 30, 1789 to March 3, 1797
JohnAdams March 4, 1797 to March 3, 1801
Thomas Jefferson March 4, 1801 to March 3, 1809
James Madison March 4, 1809 to March 3, 1817
James Monroe March 4, 1817 to March 3, 1825
John Quincy Adams March 4, 1825 to March 3, 1829
Andrew Jackson March 4, B29 to March 3, 1837

Secretaries of War

Henry Knox September 12, 1789 to December 31, 1794
Timothy Pickering January 2, 1795 to December 10, 1795
James McHenry January 27, 1796 to May 13, 1800

Samuel Dexter May 13, 1800 to January 31, 1801
HenryDearborn March 5, 1801 to March 7, 1809

William Eustis March 7, 1809 to January 13, 1813

John Armstrong January 13, 1813 to September 27, 1814
James Monroe September 27, 1814 to March 2, 1815



Alexander J. Dallas
William H. Crawford
George Graham
John C. Calhoun
James Barbour
Peter B. Porter
John H Eaton

Levi Woodbury*
Lewis Cass

Benjamin F. Butler *

* Acting Secretary of War

Samuel Hodgdo
JameD’ Har a
John Wilkins, Jr.
Morgan Lewis
Robert Swartwout
James RMullany
George Gibson

Thomas Sidneyesup

March 2, 1815 to August 1, 1815
August 1, 1815 to October 22, 1816
Octoler 22, 1816 to October 8, 1817
October 8, 1817 to March 7, 1825
March 7, 1825 to May 23, 1828
May 26, 1828 to March 9, 1829
March 9, 1829 to June 18, 1831
June 18, 1831, to August 1, 1831
August 1, 1831 to October 5, 1836

Odober 5, 1836 to March 7, 1837

Quartermaster Generals
March 4, 1791 to April 19, 1792
April 19, 1792 to May 301796
June 1, 1796 to March 16802
April 4, 1812 to March 2, 1813
March 21, 1813 to April 291816
April 29, 1816 to April4, 1818
April 29, 1816 to April 14, 1818

May 8, 1818 to June 10, 1860
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

This dissertation is a study of the Unitgthtes Army Corps of Quartermasters
during the early national era. It examines how the Quartermaster Department evolved
from an inefficient logistical organization staffed with businessmemiform who
lacked military expertise into a wadlled bureauacy staffed by quartermasters with
extensive military experience. The logistical failures of the War of 1812 and the postwar
consensus on military reform provided the catalyst for this transformation. With the
cessation of hostilities, rather than reverthe prewar pattern of placing civilians in
charge of supplying the peacetime army, the nation followed the lead of the reformers
and reconstructed the system of military supply and logistics. The men who led the
reform drive drew important lessonsiin their wartime experience, as officers or
government officials, and implemented many of these lessons during a remarkable six
year period of legislative and administrative activity. They reorganized the supply
departments, rationalized logistical progesk, restored military responsibility and
accountability, and established standards for entrance into the Quartermaster Corps. The
years 181%0 1821, therefore, constitutedoeriod of protgprofessionalism when
national leaders changed every aspetheflogistical system and quartermasters began
to develop their expertise as logisticians.

The period immediately following the War of 1812 forms a clear dividing line
between the era of the military amateur and the professional era of the U.S. Army office
corps. At that time, army officers proposed improvements in the military system,
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reflected on the requisite qualifications of the military professional, and discussed
standards of conduct and accountability. The wartime correspondence of American
officers contains a fair amount of commentary on these topics. It was during the postwar
period, hovever, that the military reformessicceeded in effecting significant change.
Although army officers were as prone to dissension as ever, their growing sense of
corporateness, mastery of military knowledge, and commitment to lifelong service
signaled the emergence of a professional outlook. American logisticians, in particular,
exhibited a higher degree pfofessionalism in the nelwok Quartermaster Department
than they had in the past. The Quartermastep$&inade great striddsecausehe
conditions—a stable organization and an efficient logistical systemere in place to

allow that to happen. Quartermasters could now develop the special skills and training
required of a logistician. Thomas Sidney Jesup, the head of the new department, was
more discerning about the officers he selected than his predecessors had been. He
selected subordinates with experience in the line and staff to operate his depauiment,
also considered a military education to be an important criterion for selection. By 1821,
the Quartermaster Corps had thus become the professional vanguard of the American
officer corps. This dissertatiomonsequentlgontributes to the growgliterature that
seekghe antecedents of American military professionalism iredtréy national and

antebellum em?!

The underlying causes of the U.S. Ar my’
were mostly structural, but the particular failings of theu@ermaster Corps also p&y

a part. The latter categoiycluded inferior leadership, incompetence, and corruption.



Although corrupt and incompetent quartermasters did exist, they were not representative
of the corps. Quartermasters typically actethenbest interests of the service and the
public, and there is scant evidence that they exploited their positions for financial gain to
a greater degree than the officer corps as a whole. Moreoveerfoemance of
guartermastershe secretary of waand the quartermaster general seems to have
improved over time. In spite of this progress, structural factors prevented quartermasters
from carrying out their duties effectively. As a resthig logistical system workezhly a
little better at the corasion of the war than it had at the beginning.

The structural causes of logistical failure included poor roads, staff shortages, a
paucity of quafied applicants, a defectivaipply system, and the laokfunds
Historians haveited logistical failureasone ofthe principal reasons foihe defeat of
American arms durinthe War of 1812 Accounts describinthe consequences of
inadequate logistics aemn integral parof the literature on the conflict. Narratives
abound with descriptions of difficultansportation conditions and contractors failing to
deliver on their contractsThey also descriide concomitant suffering of soldiers and
the costly delays to the start of military campaigns. By contrast, the story of how the
Quartermaster Corps mended to these daunting organizational, infrastructural, and
financial challenges in resourceful ways is not so well known. Although the inexperience
of army quartermasters was responsible for some hardships, the nation also placed them
in an impossiblsituation. Try as they might, their efforts to remedy the defects in the
supply and logistical system could only have a limited impact.

The war had a profound effect on the military and civilian leaders who shaped the

postwar military establishment. Arntgadership had gone to the young officers who



rose to high rank during the war. Hard experience had forged them into consummate

military professionals. These officers had been frustrated by the breakdown of the militia
system and the inability of the th@n to mobilize its resources and manpower toward the

war effort. They had been scandalized by the lackluster leadership of the veterans of the
Revolutionary War and the venality of the businessmen charged with supplying the army

with rations. After thavar, they reflected on the flaws of the American military system

as a whole, but reserved their ire for the
system” in t hret ss.up pAnye rdiecpaa’ristthecpostwarlperiadn r ef or
consisted otongessmen and secretaries of war who sought to avoid a repeat of the

notorious defeats of the late war with Great Britain. This group was responsible for

bringing the recommendations of professional officers to fruition.

Reformist impulses internal and extal to the officer corps provided the rare
opportunity to overhaul the entire logistical system. The dominant political regime,
however, could bring progress to a halt for political, ideological, or economic reasons.
Whil e memor i es dpreparddeessrioawar veere st freharefdemecs
operated on favorable political ground. When financial panic hit the populace hard and
antimilitarism started to gain some political traction, the window for sweeping change
closed. Reformers then hadiattle against the forces of retrenchment. The interplay
between the attention that military and civilian leaders paid to logistics and the political
and economic constraints on military reform drove the development of U.S. Army
logistics during the earlnational era.

There are four distinct phasestheevolution ofU.S. Armylogisticsduring the

period1801 to 1826. The levef public demand for a ration&dgistical system and the



capacity of the Army to satisfy that demand are the djsighing £atures of each phase
The civilianizationof logistics is the defining @racteristic of the first phase, which
encompassethe peacetime army during the Jefferson and first Madison administrations
(1802-1812). Logisticpractices of the second phatee war years (18121815), were
ad hocand improvisatory. The drive for reform and the professionalization of the
Quartermaster Corps marked thedlphaseor the period of reform (1816821). The
logisticalsystem during the fourth phagellowing the 1821 reduction of thamy, was
relatively effective. Nevertheless, retrenchment was the order of the day and the system
was vulnerable teostsaving measures that could impair its effectiveness.

The Jeffersonian military estasthment (18021812) wasa phasevhen political
and economic concerns overrode military ones. The common assumption was that the
nation would go to war with the support of a Quartermaster Department only when it was
necessary. Since retr enc hnpentipalamanwith Pr esi de
respect to the federal bureaucracy, he cut the strength of the army. Economy provided
the justification for the abolition of the Quartermaster Department and the transfer of
deputy quartermaster dut ieeiglianizationcof vi | i an “ m
personnel, the lack of functional specialization, and the-to¢arabsence of military
expertise and accountabylcharacterized the logisticd this period. Since the political
demand for a better system was low, military andiaivleaders neglected logistical
af fairs. The nation’s political | eader shi
until the eve of war. The result of such neglect was a hasty effort to mobilize resources

and men, and the consequent failarsupply thearmy during the first year of the war.



The Wa Years (18121815) was a phase characterizecabgptation, when
guartermasters implemented stopgap solutions to recuogistit problems
Quartermasters reported their difficulties to the staecy of war, who then recommended
legislative or administrative fixes to the supply and logistical systdeanwhile, the
“want o fcause¢ nsidemable difficulties for quartermasters. natienal
political leadership, in effect, left them tbeir own devices while they waitedrfo
Congress to pass importdagislation or appropriate the necessary funds. The reform
measures that did pass were ineffective because of lax enforcement and because they
simply did not go far enough. The lack ohils also brought logistical operations to a
standstill. While the demand for an efficient logistical system was high, the nation and
the army lacked the capacity to create such amystéhe midst of war. Théeadersip
thus compelled quanimasters tanake a defectiveystem work.

The advocates of military preparedness called attention to the flaws of the
contract system, the poor state of internal improvements, and the fallacy of creating a
staff organizatiorde novaa mere three months before thelwatak of war. The nation
could not afford to go to war, they argued, without a militarized system for subsisting the
army, a network of roads and canals, and a permanent general staff. After the war, the
political and economic arguments that delimitesl pinewar logistical organization waned
in influence. During theeformphasg1816-1821), the national political leadership
established a radically different system. &hmay would now supply its soldiers by
means of a commissatand permanent supplgencies It would publish a
comprehensive set of quartermaster and commissary regulations to rationalize the process

of procuring and distributing supplies. Finally, it would begin to appoint quartermasters



with military expertise and a military acadermagiucation. These reforms led to the
creation of a professional Quartermaster Corps and a better way of conducting logistical
operations.

While the postwar years were a time of building institutions, the quartermaster
general consolidatethe gains of theeform phaseluring the early years of the postwar
military establishment (1822826). The Panic of 1819 imposed severe economic
constraints othe amy, ushering in a new phaeéretrenchment and ending the spate of
administrative and organizational oefns. There was widespread concern within the
officer corps that ciian leaders would disband thereay and abolish the.S. Military
Academy at West Point Their challenge, as they saw it, was to look after army interests
by acting as a political presre group.Quartermaster General Thomas Siddegup and
Deputy Quartermaster Geneflabeman Cross made the case, for example, for retaining
the staff at the same strength in peace as in war. The proposal died in Congress,
however, along with Secretaoyf War John C. Cal houn’s expan
the 1821 reduction of thg.S. Army, Jesup tried to prevent further cuts and backsliding
on reforms as much as possible. He focused on normalizing procedures and performance
standards within the Quarmaster Corps, and on making incremental improvements to
the system. He exhorted the War Department to increase the size of the Quartermaster
Corps and limit departmental responsibilities to its core competencies. He also pushed
his quartermasters to epcise economy in their transactions. Retrenchment and the first
stirrings of the ideologically charged attacks on the military profession that burgeoned
during the Jacksonian era left the logistical system and Quartermaster Corps in a

vulnerable position



This dissertation follows a thematic organizational structure. Chapter 2 discusses
the system blogistics during the Peadestablishment and the system t@aingress and
the War Department put in place in 1812. It also explains the basic mechanics of
procuring, storing, and distributing supplies. The main purpose of the chapter is to
answer the question of why theS. Army waged war with such an inefficient system in
the first place. Chapter 3 is a prosopography oft& Army Corps of Quartermasits
during the war, a group almost completely ignored in the historical literature. The
chapter attempts to paiatcoherent picture of army quartermastgreomparing thie
backgrounds, motivatian and performanceBecause the Peacestablishment was
almostcompletely devoid of military logisticians, the War Department relied on men
appointed directly from civil life who possessed analogous skills. In liexpdrtise in
military logistics the War Department selected merchants, accountants, celriesy
agents, and federal supply contractors, or simply men wittoaledge of mathematics
andgood handriting. Realizing the value of military experience for a quartermaster, the
secretary of war selected civilians who served in the Revolutionaryk\fead
experience as militia officers. The substitution of true military expertise for analogous
civilian skills andmilitia or Revolutionary War service proved unsatisfactory. Given
their lack of military knowledgehowever,quartermasters carried dbeir duties as well
as the nation could expedileverthelessGeneral esup’ s observations o
performance of the businessnin-uniform prompted him to criticize the notion that
guartermaster duties were essentially civilian in nature. His crisguiefessionalize
the Quartermaster Corps was, in part, a reaction to the faulty composition of that body

during the war.



The next two chapters make an explicit connection between the experience of
wartime logistical failure and the postwar drive to refdne logistical system. Chapter
4 analyzes the types of supply and logistical problems that quartermasters faced during
the war and the varied ways in which they handled each type of problem. It focuses on
four underlying structural causes of logistitalure—staff shortages, administrative
defects, the contract system, and war funding. It also discusses the impact that these
factors had on the conduct of military operations. The chapter concludes that structural
factors alone account for the failureo f eed, ¢l ot he, equip, and
men.Chapter 5 ties the Quartermaster Corps’
supplies on bad roads and unnavigable rivers during the war to the postwar effort to
establish a national system of dsaand canals. The narrative centers on the arguments
of the reformers who made the military case for internal improvements and the political
constraints (e.g., localism and strict construction) that made enactment of such a program
problematic.

The finaltwo chapters cover the reform phadearmy logistics from the
perspective of its most influeatifigure, ThomasidneyJesup. Chapter 6 examines how
Jesup conceived of military professionalism and describes his efforts to turn the
Quartermaster Departmt into an elite department in the general staff. Jesup was
explicit in his writings about how his experience of wartime failure influenced his views
on how to design the logistical system and how to professionalize the Quartermaster
Corps. Few, if anyfficers wrote so extensively about the lessons he learned from the
War of 1812. Finally, the chapter | ooks

guartermasters, from 1818 to about 1826. The pattern is clear: within a few years of the



reesablishment of the Quartermaster Department, a military education superseded

warti me experience as the chief criterion
to rationalize the logistical system so that it becameerefficient The means by whic

he tried to accomplish this goal were the regulations he wrote for the Quartermaster
Department, 1§ system of fiscahccountabity, and his own version of the cadre plan.
Jesup’s consistent enf o rsiceguasontflogstcal t he r egu
reform His communications with his subordinates, especially his instructions on how to
handle public funds and property, provides evidence that the increasing efficiency of the

Quartermaster Department was largely due to his active administradersaip.
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Notes

! Several scholars trace the origofsAmerican miliary professionalism to the
War of 1812 generation of army officerSeeWilliam B. Skelton,An American
Profession of Arms: The Army Officer Corps, 178361 (Lawrence: University Press of
Kansas, 1992); Samuel J. Watsbra c k sonds Swor d: pslohthte Ar my Of
American Frontier, 181101821 (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2012); and
Richard V. BarbutoNiagara, 1814: America Invades Canadawrence: University
Press of Kansas, 2000).

Charl es R. Shrader ar gues irldyatcs béeghre “ Er a
during the Mexican War and ended with the Spa#isterican War. He describes the

period before 1846 as the “Era of Creation
struggled to establish mechanisms for supporting the armed forcas jhst nation
searched for effective mechanisms of polit
Shrader , *“The@xfosl Companion’to Amarican Military Histpgd. John

Whiteclay Chambers, Jr. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 405 dissertation
argues that much of the progress in logistics that Shrader attributes to the period lasting
from 1848 to 1898 was already in place ca. 1821.
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CHAPTER 2

THE U.S. ARMY SUPPLY AND LOGISTICS SYSTEM IN PEACE AND WAR

The reason why the U.S. Army did not adequately feed, clothe, equip, and house
its soldiersduring the War of 1812 was thiafailed to establish a Quartermaster
Department until the very eve of war. Because of the widespread suspicion of standing
armies and the f eder akcupgtmvvath econemy,tthe satiomv e r r i
employed tw fundamentally different systemsgaopply its armyn peace and war.

Civilian leaders eschewed a permanent supply and logistics system, one that could be
useful in both peace and war, on the assumption that the nation could reestablish the
defunct suppt departments when war broke out. The hasty transition from one system to
the other, however, caused chaos in the supply departments. Administrative disarray, in
turn, caused delays in delivering shipments of essential items to the soldiers. Spoiled
food, defective clothing, and inadequate shelter, which were tipedalucts of such

confusion, led to high sickness and death rates. These circumstances also prompted
commanders to delay or even abort their campaigns altogether because they had no other
means of feeding or clothing their troops.

Civilian leaders were generally ignorant of supply and logistics. They did not
recognize that the time it took to reorganize the supply departments far exceeded the time
needed to muster and train soldiers. @tmey could not transition from a wholly
civilianized system of supply and logistics to one administered by uniformed
professionals on the spur of the moment. The Quartermaster Department, in particular,
needed a long lediime to establish rational procedsyéind competent staff, and

12



stockpile supplies. Congrealso did not anticipate the consequences of establishing a
new system without having firggsted it in peace. Sinceciteated the supply

departments only as the nation mobilized for war, antesyis defects that cropped up
were bound to be much more costly in lives and money than they otherwise would have
been. Moreover, &king corrective measures during a war created its own intractable
logistic challenges. Overall, the politicians who tolo& hation into war demonstrated a

remarkable degree of insouciance regarding logistical affairs.

The System of Military Agents

After the Revolutionary War, Congress reduced the size afthyg, disbanded
the general staff, and took actions to civiliartize system of supply and logistics. From
1789 to 1812, Congress placed two cabinet secretatissecretary of war and the
treasury secretaryin charge of transporting, procuring, and storing all military supplies.
Congress limited the role of quarteasters general, previously a military position, to that
of a civilianagent for transportationThe three men appointed to that office during the
peace did not receive a military rank. The civilianization process was one of trial and
error. In 1792, Cogress transferred responsibility for procurement of clothing, military
stores, and subsistence from the War Department to the Treasury Department but
mai ntained the secretary of war’'s wulti mate
decided to dividelhte dayto-day responsibility for acquiringnd distributing supplies
between two newly established subordinate agencies. The Office of the Purveyor of
Public Supplies contracted for military and naval supplies on behalf of the Treasury

Department. The @ite of Superintendent of Military Stores, which received,
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safeguarded, and distributed those supplies, fell under the purview of the War
Department. This scheme ended in 1798 when Congress placed the War Department in
charge of the purveyor, which reteahthe responsibility for purchasing all supplies,
except rations, to the secretary of Wwar.

When Thomas Jefferson entérte Presidentidflansion, he civilianized supply
and logistics to a greater degree than the Federalist government. In 1802, Presiden
Jefferson replaced the office of the quartermaster general and its complement of deputy
guartermasters with a system that relied o
Military agents ran the depots, performing work analogous to thateyutyl
guartermaster, while the secretary of war becande factoquartermaster general.
J ef f e ecsearyof ar, Henry DearborpandPr esi dent James Madi so
secretary of walVilliam Eustis would thus find themselves overwhelmed by thew ne
duties, which Congress imposed on them withoytiaarease in staff or relief fromther
responsibilitieg.

Congress enacted tMilitary Peace Establishmenict on March 16, 1802,
which putPresidenl e f f er son’ s pol i cy i ofwap inaddifioact . N
to his present duties, coordinated the acasitf the three military agents. Each military
agentheadedoref t he ar my’ aive telpartmenisTaesamiilitary agents
and tventy-oneassstant military agents handled gomeentproperty stored at their
respective depotpurchased forage and fuebcordedransactions arranged for the
transportation of nearby units, and hired teamsters who would leave the supplies in the
care of the regimental quartermasters whdurn distributed the items to the soldiers.

On April 27, 1802, Jefferson appointed William Linnard, Peter Gansevoort, and Abraham
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D. Abrahams as the first military agentswork under this new system. Jefferson
centralized logistical operations ifhiladephiat he nati on’' s premier cl
Here William Linnard, thenilitary agent for the Middle Departmemeceivedall the
supplieshat werepurchased by Tench Coxe, the purveyor of public supplies, and
stockpiled by the superintendent of public giigs. He then distributethe suppliesfrom
Philadelphiao Albany, the principal depot in the Northern Department, arigeto
Savannaldepotin the Southern Departmenthe military agentst the principatiepots
then distributedhe goodsn their cargo subdepotswithin their own departments. They
also directedhe assistant military agerggationed at the sutbepots to forward the
shipmentgo the garrisons within their vicinify

The only consistent practice throughout this periobdwat he f eder al goVv e
continued use of private contractors to provision soldiers. Contractors supplied soldiers
with the standar ration, which consisted skt quantities abread or flourpeefor pork,
andrum, whiskey, or brandyCongress alsequired contractors to inclu@efixed
amountof soap, salt, vinegar, and candisngwith everyshipment obnehundred
rations After a public process of competitive bidding, the War Department let a contract
with the lowest bidder, which was either iadividual or a firm. The contract specified
the price per ratiorthe number of rationshe intended recipient, and the datel
location of depsits The duration of a contract was usually one year, but the government
negotiated sixnonth contractsas well. Agents of the contractor then purchased rations
and delivered them directly to the soldiers. If the contractor ftolekliver,

commanders procurddh e mi ssing rations*® at the contra
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Fiscal parsimony explains why President defbn replaced the Quartermaster
Department with the military agency. First, the abolition of the department was part of
his broader effort to reduce the number of federal offices in the Executive branch, and the
size of War and Navy Department appropoias. Although Jefferson preferred a small
national government for ideological reasons, reducing spending would help him achieve
his ultimate policy aims of retiring the national debt and eliminating internal taxes.
Economy was thus not merely a meanariend, but also an end itself. Second, the
Quartermaster Department became a casualty of Republican fealassia standing
army, which party membelslieved would pse a threat to libertyJefferson s mi | i t ar vy
policy limited the role of the regular army to thatao€onstabulary force,hich wasa
significantshiftawayf r om Al exander Hamil ton®The expansi
armywas scattereth small detachments at frontier outposts, arsenals, and coastal
fortifications It was also small. In December 1801, Secretary of War Henry Dearborn
reported to Congress that the total strength of the army was 5,433 officers, cadets, and
enlistedmed.Soon thereafter, Jeffer Sbyredutingean hi s
authorized strength of the Army to 3,312 officers, cadets, and men, organized into two
infantry regimentsand one artillery regimefit.Since acomplex logistical organization
was simply not necessatty support a skeletal armyefferson had a practl reason to
eliminate it. He could not justify maintaining a permanent military supply bureaucracy
when more cosgffective means of providing supplies and transportation for the soldiers
were presumably available.

The system of military agents provexle in fact,more coly and inefficient.

Colonel AlexandeParkerof the Fifth Infantry Regiment reported to Secretary of War
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William Eustis, in November 1809, that there was enough reason to restore the
Quartermaster®p ar t ment sol efl yec omo myh.e” grHe nadal c ul
than one hundred thousand dollars have been lost, in the course of a few years, by the
abolition of the quartermaster’s departmen
a g e ncByth Eustis and Parkarguedhat the root cause of the defects in the system
was a lack of military accountabilityAs civilians, mlitary agents did not enjoy the
authority that came with military rank. The assistant military agents, usually officers
taken from the line, were onfyominally accountable to their superiors. The president
appointed them and not the military agahisnselves Secretary Eustis concluded
hisownreportonthe subjedt hat t he assistant military ag
responsibility” because the military agent
appointment, nor authority to call them to accountformalact i ce or ¥negl ect
Military agents also &d little control over the brigade and regimental quartermasters,
who were appointed by the colonels of regiments and reported only to them.
Accountability was virtually nonexisteint the prewasupply and logistics systeth

Colonel Parkeproposed a sation: restoring the position of quartermaster general
would also restore the chain of commasirtte a military man would be able to hold
subordinate quartermasters accountable for the property in theirldareutlined a

straightforward system of accdability:

[The quartermaster general] is primarily charged with all the
articles belonging to his department; on him requisitions are to be made by
the division quartermasters for such stores as may be required for their
divisions; which stores are to ssued on the returns of the brigade
guartermasters, and so to the regimental quartermasters, who are to make
and deliver returns of all stores on hands [sic] and delivered once in three
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months, to the brigade quartermasters, who will consolidate anditans
them to the division quartermasters who, in like manner, are to consolidate
and transmit them to the quartermaster general, who will transmit them to
the Secretary of War. Pursuing this principle it can always be ascertained
in what division, brigader regiment, there may be delinquergy.

Colonel Parkeperceived other problems with the system of military agents. He
guestioned the competence of some military agents, citing the appointment of
“characters” whoanvwobeniliwary affp e rsf. € ct IThei gquar t er m
general, by contrast, would bea n  oof ff igcreerat | mpor t a“ntciegh who |
rank’ after years omilitary service'

As the country prepared for war, Congress considered returning control of logistics
to the army. In Jarary 1812, Congressman Benjamin Tallmadge of Connecticut asserted
that the quartermaster general “outghet t o b
privy to the details of a military campaigmorder to perform his duties properly.Ev e r vy
movemeh of the Army is first communicated to
“his duty to receive and deliver out the n
its movements.”’ He then counseled his col
rank befitting his position as military adyv
respectable and confidential officer,” Tal
consequence to the CommandeChi ef , wi th whom he h%¥s freq
Congressman David Rogerson Williams argued
a military man” because his duties would t
“I'ndeed,” he explained, “his prest¢teaece i s a

suppbies.
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ColonelParkeralso emphasizefédctors outside the control of militaagents He
pointed to“the great duties imposed on [military agehts] anatetithat theyperforned
thoseduties without sufficient staff Even though the system of military agents did not
work efficiently in peacetime, Congress made little effort to change it. On April 12,
1808, in response to the attack on the frigisS Chesapealks the British frigatdHMS
Leopard Congress increasedetlauthorized strength of the Army to 9,921 men from
about 3,300. The Additional Military Force of 1808 consisted of eight new regiments,
including five infantry regiments, and singlsgiments ofiflemen, light dragoos, and
light artillery. Although Cangress authorized the appointment of eight regimental and
two brigade quartermasters, it failed to increase the number of military agents or
reestablish the Quartermaster Departménthe three military agents and the War
Department staff, consisting onby the secretary of war and a handful of clerks, were
unable to satisfy the logistical demands of this augmented army. As a result, the
mobilization of the Additional Military Force was chaotic, and provided a foretaste of the
botchedeffort to mobilizethe regulars, volunteers, and militia who would serve in the

War of 18128

The Restoration of the Quartermaster Department
As Congress debated the looming war with Great Britain, it did not take the
necessary steps to mobilize logistical support for theyalespite the broad consensus
among military and political leaders that the nation would need the services of a
guartermaster general. In 1809, Secretdar Eustis suggested that, even in peace, a

logistical system run by a quartermaster generalavibe preferable to a peacetime
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system based on military agents because ar
rigid accountability” than civilians coul d
less efficienthan the oldQuarermaster Departent. In war, howevern Quartermaster

Department was essential. Eustiswarned® To meet a state of war
establishment, which has justly been denominated the right hand of an army, would be to
disregard the practice and experience of aum and every other nation, and expose to
hazard and def eat ! @omgregsmaniNathahiel MaconoffNerthat i o n
Carolina exhorted his coll eagues to take a
without a Quartermaster General; for thisrao man [who] has so much to do about an

army as t*hTheElevehth Congeess.rdised the issue, but failed to pass a
Quartermaster Department bill. An attempt to establish a Quartermaster Department in

1810 stalled in Congress. The Senat# ldouse disagreed over whether the

qguartermaster general should be a specialist or take chargeug@il and logistical

functions. The Senate proposed streamlining the duties of a quartermaster general and
commissary general by combining their roles in the same person. The House, on the

other hand, pushed a version of the bill that created separate departmengpessinan

Williams thoughthe Senatearsion was a mistake. He pointed that the roles of the
guartermaster general and commi ssary gener
military establishment in existence blended the two. While the quartermaster genera
possessed military expertise, the commissary general dealt exclusively with purchasing

and so “ought to be a man we FICongressmami nt ed
Tall madge r eached [Téhersis mtthHe east sicndarity bdetwethe o n . “

two officers,” he observed, “one being the

20



of f i*cGongressman Macon concurred: “The qual
Quartermaster General and Purveyor are very different; the one ought to beratbeldie
ot her a ZhSecratahy &ustis ericouraged Congress to reject the Senate proposal.
Congress passed a bill that was close to the House vérdioid sca mere three months
beforePresident Madison signédde War Bill on June 18, 1812

Thect Ato establish a Quartermaster’s De
March 28, 1812, restored the affi of the quartermaster genegd, it had existed during
the Revolutionary War. Section 18 of the law officially abolished the system of military
aent s. Congress accepted Secretary Eustis
would hold the military rank of brigadier general and receive its attendant pay and
emoluments. Unlike the military agents, the quartermaster general could holdfto$ staf
deputies accountable. This staff included at least four deputy quartermasters and a
maximum of eight and as many assistant deputy quartermasters as the service required.
Al t hough many of the quartermaster’s purch
departments, a source of confusion during the war, he would shoulder the basic task of
receiving and distributing supplies, procuring forage, constructing barracks, and cutting
military roads. The act authorized other positions that fell under the authiottnty
Quartermaster Department. They included a principal wagon master and a principal
forage master, each of whom would have as many assistants as the service required. An
amendment to the legislation, enacted on May 22, added a principal barragkandst
assistant barrack masters to the department. As an army officer responsible for a staff
that performed such multifarious duties, the quartermaster general filled a role of greater

importance and respt than that of aagentfor transportatioror caster of account’
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In addition to the Quartermaster Department, Congress creatédfite of the
Commissary General of Purchages Purchasing Departmerahd the Ordnance
Department. Theommisary general of purchaséscivilian) replaced the nowdefunct
position of purveyor of public supplies, andassumed the responsibility for purchasing
most items includhig clothing, accoutrements, camp equipage, wegpomsiunition, and
medical stores. On May 14, 1812, Congress established the Ordnanceneapai he
head of the department, the commissary general of ordnance, inspected and proved
ordnance and gunpowder; constructed carriages, wagons, and pontoons; and prepared
ammunition. At the start of the war, these supply departments would suppdrt abou
12,000 soldiers including 5,000 raw recruits. Because Congress was dilatory in
providing funds, they would do so without the means to paglfaf the necessary
supplies and transportation. The delays in establishing the supply departments,
moreoverdid not leave staff officers enough time to learn their duties, or perform such
tasks as the construction of barrack®ngressional delay ensured that the U.S. Army
would go to war without a fully functional supply and logistics system.

The War Departmnt appointed Morgan Lewiquartermaster general on April 4,
1812. Within weeks Brigadier General Lewibegan conveying to the secretary of war
his ideas fomaking the new Quartermaster Depaht more efficient. Under ompdan,

a deputy quartermastemould supervise logistical operatioms one of six proposed
military districts with the assistance of a clerkhe quartermastevgould make
transportation arrangements for shipments that originated from the districr ahdse
thatpassed through itThe deputy quartermaster at Washington, iv@uld supplythe

southern states, while the officavho managed thBostonand Albanydepos would
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supply New Bgland andNew York, respectively Lewis proposed that the headquarters

of the Northwestern Armghould double as its primary supply depatthough he

acknowledged tha¥lajor William Linnardwould continue to run logistical operations in
Philadelghia, his opinion of that officerwas not of t he mo% 8incé avour al
Lewislacked confidencen Linnard, hececommendethe current militia quartermaster of

New Jerseyor acommissiorso that he couldhanage théepartmersl affairsin that

staterather tharLinnard?’ Philadelphia would only serve as the hub for supplies moving

west to western Pennsylvania and OHioe w icasé for &New Jersey districtlso

included a plan fothe Trentondepotto serveas amanufacturing centéf.

SecretarfEu st i s r e v indbgdimidatngthesdistsct opNew Jersey
Instead, he includetthat state in the same district as Penresyila and Delaware. He also
mapped out a district fahe souttern states, and two additional districts thoe wedern
and southwestern territ@s. His eight districts would make use of the maximum number
of authorized deputy quartermasters. Lewis would be in charge of the districts
numbering one through four, which covered the Mithntic States, New York, and
New England. Eustis would supes® logistical operations in the districts numbered fiv
through eight, which put him in charge of supplying the seacoast fortifications on the
South Atlanti¢ and the Southern and Northwestern Theatkoperationg®

Secretary of War John Armstroifgu st i s’ sredsew the ogndades of
the miitary districtsin order tosupply thearmymore efficiently The Act of March 3,

1813, also known as the Genert&fELaw, authorizeaight quartermasters genewdth
the rank of colonel tsmanagehelogistical operations ithe newmilitary districts. The

law also authorizedight deputy quartermasteasid thirtytwo assistant deputy
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guartermastersThe War Departmerissignedhem tothe principal depot of a given
district or one of itsuh-depots. The quartermaster general or the commander of the
district chose the location of thiepots®

This regional depot system was improvemenover the old one because the
district boundariesvere coterminous with the theater of operations of the ipahc
armies. The Seventh, Eighth, and Ninth Military Districts corresponded to the theater of
operations of Jackson’s Southern Ar my,
Northern Army, respectively. The critidaourth Military District which included
Pittsburgh and Philadelphited supplies to all three armieBittsburgh, a burgeoning
manufcturing centerserved as a wayatton for wagon trains arrivinfjom Philadelphia
hauling shipments destined for the west or southwest via the Ohio RivetherGueat

Lakes viathe Allegheny River During the Peace Establishment, the assistant military

agent in Pittsburgh received extra compensation to reflect the amount of work required to

manage this busy depot. The generals commanding the First thheughxth Military
Districts organized the defense of the coast, the general who commanded the Tenth
Military District defended Washington, D&.

The shared boundary line of the Third and Ninth Military Districts bisected New
York State at the Hudson RivElighlands. It made sense to separate command over the
defense of the port of New York and its surrounding areas from that of th€&h8da
borderl ands, and the Highlands formed a
borders. The region south oktHighlands, encompassing the southern portion of New
York and the entirety of New Jersey, formed the Third Military District. ri@uaasters

in that districtshipped supplies north via the Hudson River, undertook repairs of New
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York harbor and Fort Colubus, and hired laborers and artisans for the boat construction
program on Lake Ontario. The Ninth Military District, including Vermont and the region
north of the Highlands, had three important depétsagara, Sackets Harbor, and
Burlington—that served adestination points for supplies headed to the Niagara frontier,
Lake Ontario, and Lake Champlain, respectively. After the capture of Fort Niagara by
the British, the Americans used Buffalo to access Lake Erie and the western Great Lakes.
The Albany depp the headquarters of the quartermaster general of the department,
occupied a central position. It formed a junction, or nodal point, for shipments arriving
up the Hudson River, and then continuing by keelboat along the Mohawk Rixgedo
Lake Ontaricor by wagon on the overland route to Lake Champlain. Fordédiving
from Albany to Sackets HarbdDswego served as the principal way station and a storage
site for deposits of rations.

As early as 180& single contractor typicallyuppliedratiors tothe soldiersvho
occupiedone ofthec o0 u n sixtegricantractingdistricts. Since thecontractingdistricts
did not correspond to the eight military recruiting districts of 1812, or theniléary
districts drawn upn 1813, the boundaries often overlappédter March 1813, ght
military districts included at least two contracting districts within theisdiction. The
soldiers in thee military districts would have their rations supplied lmrerthan one
contracting firm. Acontractor could also supplsations howeverto more than one
military district. For example, the boundaries of the Second Contracting District
(Kentucky and Tennessee) overlapped Wwitkhthe Seventh and Eighth Military
Districts, whik the Twelfth Contracting District (Maryland, Delaware, and Washington,

D.C.) overlapped with the Fourth, Fifth, and Tenth Military Districts. Each contractor
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was responsible for procuriragnd distributing rations tgarrisonswithin his district and
anyunits that marchethrough it. Once he completed his transactions with local farmers,
millers, and merchants, he would sell the rations to the government at a fixed price. The
contract price was supposed to take into account the price of local commaddie
transportation costs so that he could make a profit. The contractor then deposited the
rations in a storehouse or magazine at a prearranged time and place. For posts in the
west, the War Departmergquired that the contractprovide éough ratios so that
there wasalwaysat hr ee t o si ¥ months’ supply.
Delimiting contractor activities ithis way should have prevented
counterproductive competition for local resources, but contractors could still work at
crosspurposes. Contractors who won bidstipply an army or garrison in a given
district sometimes procured supplies from another district when there was none available
in their own. For example, Ebenezer Denny, the contractor in iigtshresponded to
Brigadier GeneraWilliam Henry Harrison s r equi si ti on for 400, 00
an agent to procure flour in the neighboring contracting district in Ohio because his own
district lacked enough flour to metbie terms of the contracthe cause of the flour
shortage was a drop in the watrels of nearby rivers, which prevented the mills from
running. Denny expanded his search because he had no other choice. By,doing so
however he risked interfering with other suppliers to the Northwestern Army including
John Hunt Pi auytcommidsany of puscbases, and @kio contractor James
White, who procured rains in the southern portion of thestate Denny’' s posi ti

improvedafter White failed to deliver on his contract. Geal Harrison then charged
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him with fulfilling the entire contract for his army (1,098,000 rations of flour), a task
facilitated by higher river levef¥

The system of contracting districts did not work for other reasons. First, there
was no provision for supplying an army that crosseer the border into Canada, a
remarkable oversightThe War Department created thanracting districtdor thePeace
Establishment bunade no modification to it during the War of 1812. Adopting the
Revolutionary War practice of holding contractoesponsible for provisioning an army
no matter where it marched, rather than units within a specific geographical area, would
have obviated this problem. Second, an officer who failed to communicate his
anticipated location to the contractor could ledweelatter holding onto unused
provisions. Third, contractors continued to be unaccountable to military authority. They
rarely paid a penalty for failing to deliver on their contract beyond that of the
commander’ s deci si on t accopnt Fiodllyaisflationpon t he <co
difficult road conditions, and unexpectedly poor weather and harvestsicorddse the
price of rations or the cost of transportatiorherefore, the contract system only worked
under ideal circumstances. As John Armstrexglained to Secretary Eustis, in January

1812, contr act or speapledudistdctssmhereccerreanhd catte are we | |

abundant, prices little subject to change,
failed to deliver on their contractfie noted wher e “t he popul ation i
supplies scarce and high priced, rodads few

The reason why the United States went to war with Great Britain without an

efficient logistical system lay in the commig held notion that the nation could do
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without a staff of professional army officers in time of peace. A corollary to this notion
was that the nation could readily recreate the general staff while preparing for war. The
wisdom of the former propositiomowever, depended on the feasibility of the latter.
Although it made practical sense to abolish ther@uaaster Department whdmet

Peace Btablishment consisted only of 3,000 effectives scattered among the maritime and
frontier posts, Congress failéol reesablish the department until the nation was already
mobilizing for war It did not seriously consider the amount of time required for
organizing the new department and staffing it with uniformed men who possessed special
skills. Nor did it considr how long it would take to build housing for soldiers or

produce, acquire, stockpile, and deliver the firearms, clothing, and equipment they would
need in battle, on the road, or in camp. &hwunt otime thatCongress allocated was
insufficient for @mpleting the transition from the civilianized system of military agents
that supplied a small peacetime establishment to a complex military bureaucracy that
supported a large regular army. Congressional delay meant the nation would go to war
without an &ective supply and logistics system. A longer kimoe would have spared

the nation from many of the supply failures that plagued the army throughout the war.
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CHAPTER 3
THE BUSINESSMEN IN UNIFORMA PROSOPOGRAPHY OF THE

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF QUARTERMASTERS DURING THE WAR OF 1812

The Corps of Quartermasters during the War of 1812 consisted of career officers
and men appointed directly from civil life. When military and civilian leaders anticipated
that the nation would quity create a supply and logistical organization on the eve of
war, they also assumed that they could find qualified men to fill quartermaster vacancies
on short notice. The failure to find enough qualified men, however, exposed the fallacy
of the prewar iwilianization of logistics. Moreover, the pattern of appointments to the
Quartermaster Department indicates that those responsible for quartermaster
recruitment—the president, secretary of war, quartermaster general, and commanding
officers—were well awee that the shortage of qualified men was having a deleterious
effect on military operations. Since men with both the military training and logistical
expertise required for quartermaster work were relatively uncommon, military and
civilian leadersalike sought out candidates who possessed skills analogous to those of a
military logistician. They thus recruited career officers with proven ability in
mathematics or accounting, and businessmen and clerks who served in either the
Continental Army during thRevolutionary War or in the Old Army (i.e., the peacetime
army). Because &nation had neglected logistiics such a long time, there was no
other viable recruitment policy.

The wartime Corps of Quartermasters performed as well as the nation could
exped given the unfavorable circumstances over which they had little control.
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Nevertheless, quartermasters’ | ack of expe
considerable waste of money and property. Aftemthe reformers such as Thomas
SidneyJesup pointed to unsatisfactory outcomes such as these as an argument in favor of
professionalizing the Quartermasteay Corps.
uniform prompted him to use a different set of criteria for quartermastertreentiand

retention when he became tipgartermaster general.

When Congress passed the General Staff Bill on March 3, 1813, it more than
doubled the number of quartermasters in the Quartermaster Deparfrheriagistical
capacity othe U.S. Army needed to keepge with the expansion of the Additional
Military Force, which added twervyne regiments to the Army in January 1812 and
another nineteen in January 1813. The General Staff Law provided for eight
guartermasters general with the rank, pay, and emolurokatsolonel. The position
was entirely new. Each quartermaster general would manage the supply arrangements of
one or two military districts, under the supervision of the quartermaster general of the
department or the secretary of war. The law alsuvigead for eight deputy
guartermasters with the rank of major and thivtp assistant deputy quartermasters with
the rank of captain. By comparison, the Act of March 28, 1812, that reestablished the
Quartermaster Department had authorized the presidapptont up to eight deputy
guartermasters, and as many assistant deputy quartermasters as necessary. The War
Department was slow, however, to fill these positions. Before the expansion of the
Quartermaster Department, only six officers held the positi@eputy quartermaster

and fourteemfficersheld that of assistant deputy quartermaster.
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The cohort that entered the Quartermaster Department in the second year of the
war came from the elites of American society. The pressing need to fill the vacancies
created by the General Staff Law provided an opportunity for men with wealth, political
connections, and administrative skills to acquire high rank in the Quartermaster
Department. In 1812, the department staff consisted almost entirely of military holdovers
from the Old Army and the civilian holdovers who had run the logistical system under
the Peace Establishment. Career officers at the rank of lieutenant and captain served
mostlyunder former military agents and civil officeholdendo obtained direct
appointment to the rank of major. The composition of the department would change after
the enactment of the General Staff Law. Beginning in the spring of 1813, civilians would
outnumber career officers at every rank from captain and above.

The vast majority of the men appointed directly from civil life were businessmen.
President James M#eon, in consultation with Secretary of War William Eustis,
nominated men whose prewar occupations made them uniquely qualified for handling the
large sums of money that moved through the department at all levels. A perusal of the
records of the War Depanent reveals that applicants to quartermaster positions, political
patrons, administration officials, and professional military men all believed that skills in
business were th&ne qua norfor the work of a quartermaster. The pattern of
appointmentsmoreover, indicates that those involved in the quartermaster selection
process put this view into practice.

The logistical failures of the war prompted eyewitnesses and historians to call this
policy into question. The consensus view that emerged wasithi@n and military

leaders—i.e., those responsible for appointing quartermasterstakenly equated
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business talent with competence in military logistics, and that the policy of appointing
businessmen to the Quartermaster Department was misguid&824nQuartermaster
General Thomas S. Jesup informed the secre
every man who was able to write a good hand and cast accounts was qualified to be a
quartermaster, but experience has proved that other qualificats ar e? necessar y
Historians Marvin A. Kreidberg and Mertyn G. Henry, in their study of U.S. Army
mobilization, drew up a list of twelve lessons of the War of 1812. They described one of
those | essons i n these t dosisisotnecedSailyadoundl e i n
indicator of mil it a¥Theinpicatdssumptibnihereigtiaa | i f i c a
business skills were the sole criteria for selecting quartermasters. A systematic analysis
of the backgrounds of quartermasters, howes@mpicates this viewof the wartime
Quartermaster Corps. Although most quartermasters of the War of 1812 were
businessmein-uniform, the War Department did not marginalize career officers or
officers of the line whose service began during the warsydadeed, almost all of the
guartermasters promoted from within the department fall into those two categories.
Moreover, a significant minority of businessmieruniform possessed military
credentials of some sort. Together, career officers andacialppointees with military
experience constituted a majority of the Corps. This strongly suggests that civilian and
military | eaders must have considered a qu
an important qualification.

The policy that enabb large numbers of businessmen to serve in the department
was a practical one. The potential pool of qualified candidates was small. Since civilian

military agents had managed the logistical system during the Peace Establishment, only a
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few career offiers had acquired even a modicum of logistical expertise, usually as
assistant military agents. The United States Military Academy, at West Point, New York,
whose curriculum trained cadets for service in the technical branches, had only produced
eighty-nine graduates before the war. Of these prewar graduates, onijiexiyould

serve as officers during the war. Given the low supply and high demand for logisticians,
any other personnel selection policy would simply not have been feasible at this moment

in time?

The Corps of Quartermasters, March 1812 to March 1813

Congress enacted sweeping change in the
reestablished the Quartermaster Dapartt and transformetie armysupply system
from acivilianized system inta militarized one. It abolished the system of military
agerts, in which civilians performed the same roles as uniforguaditermasters, but
lacked authority over their subordinates, the assistant military agentsieWhsystem
gave logisticiansnilitary rank and the authority to hold subordinates accountable. The
militarization of logistical personnel, however, was only parfidie procurement,
transportation, and distribution of rations remained the responsibility of civilian
contractors. Moreovethe head of the department, Brigadier General Morgan Lewis,
was a politiciargeneral and not a military professional. His most recent experience of
command occurred during the American Revolution. General Lewis also did not have
complete control over &haffairs of his department. The secretary of war still oversaw
logistical operations south of the Potomac River. Although the former military agents

would now wear a uniform, most of them remained military amafeurs.
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To ensure a smooth transition to thew system, President Madison nominated
Lieutenant Colonel Zebulon Montgomery Pike, and military agents William Swan, Jacob
Eustis, and Anthony Lamb as the new deputy quartermasters. On April 3, 1812, the
Senate approved the appointments of Pike, SwahlL.amb, and approved Eustis on
April 8. Colonel Pike’'s ternanduyb6ee t he New
transferred to the Fifteenthfantry. William Swan succeeddnim as quartermaster of
New Orleans. BartholomeSchaumburgh, in turn, took tipéace ofSwan. William
Linnard continued torunthd.S.Ar my’' s princi pal c¢cl othing est
Philadelphia, a job he had performed as a military agent since 1802. Anthony Lamb, the
Secretary of State of New York under Governor Daniel D. Tomptoog, charge of the
Albany depot. Jacob Eustis, the brother of the secretary of war, continued at Boston. Of
the first six deputy quartermasters of the wartime establishment, only Jacob Eustis and
Anthony Lamb fit the characteristic profile of a politiegdpantee. Colonel Alexander
Parkerthe commanding f f i cer of t hRegi@dntdbf Iantmynuss havei f t h
had men such as Eustis and Lamb in mind when he lamented the lack of military
knowledge among military agerfts.

Zebulon Pike, William Swarand Bartholomew Schaumburgh, by contrast,
possessed extensive military experience. After a stint in the militia, Zebulon Pike learned
to tackle logistical problems during his ten years of service as an army officer on the
Western frontier. During thesars 18056, he led an expedition to find the source of the
Mississsippi River, and another in 18J6o find the headwaters of the Arkansas and
Red Rivers. After the Spanish took him captive for a brief period, he returned to the

Army and obtained a prootion to major in 1808. The following year, he changed his
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place of residence to New Orleans and obtained a promotion to colonel in 1812, just
before his appointment as quartermaster. William Swan began his military service as a
first lieutenant in 1799yhen theU.S. Army expanded during the Quaalar. The
dissolution of the Additional Army in 1800 resulted in a short break in his career. In
Febrwary 1801, Swan returned to thery when President John Adams nominated him as
a first lieutenant in the Ft Infantry Regiment. After acquiring logistical experience as
assistant military agent at Fdftassac, lllinois, he left theriay in 1809 at the rank of
captain to accept an appointment as military agent for the Southern Department.
Secretary of War Wiam Eustisthought so well of Swathat he appointed him as
deputy quartermaster in the warérastablishment even thoughhea not solicited an
appointment. A few months later in 1812, Captain Swan settled his accounts in New
Orleans and lefttotakeh ar ge of the department’'s affair
Barthol omew Schaumburgh received an ensighn
Regiment in 1791, and then served in the Legion of the United States, eventually
attaining the rank of captain in the éidonal Army. After the 1802 reduction of the
Army cut his military career short, he pursued a career as a military supply contractor and
later as an agent in the Orleans Territory. Schaumburgh assumed his duties at New
Orleans station in 1812. Aftesifing to secure an appointment in the line in 1814, he
continued his quartermaster duties in the city until the end of thé war.

William Linnard did not have any military experience before the war, but he did
not fit the typical profile obusinessmain-uniform either. His prewar career included
ten years as a military agent at the Schuylkill Arsenal in Philadeip¥ears later,

Winfield Scott included Linnard on a list of twerdgven officers of the Old Army who,
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in his estimation,wee t he exceptions to the *“swaggere

gent | e me n "uttenhhuafit for any militédry purpose whatever He describ
Linnard in glowing terms as a “public serv
integrity “hadiladcng bden cptmdewears,atd, “For t h

Philadelphia, he made all disbursements on account of the army . . . amounting to fifty

odd millions, without the loss of a cent, and at the smallest cost in storage, clerk, hire and

other incidental expenes ever known. "’ Linnard won Sco
of his competence and honesty, but also be
personally performed double, i°f not treble

Linnard honed his logisticaxpertise under the old system of military agents and
understood its defects well enough to propose substantive reforms. In January 1812, he
successfully lobbied Secretary Eustis for an appointment to the Quartermaster
Department, suggesting that his esipece as a military agent made him qualified for a
deputyquartermaster positiorSecretary of War John Armstrong promoted Major
Linnard to quartermaster general after the reorganization of the Quartermaster
Department, in 1813. In May 1815, when Coldranard expressed a desire to remain
in the service, Secretary of War Alexander Dallas appointed him a provisional deputy
guartermaster under Major General Jacob Jennings Brown. He became only one of three
guartermasters then in office that a boardenfegal officers, charged with selecting
officers for the postwar establishment, chose to retain ik iSeArmy . Linnard’ s
commitment to his professia@nd the broad recognition of Hayistical expertise by
those who knew hirsets him apart from thetwr civilians who secured a direct

appointment to the Quartermaster Departmgnt.
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Overview of the Appointment Process

The process by which a civilian obtained an appointment in the Quartermaster
Department was inherently political. Candidates usually daugha political patror-a
governor or congressmarwho would submit a recommendation to the secretary of war
or the president on their behalf. The secretary of war would then compile a list of viable
candidates, which he would then deliver to the presidafter consulting with the
secretary of war, the president would submit his official nominations to the United States
Senate for approval or rejection. If the president approved an appointment during a
recess period, the Senate would take up the noimmafter it reconvened. On occasion,

a candidate would solicit an appointment directly or receive an appointment without
solicitation. The beneficiaries of the latter two methods were usually career officers who
had demonstrated their ability, integriaind industry to their superior officers.

The fourth method of appointment was informal. Commanding officers or
guartermasters general of a military district could fill a vacancy on their own initiative,
but with the tacit or explicit approval of thesetary of war or the president. The man
who held the position of acting deputy quartermaster or assistant deputy quartermaster
did not require Senate confirmation. Although the quartermaster received no military
rank or pay associated with the positibe was still required to submit a bond. A
commanding officer might assign a line officer to quartermaster duty on a temporary
basis or place a trusted civilian (often a militia offioe’ clerl in the position
indefinitely or in anticipation of éormal commission. Twentthreemen served in
guartermaster positions without ever acquiring atamny rank. They constituted 33

percent of the nominees appointed directly from civil life. The process for selecting
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guartermasters was flexible enough towlthe War Department, in 1813, to expedite
the staffing of a chronically undermanned Quartermaster Departfent.
The wartime career of the wealthy Kentucky proprietor, James Taylor, is an
illustrative example. In February 1812, Taylor wrote to Presiliexaison and Secretary
Eustis requesting the authority of a quartermaster in order to make purchases. As
evidence of his competence or trustworthiness, he cited his services as military agent in
his home state. In 1809, Taylor successfully oversaw th&roation of an arsenal and
barracks in the burgeoning town of Newport. He also purchased mules for the army. In
April 1812, the Senate thwarted his attertgpacquire a positiom the Purchasing
Depart ment . Al t hough t hent Shatdidnoteanedantheend t i v e
of his involvement as a supplier. From February to July 1812, Taylor served as the
guartermaster general (withoutralitaryr ank) i n Bri gadier Gener al
Army until the surrender of Detroit resulted in his ceipgiby the British. After his
release, he spent the rest of the war arranging compensation for the wagoners and soldiers
who | ost property resulting from the city’
Kentucky and Ohio militia, and to the armgptured at Detroit®
A few men who entered the war as informal appointments actively sought a
commission in the Qartermaster Department. In masises, they did eventually receive
a commission. In August 1812, Joseph Wheaton submitted his bond tasas&stant
deputy quartermaster geneiraPittsburght* In December, Wheatawld Secretary
Eustis thahis lack of military rank wasmpeding his ability to perforrhis duties.Given
a quarter maasntge rn’gs rwisdpeo n s Millharylrank oughtdo, he ar gu

accompany every such appointment.”’ I n Whe
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When andter officer refused to carry obts orderthat officer remarkedd i n t he
presence of t he hwalgdo n* nnoa sct oem fPaUntlebsatieh ahtee ver . 7
situation changedVheatonnsisted, he would resiggssoon as the convoy under his
direction reached its destination Wh eat on r ecei 1sodinApris capt ai
1813, as well asrders to serve under Colonel John C. Bartlett angl ¢alrge of the
stores at Chilicothe, Ohio. On October 10, 1814, Secretary of War James Monroe
included Wheaton’s name on a |ist of appoi
to the Senate. Although the Senate rejected his promotion to deputymaste
general, he continued his work as post quartermaster at Richmond, Virginia, until his
discharge in June 1815,

Some quartermasters sought a commission, but failed to obtain one. Captain
George Wadsworth only served two weeks as assistant dgypartyermaster in the Ninth
Military District (Northern New York and Vermont), from May 20, 1813, to July 7, 1813,
before the Senate rejected his appointment for unstated rédsbo®va d s wor t h’ s
superior officey Col onel James Th ommassnjustificd €Ehorfas nat e’ s
declareg® Of Mr . Wadsworth | k nadffieal duesihthiig, ot he
station . . . [which] he has dischargeith an alacrity seldom met with those of his
experience in the Xcaptainend somfo rtthhe sd & paa rl tumeen tt
commission, however, did not prevent him from continuing his service in another
capacity. In September 1813, Callender Irvine appointed him assistant commissary
general for the depot at Burlington, Vermont. Major General&\Hampton then
attached him to his force of 10,000 as a field commissary prior to the offensive against

Montreall®
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Although most informal appointees expected to receive a military rank at some
date in the future, at least one did nist.the spring of 183, Brigadier General Wade
Hampton, thercommander of the Fifth Military District (Virginia and Maryland)
appointed Joshua West to fill the position of deputy quartermaster general at Richmond.
Westperformed his duties without a military ramderhapsexpecting that he would
continue in officandefinitelyin that capacity After Captain Wheaton arrived to replace
him in December of that yeaWest began the discharge process by settling his accounts

with the departmerf®

Career Officers

A sizeable minaty of quartermasters were career officers. They were the active
duty officers in the Old Army at the outbreak of war. They filled 28 percent of the
vacancies created by the General Staff Law and comprised roughly 25 percent of all
guartermasters whosed during the war. An additional 7 percent of quartermasters
were officers who served in the Old Army or the Legion of the United States, butleft th
service before the warn total, active and former regulars constituted about a third of the
Quartemaster Corps. Although not a majority, it belies the notion that the War
Department only recruited business tafént.

Quartermasters who began their military service in the Additional Military Force
of 1808 outnumbered those who enteredutte Army in ary other single year of the
PeaceEstablishment. For this reas@areer officers tended to be youngen their
twenties and thirties-than their citizersoldier counterparts, who were typically men in

theirthirties,forties,and fifties. The averageareeflength for officersof the Old Army

44



who enteredhe Quartermaster Department during the War of 1812 was relatively long
Collectively, the career officers in the Quartermaster Departhagtgerved an average

of seven years as officers, roughly griivalent of onghird of a lifetime career in the
army. Six of the longesterving career officers include Zebulon M. Pike, Nathaniel
Leonard, James House, William Piatt, Amos Stoddard, and John De Barth Walbach.
They all received their first commissis during the Quasiar (17981800). Pike,

Leonard, House, and Stoddard survived the successive reductions of the Army in 1800
and 1802, but President John Adams chose not to select Piatt and Walbach for retention
in the Peace Establishment. Discharg&800,however, was not fatal their careers.

In 1801, the president reappointed Piatt and Walbach as lieutenants and both officers
continued military service without interruption until the war. Historian William B.
Skelton pointed out in his seminabrk on the origins of the American military

profession that this type of career pattern was unexceptional in the early republic. In
analyzing the service records of Army officers, he calculated that a high turnover rate
existed among the officer corpstbfs era—a product of the reductions of the Army in
1800, 1802, 1815, and 1821. The consequent broken career pattern experienced by many
officers, he argued, retarded the development of military professionalism in the U.S.
Army by producing instability@d social fragmentation in the officer corps. Broken
career patterns were not typical, howewaenong those officers who servedtiie
Quartermaster Epartment during the warrom a sample of twentyine career officers,
only Piatt and Walbach experieggttthis type of interruption in their military career. The

careers of the other twarseven officers were unusualijable??
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Holdovers from the Old Army who spent a portion or the entirety of their wartime
service in the Quartermaster Department werepawatively more likely to have
received a professional military education. Approximately 33 percent of the career
officers in the Quartermaster Corps and 9 percent of all quartermastergracirates of
the U.S. Military Academy, at West Point, N.BBy contast, West Pointersomprised
about 2 percent of the entire officer corps of the war years. The Quartermaster
Department was also the most commofff sigpointment for Military Academy
graduates Ten of he ninetyfour West Pointersvho served as dffers during the war,
including the men who graduated with the Class of 1813 and Class of 1814, were
guartermasters at some point in their careetee réason that thdyecame
guartermastens clear. Quartermaster duties involved performing technicatifons
that required functional I iteracy in mathe
could transfer those skills toward bookkeeping and other clerical tasks, which were
essential for the effective management of departmental affairs.

Lieutenmt Chri stopher Van De Venter’'s abild@
numbers, a skill he learned at the Military Academy, was apparently an important reason
why he became a quartermaster. Upon graduation from West Point, in 1809, Van De
Venterreceivedaseond | i eutenant’s commission with
While serving in various garrisons along the Atlantic coast from 1809 to 1812, he
acquired logistical experience as an assistant military agent. During that time, Lieutenant
Van De Venter coducted extensive business with the Philadelphia depot under William
Linnard. Although Linnard had never met the young officer, the accuracy of his

transactions and his willgness tdollow correct procedures impressed him. Major
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Linnard recommended Vdde Venter, in April 1812, for an appointment as assistant
deputy quartermaster general at Fort Columbus, New York, because of his technical skills
and performancé

Van De Venter later explained that he pursued a career in the staff for
professional reass. So, too, did his Academy classmates. They hoped to obtain, he
observed, “more knowledge of their profess
the duties of the |line, and therePWHisrender
guartermastecareer included duties at stationary depots and on the field. In early 1813,
he managed a complex shipbuilding operation at Sackets Harben an March 24,
1813, Secretary Armstrong appointed him deputy quartermaster. For reasons that are
unclear, n April 1813, Van De Venter asked for leave to settle his accounts, but retracted
the request when Morgan Lewis took command of a division near Fort Niagara and
informed him that the spring campaign would begin. He then took up the duties of a field
guarermaster, supplying two brigades during the seizure of Fort George, on May 27, and
joining Major Gener al Henry Dearborn’s sta
of Stoney Creek on June 6, 1813, which resulted in his capture. Except fortareabo
escape attempt, he remained in captivity for the duration of th&war.

A former mathematics professor at the Military Academy also secured an
appointment as assistant deputy quartermaster. William Amherst Barron was educated at
Harvard College, gradhting with the Class of 1787 and receiving his A.M. degree in
1792. In the ensuing years, he worked forahisa materas a mathematics tutor. In
1800, he earned a commission with the Second Artillerists and Engineers on the

condition that he would ingict fellow officers in mathematics. He then transferred to
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the Corps of Engineers when, after the Arm
assignment as Acting Professor of Mathematics at the Military Academy. Over the
cour se of Ma jyears atitha Academy,; he todk commmand for long stretches
as the acting superintendent while the superintendent, Lieutenant Colonel Jonathan
Williams, was away to supervise the construction of works in New York harbor and
attend to other duties. In Jun@0T, his arrest on charges of gross negladlowing
academics and discipline to deteriorat@nd personal misconduct brought by Lieutenant
Charles Gratiot compelled him to resign his commission. A guartial trial ended in
his dismissal from militaryesvice. The War of 1812 gave his military career a new lease
on life, however The War Department reappointed him in 1813 with the rank of captain,
and he performed the greater part of his service as quartermaster in New York City.
Barron was technicalla direct appointment, but his expertise in mathematics and his
military experience made him well qualified for a quartermaster posittion.
Career officers formed the professional nucleus of the Quartermaster Corps of the
regular army.Among the ten indiduals who became quartermaster general with the
rank of lieutenant colonel or colonel, four already held commissions in the army when
hostilities began. William Piatt was the longsstving career officer to hold that office.
Major Piatt served as ajplaty quartermaster general in Major General William Henry
Harrison’s Northwestern Ar my. After his p
New Orleans to take charge of departmental affairs in that®c®ymeon Knight—
described byGeneral WinfieldlSc ot t as a “ go ¢%-and JamdsBtrodei ng o f
Swearingen had served continuously since 1802 and 1803, respectively. Colonel Knight

replaced Piatt in New Orleans and Colonel Swearingen replaced Lieutenant Colonel John
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C. Bartlett as the Northwesten Ar my’' s quarter master, after
1814. Military Academy graduate Justus Post transferred from the Corps of Artillery to

fill the quartermaster general vacancy at New York City. The 2:3 ratio of career officers

to direct appointmets amply demonstrates that the influx of civilians into the

Quartermaster Department, from 1813 to 1814, did not mean that the War Department

marginalized career officefs.

Officers of the War Years

Twenty-five quartermasters from a sample of 115 received their commisssons
line officersduring the war, usually as ensigns or lieutésaA few men with military
experience in the Old Army began their wartime service as captains. Thomas L. Butler
joined the Additional Army in 1808, but terminated his career in 1811. Upon his return
to the army in 1813, he received a captain
surgeon’s mate at Fort Wayne from 1804 to
returnedas a surgeon under Brigadier General William Hull at Detroit. He then joined
Gener al Harrison’s Northwestern Ar my. I n
Swearingen as deputy quartermaster at Fort Fayette, Pennsylvania. Quartermasters who
began theiwartime service as enlisted men were rare. Sergeant John L. Meredith was
one of two exceptions. He obtained a commission as an ensign with the Twelfth U.S.
Infantry in March 1814. His career as the assistant deputy quartermaster of the
Pittsburgh depotyvhere he supplied the Seventeenth U.S. Infantry at Erie, lasted less than
a year. Thomas Porter entered the service as a private soldier in a troop of volunteer light

dragoons in October 1812, sustaining serious wounds in the course of two engagements.
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In 1814, he accepted a commissteobtained without solicitatior-as an ensign with the
Sixteenth U.S. Infantry. Secretary oflaWlames Monrosoon thereafter appointed
him—again without solicitatior-assistant deputy quartermaster at Carlisle,
Pemsylvania. Monroemay havantended to relieve Captain Porter of physically
demanding work while he recovered from his woundis eéxertions as a quartermaster
as noted later by the sponsor of & falprovide him a pension, were almost certainly
arduous enougtensure that he never fully recoseifrom those wound®

Commanding officersn occasiorslated particlarly trustworthy and proficient
line officers for quartermaster duty on the eve of a campaign. John B. Hogan and John
G. Camp are illustrative exangd. In June 1814, Major General Jacob Jennings Brown
removed the Iristiborn Major Darby Noon from the position of deputy quartermaster
general shortly before the Left Division’'s
militia quartermater under Major @neral Peter BuePorter, the quartermaster general
of the New York militia, and received his commission in the regular army in 1813.
Brown determined that Noon’'s demonstrable
continued service as a quartermastde. sent a letter to Secretary Armstrong requesting
tha he promote both Captain Camp and Capitboganto the rank of majot? He
described the former as “a meritorious off
encampment of French Mills, whereh “r endered his cd®%ntry i mp
Brownintended that they both serve under him as deputy quartermasters gartiel f
upcoming campaign. Hardered them to find sufficient transportation to enable his

division to cross the Niagara River short notice, a task that they weable to fulfill.
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Their dedicatiorelicited praise from the generatho remarked “ Such men are r
the quartermaster’s department.”
John G. Camp was unusual in that he began his military career as a midshipman
in the U.S. Navy in 1809. He resigned his commission in 1811. When the war
commenced, he received a commission as first lieutenant in the Twelfth Infantry
Regiment, followed by a promotion to captain the next year. Even though Camp had no
prior experiencas a staff officer, his performance during the Niagara campaign justified
Brown’s conf’idence in him.
In 1812, John B. Hogan received his commission as ensign in the Twentieth
Infantry and a promotion to second lieutenant. In 1813, Hogan accepted dirsizemt
as assistant deputy quartermaster general in the Ninth Military DiStrkitthe Albany
depot, Quartermaster Gener al Robert Swartw
habits directly. Hecai der ed hi m avsal“uaanb |e& coefl fliecnetr .&
Career officers and officers of the war years often obtained their appointments to
the Quartermaster Department often without the aid of a patron. President Madison
nominated a number of officers who did not solicit an appointment or who nominated
themselves Successful sefiominations kept political patronage from completely
dominating the selection process. In June 1812, Captain James W. Bryson wrote to
Secretary Eustis to nominate himself for the position of assistant deputy quartermaster
generalatNepo r t , Kentucky. Eustis officially a
the latter accepted in Juf.In April 1812, Captain Samuel Perkins also successfully
appealed to Eustis for an appointment without providing any endorsethdnt$812,

William Swan did not lobby for his retention at the New Orleans depot. When Secretary
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Eustis surprised Swan by appointing him deputy quartermaster general in the wartime
establishment, the | at t'goodneast’tProfesbionaled t he
soldiers benefited from these alternatives to political patronage far more than the men
appointed directly from civil life did. A flexible selection process opened the vacancies
to appointments based on merit.

The War Department did not margiize career officers and officers
commissioned during the wauhen it awardegromotions within the Quartermaster
Department. The War Department promoted only nine quartermasters (out of 115) to
higher rank within the department. That included promdbng assistant deputy
quartermasters to deputy quartermaster, and six deputy quartermasters to quartermaster
general. Career officers and civilian appointees received promotions in roughly equal
measure. The officers promoted from captain to majoexample, included two

officers of the war years, one career officer, and one civilian appointee.

Direct Appointments

The War Department opened the new vacancies in the Quartermaster Department
to civilians out of a sense of urgency and necessity. Dthm§rst year of the war, the
staffing of the Quartermaster Department lagged considerably behind the expansion of
the line. Harried deputy quartermasters routinely requested permission from the War
Department to hire qualified clerks in order to lestheir workload and often mentioned
the need for an assistant deputy quartermaster for their own department and for nearby
posts. Moreover, the addition of new regiments to the Additional Military Force in

January 1813 threatened to compound the shomegjaff. Educated men from the

52



professional classes and wealthy men from the private sector constituted a readily
available pool of applicants.

In May 1812, the Senate began the process of appealing to potential recruits from
the civilian world byconsideing the repeal afhe prohibitions against conducting trade
that the Act of March 28, 1812, imposed upon quartermasters and commissaries. The
penalty for conducting trade, owning a sea vessel, purchasing public lands or property, or
using public securiéis for private use under that law was removal from office, a fine of
$3,000, and a maximum imprisonment of five y¢arghe Senate also debated a motion
relieving the Quartermaster General and Commissary General of liability for the money
that passed thugh the hands of subordinate quartermasters. Morgan keefss to
havemade hi s acceptance of the quartermaster
passage of the latter amendm&nThe congressional clerk described the debate over the
measurehe 008 hand,” he noted, “it was sali
no competent men would accept the offices; and on the other hand that the restrictions
were necessary, usual, and moderate, and therefore ought not to be dispensed with to
gai fy any particular person or fe&otlsons who
amendments, which struck out the sixth and third sections of the Act of March 1812,
respectively, passed the Senate despite strong initial oppdSition.

There is no evidence &l potential recruittom the business world would have
declined their appointments to the department had Congress continued to curtail
guartermasters’ ability to conduct busines
most businessmeguartermaters ceased engagement in their private affairs as a matter

of course. When they felt compelled to attend to their businesses, they tendered their
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resignation. James Morrison, a military contractor and colonel of U.S. Volunteers, seems
to have been arxeeption. He continued selling rations to the Northwestern Army while
performing his duties as its quartermaster. Remarkably, neither Colonel Morrison nor
General Harrison considered the potential for gross conflicts of interest as a bar to
Mo r r i spointment. Wimether or not the change in the law relating to trade made a
difference to recruitment outcomes, the men appointed directly from civil life
outnumbered the military officeholders. They filled a majority (60 percent) of vacancies
in the Quartamaster Corps and constituted 62 peradratppointments tdeputy
guarternaster Out of a sample of sevenityne officers who served as assistant deputy
quartermasters, fortwvo (53 percent) were direct appointmehts.

Quartermasters appointed directigrh civil life were overwhelmingly
businessmen. This occupational class included merchants, bankers, speculators, and
contractors. They were not shopkeepers from the middling classes, but men of property
who could draw on their extensive financial anditmal connections in the performance
of their duties. The civilian and military leadership alike considered them attractive
candidates because of their claim to special skillsets and influence that would prove
useful in the Quartermaster Departmentedérwere men with knowledge of accounting
and experience handling vast sums of money, who would presumably be able to rein in
departmental expenditures.

Major General Henry Dearborn was a proponent of recruiting business talent for
the Quartermaster Departmeiiiarly in the warhe pressed Secretary Eustis on the need
for administrative refor ms. “Permit me to

improvement in the organization of the Staff Departments, and especially of that
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Quartermaster Genty [it] will be utterly impossible” h e “f#man arraydqg

perform an active campai g*Pawofthdsolationyin pr obab

his estimation, was to appoint a quarterrmageneral who was himself a Insssman

Dearborn advised Secretary of War ArmstrongE u s t i s 'tokeep thisfac@ s s or

mi nd when selecting Quar trepacement. éleinsiGtedn e r a |

“1t is indispensablatogdetheraatMantdhies iQAi’evs G..” s houl
MorganLewis possessed relevant experience as quartermaster general of the

Northern Department during the Revolutionary War. Although he continued to be

interested in military ffairs during the intervening thirtyears of peace, his professad

experience was that of a jurist and politician. He was neither a military professional nor

an entrepreneurLewis held a variety of appointed and electoral posts in New York

State. He served as an assemblyman in the state legislature, a commoaystgadge,

the state’s attorney general, and the stat

defeated Aaron Burr in New York’'s gubernat

himself in his reelection bid by Daniel D. Tpkins in 1807. In 1812,ewis declined

President Madison's offer to be the new Se

nomination for the position of quartermaster general. Although Lewis believed he was

gualified to command an army, and would have preferred a field command, the

admi ni stration’s adopt i orrtemnfastehDepartrpentoposal s

persuadedhim to accept a staff appointment insteaks quartermaster general, however,

Lewis was indifferent to the tasks necessary to keep his department running efficientl

In March 1813, Secretary Armstrong replaced Lewis with Robert Swartwout, a thirty
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three yeawold entrepreneur, and placed the former in command of a division in the
Northern Departmerff

The appointment of Robert Swartwout as quartermaster geneapated a
significant shift in the War Department’'s
Morgan Lewis, Swartwout had extensive political experience. During the Jefferson
Admini stration, he was part of Aanblpn Burr’
Unlike Lewis, however, Swartwout was also a prominent businessman and speculator.
He became a primary stockholder for the Cayuga Bridge Company, which secured a
charter to build what was then the longest bridge in the United States, in thelfakegr
region of New York. In 1810, he opened a mercantile firm with his brother John.
Swartwout’s military service did not begin
appointment as a colonel in the New York militia and then as commander of the
volunteer U.S. Fourth Brigade. Swartwout was a more energetic quartermaster general
than Lewis, but he could not overcome stru
logistical system. The failures of the contract system of supply, the poor national
infrastructire, and the chronic shortage of funds prevented him from becoming a truly
effective quartermaster general. Nevertheless, Secretary of War James-Monroe
Secretary Armsfcoahg’ $0%$ucpwiesadBdvgectedhsut ' s
request to resignSwartwout remained the head of the Quartermaster Department until
its dissolution after the wé?.

The careers of incoming quartermasters resembled that of Robert Swartwout more
than the political career of Morgan Lewis. Reliable information regartimgitewar

careers of quartermasters appointed from civil life is currently available for tiveoty
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men out of a sample of seventy. Of those twdwty, however, seventeen were
primarily merchants, entrepreneurs, bankers, military agents, or professeskal Only
two quartermastersThomas P. Baldwin and William Christywere lawyers by trade.
One was a farmer and two others were political officeholders. Several businessmen were
involved in local or state politics, and one of the politicians dabblédisiness.
Benjamin Romaine was a prominent figure in Tammany Hall politics, but he also
engaged in some dubious business ventures. In 1806, Romaine became a political
liability to the DemocratiRepublican Party because of his role in a corrupt laattbet
involved the acquisition of valuable real estate in the center of New York City for next to
nothing. The Common Council removed him from the office of New York City
Controller>®

Theletters of political patrons and commanding officers who wroteatralf of a
trusted quartermaster acandidatdor a quartermaster positiomvariably mentioned
their business credential&braham Baldwin Fannin was a cotton merchant who
currently held the position of deputy quartermaster general in SavannahiagG&org
Governor Peer Early of Georgia suggestdthtthe War Department allowim to
accompany a detachment of raw recruits on their w&yéon e r a | s hkadgulrers n’
He contended th& a n n‘iexpérience and capacity for busirfea®uld prove valuble
toa “detachment of militia where officers a
service”>?

Business experience was the most important criterion even for career civil
officeholders. The War Department commissioned Elisha Jenkins in 1813 as a colonel

with orders to take charge of the Quarterm
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District®* Gover nor Dani el D. Tompkins’s recommen
secretary of state for New York emphasized
Tompkins was referring to his role as a partner in the faavilged Hudson River

shipping firmThomas Jenkins & Sons. Jenkins spent a considerable portion of his time
operating the business from Dunkirk, France. From 1798 to 1812, he held a series of
administrative positions in both local and state government in New York, including that

of Columba County treasurer and New York State comptréiieGovernor Tompkins

personally vouched for Jenkins’s character
intelligence, respectability, integrity an
qualified forthat office®®* Quar t er mast er Gener al Swartwout

in high esteem, and expressed relief when he learned that it was Jenkins who would
replace Anthony Lamb as quartermaster general at the Albany3depot.

Professional clerks figurgorominently among the new quartermasters, second
only to merchants. Colonel James Thomas, who took charge of the department at
Burlington, Vermont, acquired experience as a clerk in the Court of Hancock County,
Massachusetts, in the brief interlude betvbis resignation from the army in early 1812,
and his acceptance of an appointment as deputy quartermaster with the rank of major in
September 1812. Major James Rees, one of the quartermasters of the Left Division,
spent the Revolutionary War as a clerkhe counting house of the financier Robert
Morris. Morris was appantly so fond of him thiahe authorized him to conduct
confidentialbusiness Captain Robert Patterson was a clerk in a Philadelphia counting
house, as well, and became a Pennsylvaiitia colonel after Congress declared war on

Great Britain. Captain Marshal Jenkins (brother of Elisha) served as Clerk of Columbia
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County. There he kept the county records and performed clerical work for the Inferior
Court of Common Plea$.

Late in tre war, deputy quartermasters would occasionally fill vacancies with
professional clerks. These quartermasters,-peggsed by the onerous workload of the
department, made use of the provision in the regulations of March 1812 that allowed the
departmentd hire clerks with a salary of no more than $1,500 per year. The request to
hire a clerk was usually one of the first orders of business for a new post quartermaster.

For a few deputy quartermasters, a cleide was ideal since the appointee was already

familiar with departmental affairs at the post. Thus, the departure of the incumbent

would not disrupt the operations of the department. Major William Swan appointed

Robert Brock as his assistant deputy quartermaster explicitly for this reason. When

William B. Lewis, the assistant deputy quartermaster general at Nashville, Tennessee,
informed Secretary of War James Monroe that he intended to resign from his office, he
requested that he appoint James Camp to re
attended to the department’s finamcial aff

Biographical information obtained from the correspondence of the secretary of
war, army registers, government documents, family and town histories, newspapers, and
memorids, frequently describe the businessarem ni f or m as “gentl emen,

prominence, and “men of property.” The o
were, on average, much wealthier than the officer corps as a whole. A significant
proportion of gartermasters were relatively older men, who were established members

of their communities. Jm Bleecker, for example, was fifgneyears old at the time of

his appointment as deputy quartermaster general at Burlington, Vermont. Not much
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information isavailable about his life, except that he was a landholder in West Troy, New
York, and married into the wealthyaf Rensselaer family. Thomas Melville, Jr., a

deputy quartermaster at the Pittsfield depot, returned to his native Massachusetts in 1812
afteramassing a fortune in banking during his tweoryg-year residence in France. His

Fr ench wcohnected famigdndbled him to form close bonds with the merchant
elite, which facilitated his success in banking and other commercial ventures. James
Taylor was in his early forties when he served as quartermaster under Generals William
Hull and William Henry Harrison. Before t
land in presentlay Newport, Kentucky, and set about making his fortune from

govenment contracts, using the profits to invest in sawmills and gristmills, and from land
speculation in Ohio and Kentucky.

Direct appointments for young men were not common in the Quartermaster
Department. In these cases, one can determine their gdlasgby the occupation of the
father. Lacking this kind of informati on,
level of education. Septims Tyler is a case in point. His father Daniel Tyler was a
leading citizen of Brooklyn, Connecticut. Thelef Tyler served as a militia adjutant
under his fathem-law Majar General Israel Putnarduring the Revolutionary War and
became a prosperous farmer after the war. Saptsm was t he seventh c¢hi
Capt ai A HE gnterd Yale College in 180graduating with an A.M. in 1813.

The career of Tyler’s father and his own e
uppert i er of the |l ocal elite. Af teriusecei vir
Tyler served for eighteen months as aasistieputy quartermaster general at Norfolk,

Providence, and New London. In June 1815, the army terminated his military service
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with an honorable discharge, along with almost every other civilian appointee of the
Quartermaster Department. In December6l8Yler obtained a diplomatic position.
Secretary of State James Monroe appointed him agent of the United States to the
Kingdom of Haiti, charging him with protecting the commercial and property rights of
American citizens residing there. On the voyagme from this mission in 1817, Tyler
succumbed to yellow fevét.

Quartermasters were more likely to come from the elite of society than the rest of
the officer corps because few men had the financial means or connections to submit a
bond signed by two seties. When a man accepted an appointment as quartermaster, he
included a bond along with his signed oath of office. The purpose of the bond, according
to the Act of March 28, 1812, was to “ensu
moneys, and accotni ng f or al I° Quartbrindsters wpouldbredeemtthegir ”
security when they settled their accounts upon discharge from the service. Unlike the
guartermaster general of the department, they were liable for unexplained losses
sustained at their get. The secretary of war fixed the amount of the bond, which could
range from about $500 to $10,000. For example, Captain Satterlee Clark, a graduate of
the Military Academy, submitted a bond of
for an assistnt deputy quartermast&r.The secretary of war could fix a relatively small
sum for officers whom he considered trustworthy. Upon accepting his appointment,
Major William Linnard expressed gratitude to Secretary Eustis for placing such
confidence in himwhich he assumed was the case based on the low amount of the
bond® When submitting the bondfficersinvariablyvouched fotthe character and

wealthof their sureties.Christopher Van De Venter noted that the surety suiomitted
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his bondwas his fatheandWilliam Amherst Barron described his bondsman simply as
“a respect adand“ea greannt |oelfmwitiidm pirnard fglt.the need to
providedetaik regardindh i s s u r e andstasding iwtbedr Fespactive
communities’’
Members of the elite could also hope to obtain an appointment in the department
on the recommendation of a prominent relative. Nepotism seems to have played a role in
a few appointments. The most cleat example of nepotism was that of John Coles
Payne Pr esi dent -dbAeelbrotherin-laws. ThedVareDepartment rejected
Payne’'s solicitation for an appointment in
He then secured a position as assistant deputy quartermaster general in Clarksburg
Virginia. He was able to do so despite his lack of business credentials and a-career
arranged by James Madisein Tripoli as secretary to the American cohihiat ended in
failure®® GregoryDillon began his servicia the departmerdn March 4, 1814,saa
clerk-hire for his fathetin-law Major Benjamin Romaine, who was then serving as
deputy quartermaster general iBW York®® RomaineattestedoDi | | on’ sandc har act
assured the secretary of war that he was capable of running the departiner@ent of
his absence®Without his aig Romainec o n t e mys#uhtjon Must have been
rendered extremely embarrassing, if not intolerably so; not having a Book nor scarcely a
paper to guide me in the of%ice at my ente
Familial connections also seem to have played an outsized role in the career
success of Samuel Brown, a brother of Major General Jacob Brown. After the
declaration of war, Brown became a quartermaster in the New York militia. His

entrepreneurial bent alkthowledge of the countryside made him a desirable candidate
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for the Quartermaster DepartméhtLike his brother, he made the transition from
amateur soldier in the war’'s first year to
1813 to June 1815, lserved as deputy quartermaster general at Sackets Hartasaand
field quartermaster for the Northern Armilis performance, however, was inconsistent.
In a case of gross negénce, he allowed 10 to 15 boxesommer and witer clothing
in his care taleteriorate Assistant Commissary of Purchases Mathew Irwin complained,
“I'1] nstead of storing, Mr . Brown suffered
months of October & November; and as a necessary consequences, all or nearly all,
sustained irreparb | e d &drovanglenied that it was his responsibility to attend to
the cachef clothing When Irwin produced th&ecretaryofwars or der st ati ng
otherwiset he cl ot hing nevertfhel sevetnbifigecedd af
thearmy redution of 1815 Major Brown was one of only two direct appointments in the
Quartermaster Department (the other being Colonel Linnard) who the retention board
decided to retain in the postwar establishment. Since the performance reports for the
Northern Divsion—the basis upon which the retention board made its decisiaresnot
extant, the reasons for his retention are opaque. General Jacob Brown did note, in an
official letter to his brother, that Secretary of War Alexander Dallas used his influence on
hisbehalf. Samuel Brown continued his military service in the Adjutant and Inspector
General's Office, but the War Department s
quartermaster in the Northern Division under the command of General Btown.

The prattice of selecting men with wealth and financial connections for the
Quartermaster Department proved fortuitous in a way. When the federal government ran

out of funds, quartermasters often paid for supplies from their own pockets or obtained
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loans on theiown private credit. The Quartermaster Department experienced a shortage
of funds for the entirety of the war. Nearly every depot reported to the War Department
that the lack of funds caused difficulties with purchasing supplies, paying creditors, and
arranging contracts for transportation. The problem wodarieenthe United States
defaulted on the national dedotd many banks suspended specie payments. The crisis in
Americanpublic finance paralyzed the operations of the department. Given the
depat ment ' s precarious financial situation,
would have always been more useful for quartermasters assigned to the stationary depots
than financial connections.

William Berkeley Lewis received his appointment as quaréster of the
Tennessee Volunteers and as assistant deputy quartermaster of the regular army at
Nashville duea his financial connections ais close friendship to Andrew Jackson.
Lewis, a state land official and lawyer by profession, added to higydpoldings by
marying the daughter of &ennessee planter and lameksulator in August 1813. He
had the means to acquire supplashis own personal credit if the state and federal
government did not provide the necessary funds. When Governoe Bilunt failed to
raise the money to supply Jackson’s volunt
supplies from local merchants and negotiated a loan with the Nashville Bank. Although
his efforts succeeded, it also caused him to go into’ddbacal reputation was a factor
in at least one other appointment. Major General William Henry Harrison alluded to
John C. Bartlett’s prominence in h4is home

commissary should replace James Morrison as deputy quadier general of the
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Northwestern Army. He wrote to Secretary Armstrong, noting that Bartlett had the
“confidence of the wester® country, partic
The connections elites enjoyed made them effective recruiters, and they routinely
proded t he department with |ists of “gentle

commissary departments. They could also provide accurate information about the
availability of local supplies. General Harrison explicitly mentioned, in his
recommendationletter Bartl ett’s “intimate knowl edge
r e s o Ubracaa isnportant qualification for the position of deputy quartermaster
gener al . Commanding officers often cited
favor. For example, Mgan Lewis recommended an appointment for Captain James
Thomas as assistant deputy quartermaster i
acquainted with the account of theoQu n " near’the Niagara frontier.

Men who aspired to serve in the Quartestea Department made a point of
noting their ties to a region when soliciting an appointment. Major Thomas Melville, Jr.,
officially a commissary and superintendent of supplies at Cantonment Pittsfield,
Massachusetts, justified his unauthorized work asi¢hfactodeputy quartermaster of
Gener al De ar b o rhasedormN ealue th ther Quartérmasigr Department.
He attempted to mollify the Commissary General of Purchases, Callender Irvine, by
arguing that his knowledge of the resources in sontNew England was proving useful
to General Dearborf?.

When Joseph Wheaton pursued a captain’s
Department, he sold himself to the War Department as an expert on the maritime

provinces of Canada. Wheaton, a native of No@ti&, fought for American

65



independence during the Revolution, serving in the Rhode Island line as an officer from
March 1779 to December 1783 His father, Caleb Wheaton, disinherited him for
Jjoining the “damned Yanke detaVhbatoh agnhis An in
father’s behal f. “You have thrown your sel
younger Wheaton, “who mentioned in his wil
want of filial affection to your King and country, and ceqaently cut you off with [sic]

a s h i®% Neverhgles$, Wheaton maintained ties with Canada after the war. In

December 1784, Hest his merchant vessel and its cargo in a wreck off the coast of

Nova Scoti? He remained in the province for four ys#efore returning to the United
State$?Wheaton’s allies alluded to these ties
“knowl edge of t he %owvhenthgyemdorsed Hism@minationu He r y , 7
reiterated his acquaintance with the Maritime Provincesiplichte letters to Secretary

Eustis and President Madison. In order to prove the point, he gave a lengthy description

of the population, roads, rivers, natural resources, and defenses of the region surrounding
the city of St . Jo laddédshatihenwoNdebe haBpy to supplyithe k .
administration with more information if it
the taking of the City of St. Johns in the month of June 1775 and have often vissited [sic]

it Since.” tHree co@icz wrde do ft htahi s “depot of
feasible military objective, asserting, “O
companies of Artillery—with the volunteers of Passamaquada Machias, and there

vicinities would constitute a Suéfient force to conquer, and Maintain that invaluable

Country.”
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The vast majority of direct appointments to the Quartermaster Department worked
in the military districts where they resided at the outbreak of war. Out of a sample of
thirty-three civiliansturnedquartermasters, the War Department assigned tvsavign
(82 percent) to depots that were in the same state as their place of residence. The
Quartermaster Department found men knowledgeable of local conditions useful, but
guartermasters also prefed to work close to home. James Thomas of Massachusetts
was a case in point. He began his military service with the Additional Army of 1808 as a
captain in the Regiment of Light Dragoons. When he resigned his commission in
November 1811, he offered tgsrvices as a military agent where he resided, at Castine,
Maine. He made the case for his appointment because of military necessity, citing the
absence of an agent within 100 miles of the post. In September 1812, however, he
accepted a direct appointiiteas deputy quartermaster general with the rank of major and
performed his duties at Albany and Buffalo. The following year, however, he secured a
transfer to the Ninth Military District, with headquarters at Burlington, Vermont, and
served at that depantil the end of the war as quartermaster general with the rank of
colonel®

William B. Skelton, in his study of high army leadership during the War of 1812,
observed that the geographical distribution of officers above the rank of captain strongly
correlted with the distribution of the free population, as recorded in the Census of 1810.
He also argued that the slightly overrepresented West and South Atlantic sections in the
of ficer corps reflected the war’ sentgtionpul ar i
of Southern Congressmen in the U.S. House of Represestatving tathe threefifths

clause in the Constitution. Perhaps because there were practical reasons for keeping
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guartermasters close to home, the geographical distribution of the @aster Corps

correlated even more strongly with the distribution of the free population. The

underrepresentation of the New England and-Midntic sections among the high

ranking officers in the line was not the case inGartermasteCorps. Quartenasters

recruited from New England comprised 22.5 percénthose who served in the

Quartermaster Departmeanhile those who hailed from the Mi#itlantic States

comprised 29.4 percent. The percentage of the free population for both sections was 24.4

perent and 33 percent, respectiveluartermasters were slightess overrepresented

in the south and @st than the rest of the officenrps. Quartermasters from thaugh

Atlantic States comprised 3lpercent of the Quartermasterrs, and those frothe

west comprised 16.7 percent. The percentage of the free population was 27.8 percent and

14.9 percent, respectively. The importance of New Orleans as a sepplyplobably

accounts fortheevst °' s overrepresent®tion among quar
When MajorGeneral William Henry Harrison recommended John C. Bartlett for

the position of deputy quartermaster general, he reassured Secretary of War John

Armstrong that Bartlett's |l ack of military

office. Aquartermaser i n Kentucky and Ohi o, he reaso

military information as is necessary for the officer at the head of that department in the

ot her sect i d&nrke pattern of Appointmenitsdorthe Quartermaster

Department indicates that the War Depart me

The War Department chose to fill the vacancies in the relatively quiet military districts

with businessmeim-uniform or with career officers who specifically requested such a

posting. Most appotees did not object. In NovemhE814, however, Captain
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Septimus Tyler expresselis dissatisfaction to Secretary Armstrong about his relative
idlenessat the Norb | k d ehpmappears td' b€ no want of an officer of my grade in
t he Qr Mr % geeconiplaif®d. He sutgested that hedagsigned after he
completed the construction of huts for the troops in his disametlisted district
numbers one through four as hieferredstations as well as the Ninth Military District
and the Tenth Military District (Washgton, D.C.). Two weeks later, he again inquired
about a reassignmewhile noting thathe commanding officer of the Fifth Military
District, Brigadier Generlavioses Porterdid not wish him to remain at the postyler
soon thereafter received a transfer to the Ninth Military Distfict.

Although the officials who appointed new quartermasters did not see the lack of
military experience among civilian candidas disqualifying, political patrons and
candidates behaved as if such experience wasptirtant for entrance into the
Quartermaster Department. In Il etters of s
service in the Revolutionary War receivedmasch attention as any other qualification.
When William Linnard solicited an appointment to the Quartermaster Department, he
pointed to his experience as military agent, but also felt the need to add that he was not
“an i dl e°dsripgethe Revolubmary War. Tennessee Senator Joseph Anderson
and William Anderson attested to Joseph Wh
recommending him for a commission. They emphasized his martial qualities exclusively,
testifying hat they personally obseedWh e at o n’ sce ptehe Siege oha n
Yorktown. Theynoted hat he was “active, intelligent,
of ficer and brave and daring as a soldier.

steel with enemies of hiscountrybefoy and is not a man %o flir
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In an attached testimonial, the signateridgends of Wheatorp oi nt ed t o Wheat

constitution at camp, which demonstrated t
former commanding officer,&€1 o n e | Marinus Willet, and Maj
Horse Harry” Lee sent the War De%artment s

Seven men who became quartermasters during the War of 1812 were veterans of
the Revolutionary War. Only onreStephen Ranneyserved in the regular army
continuously since the Revolution. The remaining veterans were all prominent
businessmen during the interwar years. Morgan Lewis was not the only officer who
served as a wartime quartermast€aptain Abraham Ten Eyck had expece as a
regimental paymaster and quartermaster with the rank of lieutenant in the First Albany
Regiment. After the nation won its independence, Ten Eyck became a partner in the
glassworks firm, Thomas Mather & Co., in Coeymans, New York. During threofWa
1812, he served as assistant deputy quartermaster in the Ninth Military District. Major
Paul Bentalou, the deputy quartermaster at Baltimore, began his military career as an
officer in the French Royal Army. In September 1776, he moved to Ameijcia tihe
Rebel cause, receiving a second |ieutenant
1778 to 1781, he served as a captain in th
close aide to Casimir Pulaski. He suffered a wound at the Siegeafrigdny on October
9,1779.Af t er B estirdmant foom Mmisitaryrservicen January 1, 1781, he
engaged irtrade with SainDomingue, first as a smuggler of slaves and las@artner
in a Bordeaux mercantile firm. In 1802, he relocated to Baltimodestarted his own

eponymous trading compafy.
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Applicants perceived that wartime servi
that one apparently believed that his fath
in his pursuit of a commission. Timas Melville, Jr., asked Secretary of War William
Eustis to consider the Revolutionary War service of his father Thomas Melville, Sr., in
his deci sion. Mel vi | | e Indiamssvicodastboged thehteasn f at h
Boston&an of f i c er etérnh of thé Revolteonawy Matt makingsure to
note that his father passedtiose sentimentQuartermasters whose fathers,
grandfathers, and uncles served as militia leaders or Continental Army officers were
common. Afewe x ampl es wil |l suffice. William Pia
captain in the First New Jersey Regi ment,
grandfather Van was a captain in the Eighth Pennsylvania Regiment. Sons of private
soldiers included Gustas Loomis, whose father, Beriah Loomis, served in William
Heaton’s company of Vermont militia from 1
father Sylvanus Johnson, was a soldier in the Connecticut Line. Captain John Barney,
assistant deputy quartermasat Baltimore, was the son of the illustrious naval officer,
Commodore Joshua Barney. The father and namesake of Hopley Yeaton, the assistant
deputy quartermaster at Fort Nelson, Virginia, became the first commissioned officer in
the revenue marine sece, in 1791. Ethan Augustus Allen, a graduate of the Military
Academy’ s Class of 1806 and assistant depu
during the war, was the son of the commander of the Green Mountain Boys. Joseph
Wheaton, as the son of aptain in the British service during the Revolution, seems to

have been unique. Quartermasters of the War of 1812 were also founders of family
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military traditions, as quite a few of thesons became graduates of the Military Academy
and pursued militargareers of their owf?,

Few civilian appointees acquired military experience in the thirty years between
the Revolution and the War of 1812. Only five men out of the seventy appointed directly
from civil life once held commissions in the regular army, fauhe Old Army and one
(William Cox) in the Legion of the United States. Elite members of society were more
likely to have occupied leadership roles in the militia. At least six quartermasters were
once militia officers or volunteer officers during tirst two years of the war. The
inexperience of civiliansurnedquartermasters with military affairs mirrored the broader

neglect of military affairs in American society.

Partisan Affiliation

Those who solicited appointments to the Quartermaster Department or who
recommended others not only believed in the value of Revolutionary War service to an
applicant’ s prospects, but also believed t
Roudly, 90 percent of the officer corps during the War of 1812 consisted of
Republicans. This lopsided outcome in the process of officer procurement was the result
of President Jefferson’s purge of Federal:|
Military Peace Establishment Act of 18@&dthe nearmonopoly that theons of
prominent Republicans had Amyaodohi cer s’ com
appointments to West Poitft Most quartermasters with an unambiguous political
allegiance were Republicansor example, quartermasters elected to political office in

New York—Robert SwartwoutMorgan Lewis, Elisha Jenkins, Benjamin Romaine, and
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Anthony Lamb—were all Republicans. Identifying the political affiliation of

guartermasters who were not involveguilitics before the war is problematic.

Mentions of political leanings appear in the context of personal conflict, as when

Benjamin Romaine accused William Amherst Barron of making common cause with

various factionso remove him from offic€’ Sometimesandidategor a commission

decl ared their affiliation with the presid

their benefit Anthony Lamb for instance, reminded the secretary of war of his political

loyalties when he solicited an appointmentrte Quartermaster Departmé&htThomas

Melville, Jr. likewisedes cr i bed hi mself as a “zemal ous &

Administrationin hisown solicitation letter Healson ot ed t hat hi s duty t

of the govermmértat ea mwvds mbrénapparent tan fpslitics.

Heboasted; | dare flatter myself, that | have m

even differ from mé&, in political senti men
There is no evidence that President Madison or the U.&t&eonsistently

sought to block the appointment of Federalists to the officer corps. The case of Joseph

Wheaton is instructive. Republican critic

States were suspect, and that he was a possible -¢rggamlist oreven aBritish

sympathizer. Nevertheless, Wheaton received an appointment as assistant deputy

guartermaster with the rank of captain on April 28, 1813. President Madison nominated

him for the position of deputy quartermaster on October 14,.1844en Congress

adjourned, he made Wheaton one of his recess appointments. After Congress

reconvenedRepresentativelenry Clay informed Wheaton that the House approved but

that the Senate had yet to vote. On January 30, 1815, however, the Senatd hegect
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appointment by a vote of ten to sixteen. Wheaton was only one of two quartermasters of
the war years-the other being George Wadsweriwhose appointment was
“negatived” by the Senate. Al t hough there
guestion a rejection on political grounds is unlikely because the yeas and nays did not
break down alongpat y | i n e sconductdé quartermasterss a more plausible
reasorfor his rejection In 1813, General Harrison suspected Captain Wheaton of
embezazhg a portion of the funds allocatéowardtransportingsupplies an@rdnance
from Pittsburgho the Northwestern ArmyColonel Bartlett likewise alertetde War
Depart ment thandlihg oMghch fartdsas highly irregular Wheat on’ s
history ofquestionable business dealings, including his failure in 1806 to deliver on a
contract with the U.S. postmaster to construct a postal road in Georgia, lends credence to
the claimst®

Although there is no evidence that Wheaton or Wadsworth were the vadtens
partisan litmus test, or that President Madison prioritized the nomination of Republicans,
the correspondence of quartermasters and commissaries indicates that they thought
Federalist political leanings would be a liability for any candidate. Whé&eRo
Swarwout accepted his appointment as quartermaster general, he submitted a short list to
the War Department of men he thought would make good quartermasters. Regarding
Charl es F. Ni chols, whose politics Swartwo
assured Secretary of War John Armstrong that Nichols nonetheless believed weaswar
“j ust an d° Nieholsedgl sicd necgive’a commission.

In August 1814, Brigadier General Thomas Humphrey Cushing, commander of

the Second Military District, appoied Hezekiah Goddard, a Connecticut militia
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guartermaster, on his own initiative to the position of deputy quartermaster of the district.

Once Goddard arrived, he would relieve the commissary at Norwich, Connecticut, from

his quartermaster duties and be® acting quartermaster until the President sent his

approval. Cushing notified the War Department that Goddard was a Federalist who

opposed the war, but justified his action because the young man possessé®f talent.

Elisha Tracy, the commissary at thesp vociferously opposed the appointmemnt

political grounds“ I know of no qualification this Go

the confidence of t hWwhilegotingeghatrhendddmot pbjectto the a s s e

nomination of a moderate FedéstGoddardwas n hi s esti martowon, was
man"who was wused by the Federalist Party as
pur poAssevidence, he painted a picture of &

all timesusing language respecting the President, Heads of Departments, & majority of
Congress; that is . . . the language of a BillingstjRfeGoddard remained in his

position but there is no record of him ever receivingommissiort®*

Attrition Rates
The Quatermaster Department experienced a low attrition rate relative to the
entire officer corps. Historian J. C. A. Stagg, in his analysis of officer performance
during the War of 1812, calculated that the attrition rate in the officer corps, including
resignda i ons, deaths, and dismissals within on
percent over the course of the entire war, rising steadily from 10 percent in 1812 to 38
percent in 1814. By comparison, resignations, deaths, dismissals, or transfers of

guartermasters within one year of their appointment constituted only 20 percent of the
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Quartermaster Corps. Stagg also compared the names on the army registers of 1813 and
1814 to get a sense of the officer turnover rate after passage of the controversial
legislation, in January 1813, that weakened the seniority system of promotion in the
regiments. His tally, taken from a geographically representative sample of eight infantry
regiments, showed an annual turnover rate of 41.4 pefent.

The legislation did ot affect officers of the Quartermaster Corps and there is no
recorded instance of a quartermaster resigning in protest, as was the case in the
regiments. On the contrary, tReiartermaster @ps became more stable after the
enactment of the General Sta#iw of March 1813. Thirtfive percent of those who
appeared in Hamersly’s |ist of quarter mast
Quartermaster Department in 1813. A comparison of the quartermasters listed in
Ha me r ArinyRegistefor 1813 wih theArmy Registefor 1814 reveals that the
turnover rate was approximately 25 percent. This figure underestimates the turnover rate
somewhat because it does not account for those quartermasters whose service dates fall in
between the publication oféhtwo editions of the army register. Still, a 75 percent
retention rate in the department over a tweha@nth period among those quartermasters
appointed right after enactment of the General Staff Law indicates a surprising level of
stability in the Corpg°©®

Quartermasters resigned for a variety of reasgf common one was chronic
illness In November 1813, Secretary Armstrong dismissed Captain Samuel Perkins, the
assistant deputy quartermaster general at Newport, Kentucky, from the army. Captain
Perkirs had written to Brigadier General Joseph Bloomfield stating that he wanted a

transfer to a less demanding post because of his agedffiétyears) and poor health.
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Either Bloomfield or Armstrong misinterpreted his request as an indication that he was
unable to perform the work of a quartermaster. The dismissal came as a surprise to the
captain, and he wrote back tomstrong makingt clear that he wished to remain in the
service. Inresponse, Secretamnynstrong reassigned him to the Military Acadeasya
quartermaster. Soon thereafter, he was embroiled in a controversy with Superintendent
Alden Partridge, an affair that resulted in his resignation and a court of ifuiry.

Other personal matters included family and financial responsibilities, which
guartermasters neglected during their wartime service. James W. McCulloch worked at
his Baltimore post for only two months before citing unspecified family concerns that
required his immediate attention. Anthony Lamb initially declined an appointmer to th
Quartermaster Department owing to his wife
after her health improved. William B. Lewis tendered his resignation because of his need
to attend to the mounting debts that he accrued because of his quarternieeser du
Usually, a quartermaster who experienced personal financial difficulties owing to the
federal government’'s delays in sending fun
to Washington to settle his affairs in perséh.

A conflict with another @icer, usually a dispute over authority, was the cause of
a handful of resignations. Colonel William Swan informed SacyeArmstrong, in
December 1813hat his disagreements with the commanding officer would cause
disruption at the Norfolk depot. Ftris reason, he wished a transfer or dismissal from
the Army. Secretary Monroe acted on his request the following year, transferring him to
the Fourth Infantry Regiment. Swan explained that, although he would accept the

appointment, hewished to remaim the department. Colonel Swan remained on duty at
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Norfol k unti.l he settled his account s, pr e
appointed a successr.

William Piatt resigned his position as quartermaster at New Orleans over a
conflict with an officer from the Ordnance Department. In March 1814, he informed
Brigadier General Thomas Flournoy that that an ordnance officer had appropriated a
storeroom belonging to his department. Without a favorable resolution of the matter, he
stated that he auld resign and return to Washington to settle his accounts. Piatt
officially terminated his service in the Quartermaster Department on June 30, 1814, and
transferred to the ThirtfFourth Infantry. His correspondence indicates, however, that he

remainedat the post at least through September of thaty@ar.

Postwar Establishment

Following the Treaty of Ghent, which officially concluded the war, Congress
passed the “An Act Fixing the Military Pea
the strength ofite army at 10,000, decreasing the number of officers from 3,495 to 656,
and conveed the ten wartime districisto two divisions with nine territorial
departments. The Act replaced the Quartermaster Department with four brigade
guartermasters taken fratme line. The transition did not take effect all at once. The
U.S.Army temporarily retained the quartermasters who expected payments from the
government as supernumeraries until they settled their claims. Quartermaster General
Swartwout remained in bfe to oversee the collection and sale of military stores and

provisions in the Northern Theatgt.
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The board of generals charged with recommending men for retention in the
postwar establishment offered appointments to only three men actively serving in the
Quartermaster Department. It retained Major Samuel Champlain, who became
quartermaster generaldn dr ew Jackson’s Southern Divisi
who secured an appointment as quartermaste
Division. Callender Irvine successfully urged Secretary of War Alexander Dallas to
retain Major William Linnard aseputy quartermaster because of the central role of the
Philadelphia depot to the entire supply establishment. Henry Stanton, Gustavus Loomis,
Milo Mason, Mann Page Lomax, and Thon&adneyJesup all served stints as assistant
deputy quartermasters durittge war and were officers in the line when the board
decided to retain them in the service. Jesup, Stanton, Mason, and Loomis returned to the
Quartermaster Department after the War Department reestablished the bureau, in 1818.
After spending over a yeanda-half as a prisoner of war in Quebec, Magiristopher
Van De Venter returned to the staff in January 1815, first as assistant adjutant general
then as brigade quartermastand Agent of fortifications in New York harbor, and
finally as an aidele-camp to Brigadier General Joseph Gardner Swift. In June 1816, the
War Department restored Van De Venter to rank, as deputy quartermaster general. He
resigned from military service in 1816 and assumed the office of Chief Clerk at the War
Department, whiclme held from 1817 to 1827. From 1815 to 1818, the War Department
reinstated six more former quartermasters, as well. When the army cut its strength again,
in 1821, these officers had served an average of thirteen years, a remarkable length of

time by tre standards of the day and a strong indicator of professional commitfhent.
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Many discharged officers joined Van De Venter in taking goabiary or
civilian positions in the War Department or civil service. Some quartermasters had
served as paymastersqrto their appointment as quartermaster. Before becoming the
deputy quartermaster at Charleston, Abraham B. Fannin served as an officer in a Georgia
volunteer compang nown as *“ Bal dwe faterobtaihed an appomtenens . "
as paymaster genémaith the rank of major. His niece vividly recalled, in her memoirs,
“Uncl e Abram Fannin” stopping at her fathe
she was a chil d. “He was on his way from
wr ot e, ‘wlthahimdyreat boxes filled with money with which to pay the
s o | d’iBeUnlike. quiartermaster duties, the duties of a paymaster were entirely
analogous to those of an accountant. Except for the uniform, there was little to
distinguish the paymaster froacivilian. Even though paymasters held the military rank
of major, they were accountable to the Treasury Departhtent.

The War Department prioritized discharged officers, especially former
guartermasters, for appointments to the positions of paymastenibtary storekeeper.
These officers coveted the positions as an alternative means of drawing a salary and
holding a military rank. William Skelton argues that the government used the positions
to compensate officers for the lack of pension benefitajor John B. Hogan was one
officer who wished to serve in the postwar establishment. His request for retention
denied, he obtained the position of paymaster in the Seventh Infantry in September 1817.
Nine months later, he returned to the line in therffobnfantry unil his discharge in the
1821 amy reduction. In general, however, these were terminal positions. The War

Department used the position of military storekeeper, in particular, to transition officers
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out of military life. Captain Hezekialolinson, who reentered the Quartermaster
Department in 1818 after his June 1815 discharge from the Army, briefly served as
military storekeeper in the four months after his June 1821 discharge. Simeon Knight
and James Ward both ended their military carget820 after serving full terms as a
battalion paymaster and a military storekeeper, respectitrely.

In 1815, there were few indications that the nation would learn from its military
defeats. Congress did little to correct the defects in administraabiret to the
recurring problems of mobilization and logistics. It renewed the economy drive of the
Jeffersonian era and rejected Secretary of
to establish a permanent staff. Major Van De Venter feared thamization of the
postwar establishment. In particular, he wondered whether the War Department would
allow civilians to use their connections and influence to circumvent the seniority system.
He sent a long missive to the adjutant general in which éstigmed the policy of filling
vacancies with discharged officers rather than simply promote officers from the
preceding grade. He argued that the practice would injure the service and demoralize

young officers. In other words, delaying the promotionareer officers would harm the

devel opment of military professionali sm,
“suffocates each spark of =zeal for the glo
system, in his view, were the graduates of thelMi t ar y Academy. As he

officers who sprung from that institution have had more obstacles to advancement to
contend with, than thod® who started from
Although few quartermasters returned to the army after the war, many meadhtain

their ties to the government in the civil bureaucracy or as military suppliers.
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Representative occupations included inspector of customs, collector of customs, clerk,
sheriff, marshal, postmaster, contractor, and sutler. Most of these civil seménts a
military suppliers were career officers or officers of the war years. The sample, which
includes fortytwo individuals in sixtyseven occupations, is not representative, but only
suggestive. It likelypver representthose who left behind a paper trand appear on

lists of civil and military officeholders, professional institutions, or legal and business
documents. Nevertheless, the preliminary results of such an analysis of postwar civilian
careers indicates that the most common occupations takibroad category of business
(i.e., merchants, bankers, mill owners, company directors, and bank cashiers), followed
closely behind by civil service employees. It is not surprising that businegsmen

uniform would return to their prewar occupationgt@t some offiers, including West
Pointgraduates John Bliss and Ezra Smith, used the connections and experience they
acquired in the business of war to become civilian entrepreneurs or merchants in their
own right. Lawyers, judges, and sheriffs conséitthe third largest share of the total and
political officeholders—most of whom were state legislatersonstitute the fourth.

Three of these future legislators were recruited from theAfliahtic States during the

war, but moved west after the war gasch of economic opportunity. Justus Post left
Ver mont for the Missouri Territory and bec
Biographical Registerof the Officers and Graduates of the U.S. Military Academy at
West Point, NYI. i st s P o s tasfarmer,ceogingeg and raenchant, and his civil
posts as judge and state senator. John B. Hogan of Virginia became a prominent citizen
in Mobile. He was collector of the port of Mobiley bndian agent, and a foundara

steamboat business that tram$pd cotton downriver into the city. He was also a
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Jacksonian Democrat wlnmceheld seats in both the Alabama Hoo$&epresentatives

and Senate. The smallest categories were farmers, engineers, and etficators.

Quartermasters appointed directly framil life came from the elite of society to
a greater degree than the officer corps as a whole. Most were men of business with little
military experience. Military and civilian leaders valued their management and
accounting skills, and made use of thve@alth and knowledge of their locale to supply
the army. For this reason, the businessmeamiform constituted a majority of the
Corps of Quartermasters during the War of 1812. Still, the pattern of appointments
indicates that business talent wasthetsole criterion for selecting a quartermaster.
Unlike commissaries, paymasters, and military storekeepers, a large proportion (40
percent) of all quartermasters were either career officers or officers with experience in the
line. The War Departmentdinot marginalize career officers at the compgrade or
field-grade ranks. Moreover, civilian applicants to the Quartermaster Department did not
fail to emphasize their military credentials when pursuing a commission. When the war
ended, however, thesevilian appointees returned to their civilian occupations. Few of

them wanted to become career officers themselves.
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CHAPTER 4
THE FAILURE OF U.S. ARMY SUPPLY AND LOGISTICS DURING

THE WAR OF 1812

Military and civilian leades were fully aware of the structural defects of the
logistical system on the eve of the War of 1812 and did not exclusively blame the Corps
of Quartermasters for the U.S. Army’s repe
supplies. Neverthelesthe nature of their service made them vulnerable to criticism.
Over the course of the war, quartermasters assumed responsibility for duties that
extended beyond their core function of transporting soldiers and supplies. They
supervised the constructiofroads, barracks, and boats, and purchased camp equipage,
forage, and mining and entrenching tools. They also, on occasion, purchased clothing,
rations, and ordnance. These tasks put th
business with the civdan world, including hiring mechanics and laborers and negotiating
with local merchants and banks. With the funds of the War Department at their disposal,
guartermasters regulangade transactions involving large amounts of moriegeed,
Quartermastebepartment appropriations exceeded those of any other federal agency.

When officers failed to receive expected shipments of supplies, they often
concluded that quartermasters were either corrupt or incompetent. To be sure, there were
guartermasters who gaged in petty fraud or violated the regulations, such as conducting
personal business while in uniform. In spite of the many opportunities available for
defrauding the government, however, they were no more corrupt than the officers and
enlisted men inhe other branches of the Army. Structural defects in the administration
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and organization of the U.S. Army’'s | ogi st
war, the nation’s poor infrastructure, and
better &plains the repeated failure to feed, clothe, and arm the regular army than the
perceived character flaws and incompetence of quarterméasters.

During the War of 1812, the secretary of war faced the daunting task of
reorganizing the military establishmentie simultaneously administering the war
effort. There were no clear operating procedures in place when war broke out. He
experienced mixed results enforcing accountability over spending and property, and
finding qualified men to staff the supply agessi The neglect of supply and logistics
before the war caused much confusion, waste, and a labor shortage in the supply
departments. The absence of a fully functioning logistical system precisely when the
demand for one became high was disastrous fanahen.

The method of financing the conflict by means of war loans proved inadequate to
the task of supporting the armies in the f
funds” as having a del eteri ousreseddbpeedt on t
internal taxes as asge of funding, the refusal of banks to lend monehédederal
governmentin the fall of1814 pamlyzed logistical operations duritige concluding
months of the war.

Finally, the profit motive that undergirded the contract system put the private,
pecuniary interests of the contractor in conflict with the national interests of the army.
The contract system broke down almost immediately. Federal contractors in every
theater of operations issued food that the soldiers could not consuroéerfdiled to

deliver on their contracts. The quartermasters, commissaries, and line officers who
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assumed the contractors’ duties whenly t hey
able to mitigate the damage. Together, these structural factors caused supply and logistic
failures to occur even when quartermasters performed their job$ well.

Although the structural factors that diminished the logistic capacities of the nation
were not the fault of the Corps of Quartermasters, these officers still possessed agency.
Quartermasters worked under unfavorable circumstances over which they could
nonetheless exert some influence. The most able quartermasters had the foresight to tak
corrective measures that made the system work in some special cases. A few went even
further by proposing reforms that they hoped would guide the conduct of logistical

operations in the future.

“A Want of System”: The Failure to
The gructural defect over which quartermasteas! the most control was

administration. Commanding officers and quartereragpointedo the lack of a rational
and uniform system of supply and logistics as the primary cause of the high death rates
amongAmerican soldiers. Major General Jacob Jennings Brown, the commander of the
Left Division, wrote to Secretary of War James Monroe about the need for reforms in all
matters having to do with the care ofthe soldldre | ament ed, “ Per haps
is so difficult to provision men as in ours, and yet . . . there never was a govt. that took
|l ess pains t o pHeemsnplainedktthat the evintsr oldthiagdefaotsveal
requisitioned with an early October delivery date in mindariably arrived so late that
the troops hatittle to®* pr ot ect t hem from t he . B®wr i bl e N

contendedhat the goods that did reach camp weseally damged or ofexceedingly
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poor quality. He cited he shoes, in ptcular, asa sourceof misery for his men “To say
nothing of the manner in which they are put togethtere cont i nued, “the |
which they are made really does not deserve the name, but is almost as porous a
substancas sponges 'He also complained abotite failure to provide adequate shelter.
He sarcastically remarked that it was almogt #e governmenthought* t he am&at ur e
constitutionof aman, the moment he exchanged the habits of domestic life for those of
the soldierexperiencea change als@andrender him capable of enduriad) the
vicissitudes of climate and weathenthout requiring quarters @ven covering. By the
time the soldierslid receivethe necessarglothing and sheltemoreoverthe winter
weatheth a d a |broleeaddydestroy d ” t h e in a dammng indictment dhe
logisticalsystemBrownestimated thdt f i ve men have  ,tpeewhcs hed by
has fallen®by the sword."’

Major General Edmund Pendleton Gaines made a similar assessimisrejport
to the secrety of wa r . He wrote, *“If | were called b

have not lost more men by the badness of the provisions than by the fire of the enemy, |

should give it as my opinion that we had.”
respos i bl e for the | ow morale among sol diers
move with alacrity. He continued, *“I1f ask

military operations and repress that high spirit of enterprise for which the America

soldiers are preeminently distinguished . . . | should say the irregularity in the supply and

badness of the rations® have been the princ
An analysis of the correspondence between the secretary of war and the

Quartermaster Corps reveals ttia inefficiency of the Quartermaster Department was,
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in large part, an unintended consequence of the ways in which the civilian leadership
decided to run the War Department. They contributed to departmental inefficiency in
four ways. First, the War Daptment was dilatory in appointing quartermasters to vacant
positions. In particular, the Quartermaster Department suffered from a chronic shortage
of assistant deputy quartermasters with the rank of captain and professional clerks
throughout the war. ®se shortages substantially increased the labor of quartermasters
general with the rank of colonel and deputy quartermasters with the rank of major.

Second, Congress contributed to the chaos in the War Department by creating
new supply agencies with oveplaing functions. The ambiguously written legislation
establishing the Quartermaster, Purchasing, and Ordnance departments resulted in the
needless duplication of work. It also caused confusion among quartermasters and
commissaries over their proper respibilities. Staff shortages and the expanding scope
of quartermaster duty meant that quartermasters found themselves stretched thin as
everything having to do with supphlnot merely the transportation of men and
supplies—fell within their purview.

A third reason for the inefficiency of the Quartermaster Department was
decentralization. The decision of Secretary of War William Eustis to divide authority
over the quartermastersineadt he nati on’ s eight military
and the quartenaster general wrecked the chain of command. Quartermasters serving
under the secretary of war did not generally communicate with the head of the
Quartermaster Department. The secretary of war also precluded any attempt at
coordinating logistics acroske different theaters of war by neglecting to inform the

guartermaster general of his activities and appointments. Decentralization was a feature
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of the army’ s | ogi sofcomnsandfas wdl lledeputy o wn t he ¢
guartermasters and assistdaputy quartermasters stationed at the various posts operated
almost independently from one another.

The fourth source of departmental i1ineff
in 1812, to produce a comprehensive set of regulations for institutogmatability and
performing routine but important tasks, such as submitting reports and recording
transactions. Secretaryof WarJoghm mst r ong’ s pubGeneaht i on of
Regulationswas a significant step in the right direction, butégforcement limited its

impact.

An Overextended Quartermaster Department

The hasty organization of the Quarhaster Department, whichmaa mere
three nonths before the United States and Great Britain entered a state ohwane
18, 1812did not leave much time for the secretary of war to find qualified men to fill
assistant deputy quartermaster vacancies. It took the better part of the summer before all
the supply departments had enough staff officers to function properly. Secretary Eustis
remarled on the absurdity of mobilizing the manpower of the nation while trying to
createa staff organizationane@d escr i bing it dryl® as a “rar

Brigadier General Morgan Lewis was the first appointment &al lome of the
departments Per the acestablishing the Quartermaster Department, the secretary of war
attached the new quartermaster general to the principal army, at Albany. Lewis spent his
first months in office implementing the functionstbé Purchasindepartment and

Ordnance Departnm¢ until the War Department appointed men to fill those positions. In
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August 1812, he notified the War Depart men
departmentsparticularly the Commissary, [and] Ordnahce me ant t hat everyo
their supply equirements—clothing, camp equipage, arms, and ammunitim him
alone® The delays in organizing those depart me
run his own department effectively. Lewis was often unresponsive to the queries of his
subordinatesMajor William Linnard expressed his frustration at the quartermaster
general’ s silence to Captain Christopher V
general was |l eaving him’“grovelling [sic]
The civilian leadership exacerbatee staff shortage by gravely underestimating
the amount of labor required to manage logistics for garrisons and armies in the field.
Congress, in particular, took no measures to relieve the burdens of the quartermaster
general. Instead of assigning thati®f the Quartermaster Department to Washington,
where he could focus exclusively on overseeing operations of the entire department, the
guartermaster general doubled as the field quartermaster for the Northern Army.
Moreover, as late as 1813, the Quamiaster Department still only had five clerks
available to assist the quartermaster general. Finally, the Quartermaster Department
lacked assistant deputy quartermasters at many posts even though the law permitted the
president to appoint as many as rega?
Theprewarmilitary agentsvho the secretary of war reappointedhastime
deputy quartermasters were the first to br
attention. InJuly 1812, Anthony Lamb tol8ecretary Eustis that, since the Albany depot
lacked an assistant deputy quartermaster, he could not both perform his normal duties and

simultaneously carry out sdanthbarraske at Whitehall v’ s o
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New York Hethereforeasked for an assistant to be statiom#tth him atAlbany andfor

a disbursing officer to be sent to either Whitehall or Lake Champldie shortage

persisted even when the passage of the General Staff Law of 1813 authorized the
appointment a new crop of quartermasters pulled from the line or redroedivil life.

In August 1813, Jacob Eustis relaygdgadierGeneralThomas HCu s hi ng’ s
observatiorthat every one of the posts within his district still lacked quartermadters

their letters to the secretary of war, quartermasters often suggesiatly as an aside,

that the secretary of war could increase the efficiency of the department by appointing a
quartermaster to a particular post that lacked®one.

The quartermasters who entered the service because of the General Staff Law
echoed the con@ints of the quartermasters appointed in 1812. Sometimes, only a single
guartermaster would perform all of the dep
Major Samuel Brown, the quartermaster at Sackets Harbor, explained to the War
Departmenthat ke had difficulties finding men to perform labor for him. Although he
couldask a lineofficer to detailfive or six soldierdor fatigue dutyhe observed that the
“commanding officers it appears to me cons
done to t he Qaaddedtralereansades the duthority to emplay
rotation of at leadour soldierson aregularbasis!®

Field armies did not always begin operations with enough skviet
guartermasters. In those cases, the prolglersisted until the commanding general
appointed one on his own initiative. Brigadier General Robert Swartwout, the new head
of the department, in Albany, made this problée subject of a report about how to

increase the efficiency of army logisticSwartwout noted that although the number of
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guartermasters assigned to stationary duty in each of the ten military districts was
probably sufficient, the War Department should also take care to assign a quartermaster
general with the rank of colonel andieputy quartermaster general with the rafk
major to every field army angvery army divisiort!

Thestaff shortages experienced by the PurchasntgOrdnance Department
compounded the workload for quamtnasters Because of delays in filling vacansim
those departments, quartermasters took it upon themselves to perform the work of
commissaries, ordnance officers, and storekeepers. In April 1813, S&jareBrown
conveyed his frustration to the War Depart
Sackets Harbor, which meatftatofficers were storing their weapons in a haphazard
manner * Of f i ccenstantlydurnimg the old guns into the charge of the Quarter
Maste;” h e c o mp | a i sthem is no*officerottte praper departments twere
receive them have been compeled [sic] from a sense of duty to receive them into my
charlge.”

In January 1814, Major William Piatihe deputy quartermaster at New Orleans,
wrote a similar letter to the War Departmentvhich he explained thd#e wascurrently
performingthe duties of acommissarygeneral of purchases owing to the lack of one at
the depot.Furthermore, the commanding officer hathrged him with completing the
works at Fort St. Philip and Petite Coquiffeln January 1815, Captainskph Wheaton
found himself obligated to manage the operations of the hospital, armory, and laboratory
at the depot in Richmond, Virginia. He wr
me, the sick of the ar my maldetsoffihe diggriccbeen | e

woul d have been *“ un s Although qatermasterfitooclnmmuni t i o
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extra responsibilities when a post lacked qualified staff offiitera the other
departmentsatposts lacking a quartermastdre commissaries andsekeepersften
performed the role afuartermasters.

Deputy quartermasters most often dealt with the shortage in staff by doing the
work of assistant deputies or cletkemselvesrequesting clerical help from the War
Department, and simply waiting uhiti filled the vacancy. In July 1812, however, Major
Linnard hired an additional clerk omstown initiative expectinghat the War Department
would approve the move retroactiyelHe asserted thétteworkload at thesite of the
nati on’ s Ipong estaldishmenih Phdadedphia, had doubled since the outbreak
of war and that “no man breathing” could p
He informed Eustis that, “At this time mys
11 oKirthe@wning (Sundays not excepted) and can scarcely get through our
b usi R &saastermaster General Morgan Lewis was impressednd claimed that
Linnard was simply inefficient in his work habits. Lew®sems to have been the only
oneto hold tratview.*®

Sometimes quartermasters performed logistical triage. In March 1813, Captain
Christopher Van De Venter observed that Major William Swan‘wasv er r un wi t h
busi ness” a tprephiatang fartha cochingrcampagn even though he had
threeassistants at his disposdfle suggested to the War Department tigashould leave
Sackets Harbor to provide additional h&lpin July 1814, Major Swan, now in Norfolk,
wrote the War Department that he intended to employ a militia quartermasteraiethe r

assistant deputy quartermaster.
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The arduous workload not only impaired the ability of quartermasters to perform
their jobs effectively, but could also take a toll on their health. In 1854, the U.S. House
of Representatives considered a bill toyde financial support for the children of the
late Captain Thomas Porter, the assistant deputy quartermaster at Carlisle, Pennsylvania,
in the form of back pension for injuries sustained during the War of 1812. On the House
floor, Congressman Thomas Aedw Hendr i cks i ntroduced a phy
death of Captain Porter as a piece of evidence. The physicians noted that the labor Porter
performed as quartermaster caused the treatable wound that he sustained early in the war,
as a private soldiet, o0 become “incurable.” The report
direct result of those injurié$. A biographical sketch of Ensign Church in a history of
Trumbull and Mahoning Counties, Ohio, claim#uat overwork was responsible for his
discharge angrematuredeath. Church began his wartime service as a militia
quartermaster under General Simon Perkins. Soon thereafter, he became a deputy
guartermaster at Pittsburgh. Less than a year later, however, the War Department
discharged him for héth reasos. Church was only thirtgne or thirtytwo years old
when he died, in April 1813. Regarding the cause of death, the author noted that he was
“broken down by f%tigue in the service."’

Commanding officers often respondedhe tlelays in appointmenity taking on
the role of quartermaster general. In the first couple of years of the war, Major General
William Henry Harrison assumed quartermaster duties for the Northwestern Army. So
did Major General Henry Dearborn for the Northern Army and Brigadier tGeReter
Porter for the New York militia. The practice continued late in the war, as well. In 1814,

Brigadier General William H. Winder micromanaged the defense of the new Tenth
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Military District based in Washington, D.C., by performing the duties tf bo
commissary and quartermaster.

American generals viewed quartermaster duties as an imposition, and only
performed them because they had no other choice. During the preparations for the
Niagara campaign, from March to May 1813, General Dearborn wagphessed to fill
the role of the vacating quartermaster general, General Lewis. Lewis resigned from his
position as head of the Quartermaster Department in March to assume a field command
and left the Albany depot immediately without first consulting \iagarborn. His
timing was exceedingly pooespecially since thdat of military operations was only
weeks away. fie Quartermaster Department needed strong administiaidership to
make thdransition to the new organization created by the Gésea#f Law. General
Swartwoutdid not expect to take charge of departmental affairs in the Ninth Military
District until the middle of April. Mindful of potential delaythe War Department gave
Dearborn authority over departmerfiaancesso that he codl still purchase provisions.

In that time, Dearborn let contracts for provisions with the merchant Elbert Anderson and
instructed him on where to deposit thém.

The War Department was slow to act on D
guartermaster tois1 headquarters at Albany, and neglected to assign brigade
guarermasters to his army. In February, Dearborn complained to Secretary Armstrong
about thdack of brigade quartermass. He followed up three weeks labgrasking
whether the newuartermater generalaccompanied the infantry regiments preseetly
routeto Sackets HarborHe i mpl ored, “1 should I ike to Kk

Quarter Ma £tireenrlyApsl,while prdpariig the soldiers assembling there
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to embark with Commodore Isaac Chauncey for York (Toronto), Dearborn sent

Armstronga | et ter requesting that he send a qua
deputies”™ as soon as possi bldepartmetdwduld! t hen
remainina “ wr et c?h Bed dagsiamwmednformed the War Department that

preparing the campaign without a sedioe vel quarter master “occas
embarrassments and considerable del &y in t

Although Generale wi s’ s premature departure was
havoc on Dearborn’s preparations, he al so
General Swartwout arrived at the Albany depot on April 18, he found its finances in a
complete state of disarray. Wis had accumulated debts totaling $100,000, which the
new quartermaster general felt obliged to settle. He asked the newly appointed secretary
of war, John Armstrong, to send him $200, 0
governmentmay notbeimpa ed” and to avoid f#®#rther del g
Armstrong expressed dismay at the news, informing him that he already sent him
$100, 000 to General Dearborn and $50, 000 t
asked, “that thedeabhtre no fhedBegamamgnt u
“This question shews [sic] that you ought
Armstrong also told Swartwout that it was the responsibility of Lewis and his deputies to
close their business witheh account ant in the Treasury Dej
book,” he counseled, “keep it regularly &
He then pledged to send him $60,000 and $40,000 to Colonel Elisha J&nkins.

As de factoquartermaster, Dearborn managed the finances of the department no

better than Lewis. Armstrong conveyed to Swartwout his frustration with General
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Dearborn’s requests for more funds: “The G

usages of the Treasr vy . ” He operated wit hiwhchavasmont hl \

hardly enougho“ subsi st, pay, equip, aries&dt he [ si c]

Regulars & Militia” Because of this financial limitation, he advised the new

quartermastecogemgr alshblhad hencefor?vard be
Once in office, General Swartwout encountered difficulties in coordinating his

efforts with the commanding officer or his subordinates. He realized that he was finding

it impossible to produce relifbe est i mates of the depart ment

did not have the returns of the district’s

Moreover, General Lewis neglected to inform him of the identity of his subordinates, so

he was unable to sendtters requestintie returns.He then resorted to asking the

secretary of war for the information. He

furnish me with a |ist of Degtwoutialsdesund&it As si s

difficulttofore cast t h e aforthg comingdiaggraeampaggs. For reasons

that are uncleaDearborn told Swartwout that leeuld nottell him what troopsvere

going to take part in the campaigh| h a v e rhich talgeound mycalcubatioris

Swartwou lamented.Nevertheless, General Dearborn reassured him that the funds he

possessed on hand would be enough meet al | of suppye Nort hern

requirements Until Swartwout had the information he needed, he resigned himself to

depending on “the judgment &rCdlonéldebkins, al i t vy

Swartwout’'s trusted subordinate, also oper

replaced Anthoy Lamb as quartermaster general of the Ninth Military District. When he

arrived at Al bany in early May, neither hi
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could provide him with inventories of the public stores in their possession. Jenkins
decidedo inspect the posts within his tli€t to get the information he required. Such
lapses in communication and neglect of government property were typical of the army
early in the war?®
There were exceptions. Gener cnddatdlar r i s o
adroit handling of logistics contributed to the successful campaign that culminated in the
British defeat at the Battle of the Thames River on October 5, 1813. Rather than wait for
unreliable contractors to fulfill their contracts, he commenced#mpaign with
ammunition and clothing supplied by the local population and pork salted by his own
soldiers. He fed his army on the march by means of advance depots and transported them
into Canada by coordinating wetfh Commodor e
Congress contributed to the overextension of the Quartermaster Department by
enacting poorly conceived legislation. The law that created the oegdrdid not
clearly definethe responsibilitiesfahe quartermaster general ahdt of the commissgr
general of purchases. Although it stated that the principal duty of the quartermaster
general was “to procure and provide means

equi page, it authorized the s eerata@dhssry of
subordinates with the duties of commissaries when he deemed it necessary. Therefore,
guartermasters would also be responsible f
and other articles requi si thewddogusadiioe tr oop
describe the duties of the commissary general of purchagégse addition of

procurement duties to the Quartermaster Department resulted in the duplication of work,

a significant increase in labor of quartermasters, and saddled teasgof war with the
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job of sorting out the purchasing responsibilities of a quartermaster and commissary
should a conflict aris# Commissary General of Purchases Callender Irvine worried
about the lattepossibility, explaining to Secretary Eustis thwgtter instructions were
necesary to preventhe heads of the supply agencies from performing the duties of the
other. Irvine warned Without particular instructions defining the duties of a Qr Mr
Genl., Commy Genl. of ordinance and Commy Genl. offpases, | am very
apprehensivéney will clash in the execution of their several dytaesl that the public
service may® be retarded.”

What made the lack of precision in the language of the law surprising is that it
worked at crospurposes with the ratiate for dividing authority for procurement and
transportation between a civilian and an army officére effectiveness of the law
depended on the commissaries and quartermasters having clearly defined and distinct
duties. Congressman David Rogerson Waihs justified this division of labor when he
explained that it would make the quartermaster and commissary accountable to the public
because each supply officer cottlAdorritphen ser
officer who controlled every step the acquisition and distribution process could more
easily escape detection. General Lewis opposed subsuming the Superintendent of
Military Stores under the Quartermaster Department on the same basis, as it would
remove an “ eXRapansticauption. Check”

The law also had the pernicious effect of compelling the secretary of war to
micromanage procurement and Idigis. This outcomevas the exact opposite of the
l aw” s intent, which was to reliedeéxtot he sec

guartermaster general. The existing responsibilities of the War Department were already
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a burden for a secretary of war and his staff of eleven clerks. Secretary Eustis had

already attempted to lighten his workload by lobbying Congress to appoiassigtant

secretariesf warbut was unsuccessful. Nevertheless, Eustis did himself no favors by

allowing the minutiae of supplying the army to distract him from his chief responsibility,

which, to Senator William H.ala@d awf ord, con

comprehensive arrangements for the organization of his troops and for the successful

prosecution of the campaign.”’ Rat her than

consumes his time in reading advertisements of petty retailing merchantswhérelhe

may purchase one hundré&d shoes or two hund
I n the first year of the war, the Quart

with that of every other supply agency in the War Department. Quartermasters engaged

in procurement activiteethat were the responsibility of the comsaises working in the

Purchasingepartment and viceersa. For example, in 1818ajor Linnard contracted

for gunpowder fom the firm of Mr. Biddleman & Cpandassumed responsibility for

existing contractfor cartridge boxeand medicine ches#é. Although the officers of the

Ordnance Departmenahdled gunpowder, the Purchasibgpartmentunder the

commissary general of purchasess responsible for its procurement. General

Dearborn ordered his commisg&o purchase forage for his horses, which was typically

the duty of quartermasters. Secretary Eustacerbated the situatiovhen he, in a

missive to General Lewis, authorized the quartermaster general to purchase clothing if

the needwas urgent,bwmtd ded t hat he shoul d alada “ensur

regul ar distri but® Amystifidd&ewisaskied for olarificitien, t r oo p s
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butsuspected the secretary of war simply made a mistake when he casually ordered him
to perform the wek of a military supply contracto?

General Lewis triedo remedy the problem by defininge purchasing
resposibilities of each departmeint a way that suited his own departmehte thus
suggestedhat the War Department forbid the Purchasing Depantifinem acquiring
anything other than clothing and allow the Quartermaster Department to purchase all
other articles except ordnance, arms and ammunition, and hospital $teesoposal
was a response to the amateurish way in which the commissareepaviarming their
duties, which caused the Quartermaster Department to waste time and energy trying to

correct their mihisgtobthe state of thelr pvapaak n @wm sn dt h e

contended, “nor does any arti aneekwith or war ded
anything |i ke an invoice.” Since his quar
packages, he continued, they were “compell

and then to repack for their rmastdri mate dest

Department sole authority to purchase many items would enable quartermasters to

“provide what we want, at the nearest point where required, know at all times what we

have, save much exp®nse and more vexation.
There were earnest efforts to rectifye vagueness of the Act of March 28, 1812.

In May 1812, Treasury Secretary Albert Gallatin ordered a review of all War Department

purchases in order to identify the extent of the duplication of work. President Madison

preempted the review because htedained that Gallatin did not have the authority to

undertake such an action. In March 1813, however, Madison ordered Secretary

Armstrong to write the geeral regulations that clearly defintge responsibilities and
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duties of tle various staff officersThe Rules and Regulations thfe Army of the United
Statespublished in May, stated that quartermasters would receive, transport, and issue all
military stores, camp equipage, and artillery, as well as clothing, arms and ammunition,

and ordnance. They were also responsible for the quartering and transpadriogsf

the construction of military roads and bridges, and storehouses. The regulations limited
guartermasters’ purchasing responsibilitie
stationary, materials for constructing barracks, hospitals, angdsridnd horses, oxen,

wagons, carts, and boats for transport. The correspondence of the War Department

indicates that, after the publication of the regulations, there was a near carepsstgon

of duplicatework.**

Decentralization of Logistics

The Wa Department failed to enforce the chain of command in the Quartermaster
Department or even make sure that the quartermaster general had overall responsibility
for supplying the armies in the field. The decentralization of logistics was a product of
bothdes gn and t he pr edi |seccetaiyof wgWilkam Eudtsdi son’ s
Since the law establishing the department attached the quartermaster general to the
principal army, his focus was limited to the UGanada borderlands along the St.
Lawrerce and Niagara rivers. The secretary of war, meanwhilegiegd authority in

the south and northwest Despite Congress’s intentions,
officer in charge of thentireQuartermaster Department, a civilian would continue to run

much of the logistics of the U.S. Arnfy.
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Decentralization reduced the incentive for the secretary of war to coordinate with
the quartermaster general. Indeed, Secretary Eustis rarely informed General Lewis about
personnel decisions outside of his distticPerhaps with this in mindviajor Linnard
reminded Eustis thdte should knowvhen the War Department appointedaasistant
deputy quartermaster to all the other military districts]nforin ine who they are and
where they ar e s ttmayifacilimate the ttanshoetation ofdhe stqres “ a s
by sending t hem * Suchtinfoenatipm wapvial forghe r son . ”
guartermaster of the most important supply establishment of the war.

Secretary Eustis also failed to coordinate with his commaratepersonnel
decisions. Even though General Harrison had already informally appointed James
Morrison, a colonel of U.S. Volunteers, as his deputy quartermaster, Eustis sent Captain
Piatt to serve as the senior quartermaster of the Northwestern Arhouwitrst
notifying the commander. Colonel Morrison later sent a letter to Secretary Armstrong

insisting that he outranked Pi&ttJohnArmstrong Madi son’ s second sec

eventually resolved the contbittertagerimy i n Mor
Morrison’s mouth and he decided to | eave t
his disappointment at having | ost a truste

arrangement made by the late secretary of war, of sending oreadeputy
guartermaster general of equal powers to t
continued, “Since the departure of captain
to prevail upon colonel Morrison to continue in service, but he persevdrss in

determination to retire at the end of the
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The War Department also decentralized the Quartermaster Department at the
depot level. Secretary Eustis had a tendency of communicating directly with
qguartermasters of all ranks, which underminedctie@n of command. Secretary
Armstrong exercised more restraint in communicating with deputy quartermasters
made one exceptionn Decembe1814, Colonel Linnard explainedfor mst r ong’ s
successor$ecretary of War James Monrdlee reasons fdrispr edecessor’ s pr a
communicatinglirectlywiththed e put y quarter master at Pitts
subordinate, and permitting hita draw funds from the War Departmavithout his
explicit authorization Armstrong broke the chain of command becaaséng official
correspondence thugh Philadelphia could hinder the operations of the Northwestern
Army, which relied on Pittsburghdepdt i nnar d advi sed Monroe to
practice, as the sudden movement of an army may be paralized [kis]dspendence
on a circuitous route for fund4’

For ostensibly the same reason, Captain Taylor Berry attempted to correspond
directly with the War Department after accepting his appointment as deputy
guartermaster at St. Louis. Berry did so withouirfak approval, however, and a dispute
with his superior ensued. When Major James Strode Swearingen, the quartermaster
general of the Eighth Military District, with headquarters at Chilicothe, Ohio, asked for
copies of Berry’s aadatemBtes r yhe ndecImiene d¢hi tmo
not been instructed except by Bermgargusde!| f t o
that he was following a precedent set by Brigadier General Benjamin Howard, the
commanding general at St. Louis, who sent his letegyarding supply matters directly to

Washirmgton. Berry observedMy returns of every description have been regularly
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forwarded to the heads of the several different departments and then adjusteseand

no reason or public utility why you should berfished with a set, nong existing

regul ations aut hor i $iHelgeldfimself accourtée erdytoi r e i t
the War DepartmentWhen it came to defining and delineating the duties of the supply
departmentghe Rules and Regulationvgas asuccess. It was not explicit, however,

about the proper channels through which to forward paperwork. It merely stated that
guartermasters should regularly forward their accounts and estimatessectetary of

war?® The lacuna in the regulations gaBerry the chance bypass the chain of

command and his conduct was actuallyprejudicial to good order. Nevertheless,
Swearingerwas justiied in notwanting a subordinat®ho operateghdependently irnis

district

Rationalization of Logistics

TheRules and Regulationvgas a landmark achievement in the history of
American military professionalism. - Histor
conceived and so clearly drawn that it became the bible for army operations for years to
¢ o m¥ Seécretary Armstrong, its principal author, seems to have deliberately addressed
some of the more common complaints that issued from the pens of quartermasters in the
first year of the war. For example, quartermasters reported to the secretanytiod
they did not knowhow to handle army officer demands that they pay for the
transportation of their baggage. Major Linnard inquired about the new regulations on the
subject, specifically the amounts that he would have to payldw@Rules and

Regulatimsresolved the problem by setting the maximum transportation allowance (by
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weight) for each rank and fixing the rate at $2 per 100 pounds of baggage, for every 100
miles traveled? It did not helpMajor William B. Lewis, the deputy quartermaster at
Nashvlle, however, whavanted to know whether he should obey an order from Major
General Andrew Jackson requiring him to pay the transportation accounts of officers
even though they were not regular army officers but Tennessee vodiitee

The new regulationsstablished standard procedures for many aspects of
logistics, such as preparing shipments for transport or submitting reports. The
commissary general of purchases or his deputies were required to complete the purchase
of bulk items and carefully pack tme The quartermaster would then receive the
shipment from the commissary and transfer it to a conductor or wagon master who would
transport it, under his supervision, to its destination. Every parcel included an invoice
and a legible mark identifying treestination and the unit that would receive it. This
procedure corrected the problem of neglecting to label shipments, but mentioned nothing
about how to pack goods. The loss of clothing from water damage was the most common
consequence of faulty packin Callender Irvine, for example, ascribed the loss of a
shipment otclothing during its transpolty boatfrom Pittsburgh to New Orleans the
use of crates instead of boxés.

To ensure pecuniagccountability, the regulations required quartermasters t
forward to the secretary of war monthly and quarterly statements of expenses, and
inventories of public property under the care of quartermasiezs forage, horses,
oxen, wagons, boats, camp equipage, tools, and cletheragry six months. Later,
guatermasters were required to forward their quarterly returns to the superintendent of

military supplies instead of sending them directly to the secretary of war. The
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guartermaster general transmitted his annual estimates of expenses for his defmartment
the Treasury Department before December 1. This docuUoremtd the basis for the
followingy e ar ' s a p. pAithouglr the aegulabonsscharged the Treasury
Department with prescribing the proper forms, the Quartermaster Department did not use
standadized forms until the tenure of Quartermaster General Thomas S. Jesup. Major
Paul Bentalou, the deputy quartermasgeneral at Baltimore, did design a form asdn
hocsolution to this problem, but there is no evidencettimatWar Departmergver
consdered it for general usédespite these requirementsetsystem opecuniary
accountabilitywas ineffective because of sloppy recordkeeping practices.
Quartermasters contributed to the chimosdministration by repeatedigiling to submit
theirreturrs in a timely fashiof?

The | ack of a rational system of accoun
contributed to the financial confusion in the Quartermaster Department. Many depots
consequently fell into arrears and, in the second year of the waet&@gohrmstrong
reassigned the most effective quartermasters to problem depots in order to get their
finances under control. When Colonel James Thomas, Major William Swan, and Major
William Piatt arrived at their respective depots, in the summer anof fB13, each one
described departmental affairs as chaotic.

Major Piatt, who left his assignment in Pittsburgh to take charge of the New
Orl eans depot, wrote that he had “never se
conf u3Thhea . de p aebts toledt$23900. Secretary Armstrong seems to
have removed Major Barthol omew Schaumburgh

the department’s finances. I n his defense
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expenditures by pointing to tlpgessingneed to repair the buildings that suffered damage
during a recent hurricane. He also explained that the financial restrictions imposed on
him by Major General James Wilkinson and his difficulties in obtaining credit from local
banks wer e Ifeeacvtilnyg pheélistadk opkasds foréed him to stop

work on fortifications and made running the department difficult given the amount of
business that he conducted every day. For that reason or perhaps from a sense of
propriety Piatt avoided casting the blame on Schaugh. Major William Swanvas
likewisechary of criticizing his predecessor at Norfolk, Captain Hopley Yeaton, for
accumulating $75,000 in debts, including claims reaching $40,000 that remained
unsettled a year after his departeffeColonel James Thomathie quartermaster at
Burlington, also inherited considerable deBitll three men were methodical in taking
stock of their situation, cutting spand, and introducingconomy to the task of
purchasing goods and property. Swan, for example, calcukeiedimply purchasing
horses for the department was more -@fftctive than renting therf.

Quartermasters increased the egfectiveness of logistics in a variety of ways.
These measures included acquiring bulk goods locally to eddaigsportatiogosts;
purchasingrdnance from Philadelphia where it was produced more cheaply; making
better use of natural waterways; and using packhorses instead otilessewagons.

Major Bentalou found a novel way of cutting expenses, which resulted in a $3,000
surplus for his department. Rather than pay the exorbitant prices for wood, he opted to
hold on to his funds until the merchants lowered them. Most quartermasters, however,
did not have the luxury afot purchasing suppliesEconomy was not the overridjn

value for every decision. Transport by sea was far more economical than overland travel,
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but the Royal Navy’' s bl ockade of the Atl an
cases, concerns about timely deliveries outweighed concerns about costsigiAltho
Major Swan was conscientious about his spending, he nonetheless bongbivger at
inflated prices because he thought the need was cAtical

There were many reasons why a quarter ma
finances. For instance, & coutl fail to curb the excesses or unreasonable demands of
commanding officers. In these situations, some quartermasters apparently thought it was
best to simply obey orders and shift the responsibility. Captain Joseph Wheaton
cautioned Lieutenant Colonelllo C. Bartlett that his debts would mount if he continued
to indulge the spending habits of two senior officéMeverthelessyWheaton also told
him that he was not accustomed to resisting the wishes of a superior, implying that he
would have donethesam t hjllhwg .on g " he c o uvehhsretdkeetde Bar t | e

r e s p on $tiMajor WillianyB. Cewis likewise believed it was not his duty to resist

General Jackson’s order that he pay his of
suspectedi mi ght be il l egal. “1f Gen’ |l Jackson
l aw,” he wrote the sedmandryhef gvaer nmmehat

Controlling spending was not al ways wit

One seous obstale to good financiainanagement was the rise of contingent expenses,
especially during a military operation. In 1814, Colonélig¢n Linnard described the
process of calculating his monthly estimateSéaretary Moroeas conjecture. The
QuartermasteDepartment, he observed, spent a substantial amount of money dealing
with unforeseen circumstances. These contingent expenses, he wrote, prevented him

from making accurate estimates. He warned Monroe that the difference between his
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estimate and the a@lsum needed could be great. A month later, he acknowledged that
his previous estimate underestimated the actual expenditures of his department and
lamented the fact that the December 18%#mats would be no more accurate than the
previous oné?

However much these men tried to find ways of making logistics work they were
not able to overcome significant structural factors that prevented them from placing their
departments on a sound financial footing. The underlying cause of the Quartermaster
Deppart ment’ s chronic debts | ay in the fl awec
war, the United Stas raised money by authorizing a serieBvefloans, which proved
completely inadequate. In March 1813, Treasury Secretary Gallatin alerted freside
Madi son to the dire situation: “We have ha
mo n t*hTheDemocratiRe pu bl i can Party’'s resistance t
taxes was the chief culprit for this statfeaffairs. Although Congressid pass a tax bill
early in 183, it delayed the implementation of the bilThe economic situation became
even more alarming whem 1814, many banks suspended specie paymenthand
federal govenment defaulted on the national deBs a resultmany gartermasters
reportedo the secretary of war that they were completely out of monewarehaving
difficulties obtaining loans from local banks.

When quartermasters were out of funds, military operations would stall.

Secretary Armstrong attempted &xtify the shortage in the War Department by
curtailing spending oseacoadfortifications and militia calls This kind of triage was
how Armstrong coped with the financial limitations placed on the War Department. In

1813, he shifted funds from the Nlmwvestern Army to the Northern Army because he
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prioritized the invasion of Canada above other ammns. In Mayl815, Colonel Linnard
voiced concerns to Secretary of War Alexander Dallas about his inability to transport
Gener al Scot t’ sphiato Galiples Lifinard statedPthat Hidanat leale
even a single dolldor the purpose. Instead of waiting for funds to materialize, Scott
attempted some triage of his own by diverting money allocated for fortifications toward
transportation. Althogh Linnard opposed the move on principle, he would
accommodate Scott with the secretary of
Quartermasters had almost as much difficulty handling public property as they
had handling money. One reason for the lack of accountabilitydpepy was the War
Department’ s f ai | uproperenforcemantf afficecséen the tegular Wi
army and militiamen could ransack the public stores. For example, Captain Hezekiah
Johnson informed Secretary Eustis that Brigadier GeneralafilHull, on his own
initiative, simply helped himself tthe tents in hipossession at Pittsburgiajor
General Morgan Lewis concluded, aftespectingthe posts within his new command, in
western New York, that the militias responsible for the los§ suppliesntended for
the army?’
Another reason for thennecessary lossf property was t he
failure to introduce minventory system Inconsistent recordkeeping practices meant that

guartermasters often did not know what they hadamdhuntil they themselves took an

inventory of their stores. The commissary general of purchases reported similarly shoddy

procedures for recording the acquisition and distribution of clothing. Commanding
officers, moreover, were generally poor accoutstaiWhen they assumed the duties of a

guartermaster during emergencies, they did not always produce accurate records of
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transactions. Congrepsovidal a solution when it established the position of

superintendent general of military supplies, whose office was located in Washington,

D.C 58 The superintendent general was responsible for holding commissaries,

guartermasters, and surgeons accountable éarttandling of government property.

Hi s chief dut y asgausts of all the nkilitasy ptorgs and guppties of

every description, purchased or distribute

and accounts of such storesandseppli pur chased, on han®, dist
In spite of this reform, quartermasters still failed to keep complete inventories of

their military stores. At the Battle of New Orleans, firearms, flints, and accoutrements

were in short supply on themerican side, and a shipment of firearms on its way to the

city arrived too late to be used in the baffled year later, the acting quartermaster of the

New Orleans depot, Captain Charles Wollstonecraft, requested that Major Thomas S.

Jesup examine adae of Spanish muskets and bayonets that had been stored there for

many years but left unopened, apparently forgotten and not employed during the

campaign. Jesup described his impressions of the discovery as follows:

Most of the muskets were damaged ande of them were such as
| would have been willing to put into the hands of soldiers, except on the
greatest emergency. Knowing that an order had been given to sell all
foreign and damaged arms, | inquired why those had not been sold, and
was informed tht they had been covered by empty boxes, old iron, and
other rubbish, and had only been discovered a few days before | was
called upon to examine them. Had the general been apprized that they
were in store, bad as was their condition, he would no dowbtiused
them advantageoushythat he was not apprized of the fact, | have always
ascribed to the wretched state of our army, as well before as during the
war.’t
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Jesup, recalling the incident over a decade later, told former president
James Monroe that hedi this incident as an object lesson in the need for an
efficient staff. Henceforward, he would ensure, in time of peace, that the nation

would be able to exploit every means available to it in time of tvar.

“ Te Worst of All Possible Modés: T h e of thaGohtraat S&ystem

The most controversial aspect of the U.
the practice of relying on civilian contractors to purchase and transport rations. The
correspondence of army officers is replete with pointed @itisiabout dishonest
contractors who caused men to go hungry by failing to fulfill their contracts. Complaints
centered on how the rations were often umfitdonsumption. Flour and sdleef or pork
were the key components of the standard ration, butaxiors motivated by profit more
than the wellbeing of soldiers sometimes adulterated the flour with foreign substances
such as chalk or plaster of PafisDescriptions abound about how the rotting meat was
offensive to the sensesieutenant John Gham, in command of a detachment of the
Thirteenth U.S. Infantry, complained to Armstrong that thelszdtf portion of the 600
rations that he orderdtbm a Sackets Harb@ontractowa s “ di s g gsightandhg t o
smell” He accused the contractorlafowingly taking advantagef soldiers on the
march’* Colonel Charles Boerstler of the Fomgh U.S. Infantrglescribed the beef
that contractor Augustus Porter issued to the encampment at Black Rock, New York, as
|l ooking “more | i kmen’¢C Sadldiers who conshnaed rotfemeatadd f o r
adulterated flour risked succumbing to gastrointestinal illnesses but, as Gairataid

Gaines observed, contractors often left them with a choice between eating bad food and
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starvation’® Sometimes contraate cut corners on an order by failing to include the

requisite supply oWhiskey,soap, vinegar, and candles. Colonel William Paul Anderson

of the TwentyFourth U.S. Infantry cited the lack of these itefiorsa period lasting

nearly two monthsin additon t o “ mi serabl e ol d tents” and

asthe chiefreasons fothe poor morale of histroopsgle r egr et ted t hat hi s

pri vat i jostsufficverst to driveé'them home possessing the most utter hatred to all

t hat ' s Regdrding te cogduct of the war, he reached the same conclusion as the

other army officersvho voiced an opinion on the matter “ Sur el y i1t i s an

little system prevails,” he’ |l amented, “whe
The government adopted thentract system as a means to cut expenditures. It

did so by driving down the price of army rations through a process of competitive

bidding. The lowest bidder then supplied rations at a fixed price. The price of rations

could vary widely. Rations bgit in remote, resourgeoor areas with subsistence

farming usually commanded higher prices than those in agriculturally productive and

heavily populated areas where it was easier to bring goods to market. In 1812, an agent

to contractor James Morrisontsuitted bids ranging from 15 to 32 cents to supply the

Northwestern Army in the Indiana, Missouri, and lllinois Territories, while another

contractor from Natchez offered to supply the Louisiana and Mississippi Territories at 15

to 18 cents per ration. @tractors in North Carolina and Georgia, by contrast, won bids

to supply rations for 14 and 15 cents, respectively. In 1813, a New Jersey contractor

offered rations at 14 cents each while an officer recruiting in western Virginia paid 20

cents per ratior®
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Contractors offered bids that took into account the cost of procurement and
transportation in a given region. Contingencies played as much of a role in determining
the cost of procuring rations, however, as did proximity to wheat, beef cattle, and good
roads. Farmland devastated by raiding or unseasonable weather could drive up prices.
Contractors could face ruin if the cost of procurement exceeded the contract price.
Wartime inflation could also have the same effect. In January 1815, one contractor
sought to revise the terms of his contract, which stipulated that he would provide rations
at 15 cents each, to 17 cents because of rising costs. Because the contract obligated the
contractor to adhere to the contract price regardless of exigenciegtéccsome
perverse incentives. He had little incentive to fulfill the terms of the contract if he could
not make a profit®

Congress chose not to abolish the contract system in spite of its faults. In early
1813, it did attempt to rectify the problemwaliat to do in case a contractor failed to
deliver on his contract. “An Act the bett
United States, and for the accountability
the president to appoint a spgatommissary or an officer in the Quartermaster
Department to purchase and issue subsistence to the army in case of contractor failure.
The president could also appoint an officer to subsist the army if there were no
contractors available. The law, howee, did not resolve the issue of who was
responsible for subsisting the army during an invasion of Cdfdada.

When contractors failed, quartermasters
requisitions. For example, GeneralVilkinson toldMajor Samueé Brown, in January

1814 tha the contractoresponsible fopurchasing théour that he hadequisitioned on
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November 16 had still not fulfilledhe contract Unless his army received the flour, he

warnedt he “common sol di eronhWignsondhemoedsredr t but s

Brown to “call on all the energies” of his

“avert the calamitous &onsequences which m
Colonel Boerstler reasoned that a quartermaster would have no rocessthan

the contractorwould f t he | atter failed because food

relying on these bloodsuckers can not avail themselves, from the exhausted state of the

country immediately arounaf the clause in the contratd purchase at thexpense of

the contractor & are reduced to the poignant necessity of seeing those entrusted to their

care suffer 8 ®heAchadMarch 3 1813 whizhdauthorized a special

commissary or quartermaster in case of contractor failure, was raestpgap measure.

GeneraWinfield Scott sought a more permanent solution. He distributed hard bread to

his soldiers, which they could carry with them on long marches without the fear that it

would spoil. Historian Richard V. Barbuto described asdfitat as an attempt to

“break the stranglefold of the contract sy
Instead of trying to make the ineffective contract system work, army officers

would have preferred to abolish it altogether and reptaggh another. Major Thomas

SidneyJ esup wrote, “Ilt is madness in t#He extr

In 1814, Secretargf War Jame$/onroe solicited the advice of three officerMajor

General Winfield Scott, Major General Edmund P. Gaines, and Colonel John R. Fenwick.

He attached their observations to his own report to the House Committee on Military

Affairs. The report formed the basis for the critiquethefcontract system Isecretaries

of war William H. Crawford and John C. Calhoun after the war, and laid the foundation
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for reforms in subsisting the army such as the commissary system and establishment of
the Subsistence Department.
Each of the reports touched on five basitiques of the contract system. First,

all three officers were convinced that contractors were wholly unscrupulous. They

believed the contractors’ desire for profi
in every case. “dther  htGersitasl ofcothte woot
opposition to those of the troops."’ Col on
seized the many opportunities to increase
by issuing “bpoemdf hatf, bdamdged meat,” and

required amount of soap, vinegar, and candles. Scott ascribed the root cause of this
apparent callousness toward the wmding of soldiers to the profit motive. When the

cost that the contractgiaid for acquiring such items exceeded the contract price,
contractors either did not deliver the items or offered to substitute whiskey in their place.
The contract system incentivized failure, as the contractor would invariably withdraw
from his contrat when the purchase price fell below the contract Sfice.

General Gaines identified a different source of the problem. The principal
contractor, he noted, avoided the drudgery of procuring and transporting provisions by
farming out the work to subconttacs after securing for himself his cut of one cent per
ration. Since the subcontracts were less profitable, subcontractors often increased profits
by resorting to unsavory methods. Gaines described the subcontracting process thusly:
“The ¢ on beingduly enter@d initoaeat Washington, is bid off, until it falls into the

hands of men who are forced to bear certain loss and ultimate ruin, or commit frauds, by
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furnishing damaged provisions; they generally choose the latter, though it should tend to
destroy %¥he army."”

ColonelFenwick believed that the moral turpitude of contractors extended to
treason. Men capable of causing the suffering of the soldiers of their own country were
also capable, he reasoned, of talking to the enéga@neralScott asseed that the
contract system itself bred traitors even though there were no reported cases during the
war of contractors being caught spying or tagiiheir coats. StillScott described how
it could happen. Although the government knew who the pahcipntractor was, he
mused, it often did not know the identity
These men would have as much information about the army as the principal, and were in
a better position to communicate with the British withdetection. They could also
sabotage the army by failing to supply it at the critical moment. That supplies often
failed to arrive when it was most needed n
contractors’

Scott, Gaines, and Fenwick sharedikr views on the consequences of
contractor diays and failure. Fenwick warnéedh at even the “best pl a
could be “frustrteotred b yScatttdahadignconraaoterda ¢ n ot
was often r espon s istviews and bopes df thé acoramanoerg t he “ b
chief.” Moreover, since the movements of
provisions, the contractor dictated the timing of a march. For this reason, he lamented,
the contract systbeonv e ptuhtef® GemeandtSdotitdlsoact or a
noticed a pattern: contractor failure would often occur when the army was close to the

enemy. Although they suspected treason, there was a less sinister reason for such
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occurrencesWhen the U.S. Army marched @ifoughtin resourcepoor areashe profit
marginfor supplying rations oftedeclined precipitously.
All three officers argued that the lack of accountability made the contract system

unworkable. Fenwick asserted that commanding officers did not haym®wer to
punish abuses. Scott disagreed, noting that officers could prevent abuses if they
vigilantly enforced the terms of the contract. He cautioned, however, that few officers
had the “leisure to resort tfraudéedhhese checks
government with impunity because they were not accountable to military authority. The
ultimate remedy, Scott observed, could only be a trial in the civil courts. He regretted
that a general could not *“ hmuldgdosoincontracto
Canadaf®

Their collective solution wathe abolition of the contract system and adoption of
the commissariat system. Scott and Fenwick noted that the British and French had long
since abandoned a system relying on private contractorgandédcommissaries.
Gaines wrote that the army should rely on commissioned officers, only, to supply the
army, “men who stand most solemnly pledged
and to obey ordersmen who may be cashiered or capitally purdsbg military law for
neglect of duty or for fraudulent practice
regularly and in good condition, and even at lower cost. Scott believed that one should
not judge the merits of the commissariat system basecdequetifiormance of special
commi ssaries and quartermasters who subsi s
These officers, compelled to supply the necessary rations in an emergency, did not have

the time to seek out the best prices for commoditieotmet items® An examination of
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of ficers’ correspondence | ends credence to
Stansbury of the Thirt§ighth Infantry procured rations after a contractor failed to fulfill

his contract, but could only do so at éxtant rates (25 and 37 cents per ration). As long

as the commanding officer gave a commissary or quartermaster enough advance notice,
Scott assured the secretary of war, he was sure those officers could find the lowest prices.

At most, they would havi® pay 18 cents per ration. The commissariat system would

avoid the basic conflict between duty and interest that plagued the contract system. A
commi ssary, he wrote, *“if destitute of <cha
government more for a bat@f whiskey, or a bullock, or flour, than the article cost him;

but it can never his interest o impose un

The defects in the administration of supply and logistics, the method of war
funding, and the contract system sptthe Corps of Quartermasters for failures in the
War of 1812. In spite of the best efforts of military and civilian leaders to rationalize the
management of supply and logistics, these structural factors undermined the positive
effect of their efforts.Because the system functioned only somewhat better in 1814 and
1815 than it did in 1812, even competent quartermasters failed to perform their basic
duties effectively. Quartermasters spent the war improvising solutions to systemic
logistic problems. Manwhile, the logistic reforms proposed by figlcade army officers
during the war provided the basis for the reforms of the postwar era. These proposals
laid the foundation for the rationalization of logistics and the professionalization of the

Quartermater Corps.
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CHAPTERS

THE MILITARY CASE FOR INTERNAL IMPROVEMENTS

After the War of 1812, military and civilian leaders arrived at the conse¢hata
lack of good roads was as responsiblettierwartime failur¢o supply the U.SArmy as
the chaotic administration of the War Department, unscrupulous contractors, and
incompetent quartermasters. To avoid a costly repeat of such logistical
“embarrassments,” they pointed to the need
improvements, agrmanent logistical organization, a commissariat system, and a
professional Quartermaster Corps. The transportation difficulties of the army, in
particular, gave longtime internal improvers a potent new argument in favor of their
proposals. Reforrmindedofficers who experienced these difficulties firsthand soon
joined their ranks. Although the military case for internal improvements was not as
salient as the arguments that promised commercial prosperity or national unity, it still
formed an important paof the public debate on the issue. The military case was as
follows: Military roads would make remote regions accessible to supplies and civilian
settlement, shorten travel times to the inland and maritime posts, and save money by
cutting the costs anldsses associated with transporting men and supplies over difficult
terrain. Military internal improvers further warned that the prospect of a third war with
Great Britain or a war with Spain made the construction of new roads and canals an
urgent matter When immediate worries of war with a European power dissipated in the
ensuing years, they touted military roads as an effective way to meet the threat that
restive American Indians posed to white settlements on the frontier.
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John C. Calhoun and ThomaisliseyJesup were two of the most enthusiastic
advocates of a national system of roads an
preparedness in the late war, they focused on solving the problem of how to mobilize the
nation for the next one. Fdrd United States, the problem of logistical mobilization
remained acute because the country’s popul
becoming increasingly extensive. The U.S. Army faced the problem of not having
enough men to cover all the gt&rgic points. An integrated network of internal
i mprovements would allow the army to amel.
by using interior lines to concentrate rapidly along the frontier. The existing
transportation system, which had depsd according to the dictates of regional
interests, | acked the necessary coherence
needs:

Giving voice to a confident nationalism that would typify the postwar era,

Calhoun and Jesup argued that a natisysiem would promote national greatness by
spurring commercial activity and binding together the various seatibtine country.

Only the federal governmehtd the wherewithal tbuild an integrated road network
capable of meeting the logistical challenges of transporting men, supplies, and munitions
to thefrontier. Without federal fundinghe parochal interests of states atatalities

would often take precedence over natimrees. The idea for a national system harkened
back to the landmark Gallatin Plan of 1808. That year, Secretary oféheury Albert
Gallatin proposed system that included the nearly two dozen public ragldsh he

believed would promoteational nterests. His plawent nowhere. The concomitant
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piece of legislaon, known as the Pogeorter Bll, died in Congress. Construction on
roads and canals would continue, but only in an erratic faghion.
That even applied to military roads. Before the,wae army built roads in
response to immediate supply and transportation problems. The shortcomings of this
approach, however, became clear during the War of 1812. The lack of roads in the
Northwestern Theater of operations resulted, in part, in #sdbthe Michigan Territory
to the British Army. Cutting roads through marshldredi beenite most arduous task
carried ouby the Northwestern Army led Bylajor General William Henry Harrison. In
response, Calhoun and Jesup thought about how logistidsl fit into a national
defense strategy and how logistical mobilization could be improved so that the nation
would be prepared for a future conflict. Although a national transportation system did
not come to fruition, the postwar push for internal iay@ments reflected a wider
awareness of the country’s strategic needs
Calhoun and Jesup not only championed internal improvements, but they also
initiated enduring reforms in army organization and logistic procedures. They played an
instrumental role irmbolishing the contract system, establishing the bureau system,
rationalizing logistical procedures, and professionalizing the Corps ofépuasters and
commissaries Their advocacy of internal improvements was part of a comprehensive
reform program thiawould professionalize and modernize U.S. Army lbgssin the

early national era.
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The Debate over a National System of Internal Improvements
Military road construction progressed in tandem with the construction boom in

turnpike roads and canals that would continue unabated until the Panic of 1837 deprived
internal improvers of both private and public funding. Although military roads,
commerciaroads, and post roads ostensibly served separatgons, there was little
real differencébetween them Political and economic developmernataffected the
construction of civil roads also affected théitary roadbuilding program. Soon &er
receiving special appropriations from Congressl816,the army began construction on
“Jacks gany'Read;Miwh i ¢ h rslille td New @rleaNsand the Sackets
HarborPlattsburgh Roadl Federal funding for military roads, however, became a
casudty of the ideological debate over general internal improvements in Congress.
These debates ceméed upon the Bonus Bilif 1817 which earmarked the $1.5 million
bonus from the Bank of the United Statesdodthe constructiof roads and canals.
Unlike Albert Gallatin, the proponents of this lalld not propose specific projects in
order to allay sectional f eaf 3Shelifl If'esler al
principal supporterazere Republican nationalists such as Speaker of the House Henry
Clay of Kentucky and Congressman John C. C
advocacy of internal improvements for military reasons commenced during his tenure as
secretary of war, which lgan on December 8, 181As a congressmaiowever,
Calhounargued for the merits of the bgkimarily on commercial angbolitical grounds
In a speech to the House of Representatives, on February 7, 88tguéd that internal
improvements weran invaluable tool folcounteracting sectional division§o Calhoun,

the alternativevasdisunionf ol | o wweids ebryy “andHdespot usmon: *
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then. . .bind together the Republic with a perfect system of roads and canals . . . Let us
conquer p a c®eCorigressman Thomas Bolling Robertson of Louisetemplifiedthe
opposition to the bill when hguestionedhe motives of thenationalistsvho, in his view,
wi shed to have “one ¢gr ek’ Heargugdthatintecnalnt , c o
improvements was a matter best left to the stateprnmbsed an amendment
successfully voted into thefl bill—thatwould dole outhemoney provided by the
bonusto the state governmenftsAlthough Congresgassed the bill, President James
Madison, in a dramatic shift from his previous support of federal legislatiarternal
improvements, vetoed litecause he believedwas unconstitutiondl.

The strct constructionism of Presideddames Monroe, who séat in his first
annual message to Congress that federal funding of general improvements required a
constitutional amendment, ensured that state governments and private companies would
continue tabe responsible for funding internal improvementse $tilbornnational
system of roads gave way to a roads and canals network that would take shape without
central direction, a product of commercial competition between states, and local and
private interests. The veto affected the funding of military roadsebs Although
PresidenMadison had approved federal appropriations for military roads, under
PresidenMonroe funding would come entirely from the general appropriation of the
Quartermaster Department, with the exception of the special appropriatiompbete
the Sackets Harbd?lattsburgh road in March 18283.

While federal funding for civil projects, such as turnpike roads, was the focus of
this debate, military roads were the subject of some controversy as well. Senator

Jeremiah Morrow of Ohio proged in Februgr1816 tothe Committee on Roads and
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Canals that only a national system of inte

capacity to resist foreign aggression. Such a systeatdd make military operatiorisss

expensive Mo r r oThe dsadeantages exXperienced and heavy charges incurred

during the late war, for want of inland navigation along the seacoast, connecting the great

points of defence, are of too recent date and decisive character, to require any other

demonstration [tha® facility in inland communication constitutes a principal means of

nat i on al® Imprevereents tkat rélied on local funding, he observed, would only

produce local benefits. National projects, such as military roads, required national aid.

Therefae, he requested federal appropriations to construct canals for the Atlantic states,

including a twentyonemile ChesapeakBelaware canal, which would shorten the route

over the isthmus by more than 450 miles. Turnpikes would facilitate communication

between the north and south, and between the coast and western rivers. Military roads

would connect the frontier posts and make access to a canal at the Falls of the Ohio River

easier. Morrow’s outline drew ®%n some of
Outright opposition tamilitary roads was rare in CongresBepresentative Cyrus

King of Massachusetts decided to break with the norm on the House floor. He argued

that ambitious civil projects would ®“squan

aredsti tute of bread,” that New England’s cu

needs, and that other states should concentrate on improving their own post roads. He

feared that military roads would |Remamd to r

made, and all the armories, and arsenal, and military academies, which gentlemen can

desire, and the nation stands in complete armor. What next? War! war! is the next cry

which wil |l resound i n dbdeweslimpraved Irobgsvould l n su
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make U.S. territory more acaekksitdy e to the
roads,, henswawaadi ous parts of the country,
armies, which they wish to be on foot, not recollecting that they will be lgqual
convenient foran invading army. "’

Al t hough Cyrus Ki ng’ s dirowewlofenditgryireasls di d no
even internal improvemxpressed concern thatlitary road project€ould serveasa
pretext to pursue other object&s historian Johhauritz Larson has argued, the
suspicion that hidden motives lay behind proposals for national development was
pervasivet? In a January 1819 debate on military appropriajdtenry Clay fearethat
the president could simply use his power to employ spldbor on military roads and
redirect it to build commercial and post roads instead. Since Congress lacked the
constitutional authority to do the same, he considered it an overreach of executive power.
Clay used military terminology in an ironic waypaint a vivid picture of the true
function of such a road. He mitaeyscad i b ddtt he
connected the Tennessee River to Lake Ponc
to march a detachment of stage coaches,gsap having already been made to the Post
Office Department to avail itself of the services of this descriptionilitary corps 2

In spite of these concerngvilians and military memecognized that a road built
expressly for military purposes, withe labor of troops, wouldlsohave valie as a
commercial road Secretary of War Calhoun argued in his report on the state of internal
improvements, dated January 7, 1819, that there was no distinction between military
supply linesand commercial routedde declared “ The road or canal ¢

designated, which is highly useful for military operations, which is not equally required
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for the industry or political henwnbgpar ity o

military roads thatlid notalso have a commercial function was nearly nonexistent. For

Calhoun, this fortunate coincidence meant that building a national system of military

roads would necessarily generate commerci a

great advantagesofur country,” he wrote, “enjoying

regard its internal improvements in relation to military, civil, or political purposes, very

nearly the same systelm, in all its parts,
Civilians from the western territori@gere among the most ardent proponents of

the conceptofdugg ur pose roads. Such arteries woul

create new markets for agricultural surpluses and resources by opening communications

with the eastern seaboard and loweringgpmrtation costs. Governor Lewis Cass of

the Michigan Territory was one such advocate. In 1826, he made the case that the

security of the area depended upon a network of roads.rGover Cass’ s memoi r

expoundedhe common argumettat military roads wuld also encourage settlement

and that would make the region more defensible. He therefore proposed the construction

of three new military roads. These roads would ensure a reliable means of overland

communications between Detroit and Lake Michigankat&yo, and between Detroit

and Lake Huron at both Fort Gratend Saginaw Bay. He toutdte benefits that such

roads would have for both civiliamsiety and the army.iffey woul d attract *

farmers” to the region,t owhde fvecudl”d thhe i“ra nleew

These farmers would produce enough subsistence for the regular army, which would

obviate the need to ship foodstufferit a long distance. Furthermplbs ending the

isolation of the forts on the upper lakes, thads wouldenablethe United Stateto
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“restrain oavetchest satsi <& r ctulms t a'tf TeCGassrey r equi
potential benefits of military roads to accelerate settlement justified the expense of such
an undertaking.
Governor Cas Seneral ddcdb Jearsngs BhMan andrBrigadier
General Alexander Macab, were vocal aboutheir support fomilitary roads'’ In June
1816 Macomb describetb Secretey of War Crawfordhe potential benefits that the
planned construction of the Detréibrt Meigs wold give the territory. He explained
“Every one is convinced of the vast i mport
sequestered settlement with the inhabited parts of Ohio. It will of itself form the best
defence ever afforded to thi®htier and moreover be the means of introducing a
population which will forever hereafter secure it from the desolation and distress to
which it has s Settlemert was hnyappeaking altsreative tb
transporting supplies over long distasdo garrisons stationed in isolated, rescpaa
regions.
In March 1818, the Republican nationalists in the House of Representatives
conducted a series of four roll call votes to gatingesentiments of the House whether
it was possible to overriden anticipated presidential veto of a bill granting Congress the
authority to fund military roads. The two questions concerning military improvements
one on military roads, the other on military caratailed to pass. A vote on the power
to appropriate mney, however, passed by a narrow matgiievertheless, on April 4,
the House Committee on Roads and Canals requested that Secretary of War Calhoun
report on the state of the nation’s infras

supportingapragam of roads and canal s. The resul
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report. He presented an outline for a national system of internal improvements, which he

claimed would make the vast and exposed frontiers of the United States more defensible.

A planned sgtem that connected military roads, canals, and navigable rivers to the

frontiers would facilitate military operat

of war”™ and offer the nation a “more compl

resist a invasion by a European power even though it had to muster troops and ship

supplies over great distances. His system, in short, was the best way to solve the

American logistical dilemma of how to supply{fiduing posts within a large territory that

wasomm |l y sparsely popul ated. He concluded, *

system of military roads and canal?® is mor
Even thoughthe House requested that Calhquopose specific projects and

appropriations, aell asoffer suggestions on how Congress could assist a roads and

canals prgram by constitutional means, the secretary ofth@nght his plan would have

more success if he tried to avoid political controversy. He demurred on the question of

theprogm® s constitutionality and chose not to

delineate the exact courses of canals and roads. His plan was more aspirational than

prescriptive. Calhoun proposed the construction of new roads and canals and the

completion of verks-in-progress for areas most vulnerable to an attack by Great Britain

or Spair—the Atlantic coast, the U.&anada borderlands on the northern frontier, and

the U.S. border with the Spanish territory of Florida. He also proposed that Congress

authorizethe Corps of Engineers to conduct a comprehensive survey, which would form

the basis for an “efficient system” of mil

such a system risked a repeat of thRkhe war’'s
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the uncertainty, the anxiety, and exhaust.
nation should "pmoftakdymeapereentcleat woul
certainty, and succe?% althdugh Congress ditimtlpithisar y ope
plan into effect, it passed the General Survey Act in 1824, which gave the president the
authority to order the Corps of Engineers to conduct surveging Congressional
appropriations—for roads and canals that were not strictly military in abtar. The

General Surveyct expanded the scale of internal improvements in the western

territories for the rest of the decatfe.

SoldierLabor on Military Roads

In response to wartime logistical failures in the soBtliesidenMa di son’ s
secretary of \ar, William Crawford directed Major Geneft@ndrew Jackson to employ
soldierlabor to cut a road that began near Columbia, Tennessee, on the Tennessee River
south of Nashville, and ended near Madisonville, Louisiana, north of New Orleans on the
opposite ad of Lake Pontchartrain. Jackson approved the route. Construction lasted
from June 1817 to January 1820. The soldimrst the entire 392 miles, including thirty
five bridges and 392 causeways. Brigadier General Eleazar Ripley, commander of the
Eighth Military Department, and Major Perrin Willis directed construction of the so
called “Jackson’s Military Road."” The roa
the original coursey about 200 miles. Captain Hufloung, a topographical engineer,
suveyed the line and the Army employed over 300 civilian artisans, including carpenters
and blacksmiths, with tools supplied by the quartermaster. In 1818, Ripley began

constructior—on his own authority-of a fortyeightmi | e r oad t hat bisect
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Military Road and terminated at the bay of St. Louis, Mississippi, on the Gulf of Mexico.
He completed the work in 18%9.

On the orders of Major General Jacob Jennings Brown, commander of the
Division of the North, Colonel Henry Atkinson directed the troopding the Sackets
HarborPlattsburgh road in 1816. The project suspended operations in 1821. Work
resumed in 1823, but ceased again a year later. In 1820, Atkinson, now a brigadier
general commanding the Ninth Military Department, ordered the cmtisin of a 300
mile road from Council Bluffs, on the Missouri River, to the Gr&mkr. Brigadier
General Alexander Macomb, commander of the Fifth Military Department, supervised
construction of the seventyile road from Detroit to Fort Meig§hio. Scretary
Crawford authorized the construction of this road on the recommendation of General
Brown. The War Department charged the Quartermaster Department with sagervisi
the survey and construction of roadapplying tools, conducting repairs to roads
bridges, paying the troopsat a rate of an added fifteeents a day andsecondation
of whiskey—and hiring contract labor when necessary. Although these functions
overlapped with those of the Corps of Engineers, the-bodding duties of
guartemasters were limited to those of military value whereas the engineers were often
involved in civil projects, as weft

Althoughcivilian and military leaderacknowledged the distinction between
military, commercial and post roads were not always cleany afficersstill sought to
limit the use of soldier labor to only those projects that had a clear military vatogy
officers welcomed road and canal projects and did not object to the practice of using

troops on road constructiobytthey often expresed concern that the practice could open
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the door to corruption or lead to the abuse of their troops. Th8masyJesup
considered the use of troops on projects of dubious military value to be equivalent to a
tax on the military establishment becausgiverted their labor from their propmilitary
functions. The any should employ troops only on those roads that were necessary for
their operations. 3eip resented the fact that theng would pay for internal
improvements from Quartermaster Depamiregppropriations when the responsibility
should fall on federal and state governmen
would stand to benefit financially from such projects. For example, he was not
convinced that the Sackets Hardftlattsburgh Rad served a legitimate military purpose.
Had the road passed through Indian country or public lands, the sales of which would
have increased federal revenue, his assessment of that project would have been different.
Moreover, he calculated that providiagtra pay and rations to soldiers for work done on
roads, together with the time taken away from military duties, did not amount to a
significant cost savings when compared to contract labor. In other words, soldier labor
on the road would neithersaverm ey nor make money. He conc
would be as much propriety in employing the troops and using the funds of the military
Department in opening a canal between the Chesapeake and Delaware, as in constructing
a road between Plattsburgh aral S k e t t s?° Jésup dpposed the use of troop labor
for construction of roads that served a more obvious commercial purpose.

General Browrikewise opposed the use of soldier labor and military funds to
construct roads lacking military justificatiomn 1819, Peter B. Porter suggested to
CalhounPr esi dent Mo nr o thatthe engampleytsaddrerg with the wa r

assisance of civiliars to workon the road stretchingetween Niagara Falls ahdke
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Erie. Although Brown understood the desiretloé local population to recoup theaskes
due toBritish depredations during the war, he lkcbnot approve the use of soldiens a
project that did not have military vald®.Brown opposed military involvement in
roadbuilding on the Niagara frontier laerise he considered the regtorbea strategic
backwater Should there be a renewedr with Great Britainhe believedhe main
effort would take place along the awrence RiverHe ¢ a u t[A]lldlovesdtruck
above the outlet of Lake Ontario ateucki n  v?aOther civilian and military leaders
shar ed Br o.vBecretary of jvaMonraeof the Madison administratidmad
developed a plan in 1815 to invade Canada via the St. Lawrence in an attempt to cut off
Montreal ' s ¢ omJppenGacadat Catonet ThantdidneyJesup
proposed tdamesdVonroethat the central goal of the next campaignuitidoe Halifax.
The British naval blockadeould only end if the United States deprivtbd Royal Navy
of a homepd in NorthAmerica
Lieutenant Colonekachary Taylor considered the practice of employing soldiers
on internal improvements to be corrosive to military discipline if it consumed an
excessive period of time. He developed this belief during his experience building
“J a c k s otary Road\un theispring of 1820wt Col on el Duncan L. CI
Infantry Regiment WhenTaylor arrived in eastern Tennessee to tetmandof his
460-manunit, on March 20hediscovered thativas “composed entirely
without organization, subordination, or di
Moreover, & weeksof subsisting ornalf rationsinflicted aphysical toll Taylor
described his soldistaraatbheinig whmcéh ‘wotudt

they onl y Wwathof rations availddéy s °
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Tayl or’s men had Iittle to show for the
of this road has been most sharnhedflelaytby del a
poor | eader ship. “I T] he want of arrangeme
in the management of it,” he *tHistoganK.i ned, *

Jack Bauer argues that Taylor was almost certainly unjustified inzngaColonel

Clinch for the supply situation because th
regi ment al ¢ o mmaZf @here wereother redsans, asavellj whyd . ”
Taylor’s initial assessment of hthe fell ow

environmental conditions almost guaranteed that there would be a breakdown in logistics.
The region lacked resoureeshe quartermaster could only purchase beef in the
immediate vicinity of the work site and he was only able to acquire the most recent
shipment of corn from a distance of thirty miles. Farmers transporting their corn by
wagon from Pearl River had to use a portion of their load to carry feed. Moreover, the
unusual amount of rain produced waterlogged roads, which compelled farmensc® red
their wagon shipments to half a lo3d.

Tayl or remedied the supply situation by
hastily constructed storehouse and using the-@mpty wagons to transport provisions
and quartermast er s’ hleefand four at infaged frices,ght | oc a
understanding that the exorbitant cost of transport resutteddrscarcity in pack
animals since farmers were reluctant to pull them away from the fields. Yet it seems that
Taylor calculated that paying more for #dd¢oodstuffs in the short run was preferable to

waiting for supplies to arrive from New Orlearia the Pearl RiverObtaining
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provisionslocally would not onlyrelieve the suffering of his men, beduldalso prove
more costeffectiveif it helped conalide the construction project in a timely mantter

On April 20, Taylor told Quartermaster General Thomas Sidney Jesup that, in the
month since taking command, he had made consideralgeegsand would complete
the final120 miles of roady May 20. At that point, hetransportation cost for each
barrel arriving from the Pearl Riverabout 100 miles away from tleeirrentwork site—
was $20. The more progress the regiment made on the road the further away it moved
from the river, which meant that transgdidn costs would increase in proportion to the
distance travelledin order to curtail expenditures, Taylor picked up the pace of
construction and his soldiers finished the raadonth late?®

On September 15, Taylaqualified his objection tthe use bsoldierlabor. He
told Jesughat he did not mindoldiers working on roads so long as it was for a military
purpose and that they would expend only a portion of their time on sush fals&
Eighth Infantry which worked for 18 months did a ¢ k s ditary RoadMprovided a
cautionay example, however. He complainit after the regiment completed the road
it could not ®“even go through i1its facings
batt al i onTagormowsedms to have’had a chargf heart regardinthe
abilities ofhis subordinatesHe did not blame thefficersfor failing to whip the soldiers
into fighting shapdecause, as he observed, they did not lack either intelligence or
industry. Il ndeed, henhad Qaneeglit @asemesPew
Taylor implied that even good officers could find it impossible to restore discipline,
subordination, and harmony among the troop

was possible formen o  u n d e r g ondéredvhatrenythe acantinwous treadmill of
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roadbuilding and other construction wolladve a harmful longerm effect on the army
by devaluing military professionalisnHde observed “ Such wunf ortunately
in our country for making roadfrtifications, and building barracks . . . that a man who
would make a good overseer, or negro driver, is better qualified for our service, than one
who has received a first rate military educati . & did nét see the actice ending soon,
however. Heoncluded “ The ax, pick, saw, & trowel , |
of the American soldier, % han the cannon,
Civilians were much more sanguine about the use of soldier labor. They justified
using troops on road projects on moragrds in addition to practical ones. A common
refrain was that such work would be beneficial for officers and soldiers alike because it
kept them free of the vices of camp life and the deleterious effects of idfénless.
December 181Fresident Madisons war WikianrCeawfard opined “ 1t i s
believed to be no less necessary to the discipline, health [,] and preservation of the troops,
than usefutothe pub i ¢ i ¥ UobrGalkaupPt esi dent Monroe’' s s ec(
alsodefended the pdiice, arguing that labor was preferable to garrigenwhich was
hostletother my’ s vigor* and discipline.
Foll owing the army’s reduction in 1821,
Prior to 1821, soldiers were almost solely responsibledostructing military roads.
The shrinking number of military personnel combined with the growing demand for
roads meant a 33 percent decline in soldier labor from 1824 to 1830. Moreover, the
General Survey Act of 1824 took responsibility for road corsitbn out of the hands of

quartermasters, and entrusted it entirely to the Corps of Engifeers.
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In 1830, Jesup submitted a detailed history of the roads constructed by the Army
to Secretary of War John H. Eaton at the request of the House of Repressntativ
Jesup’ s r es ek mnformationwmaidierdabon efork ant during theaww
of 1812other than the fact that it occurred. His report listed fourteen military roads
constructed between 1816 and 1830, five of which remained unfinishéake Bee
General Survey Act, line officers planned the course of these military—+da@sin

total—and supervised the troops who built th&m.

Road Constructionn the Northern Frontier

During the War of 1812, the lack of good roads on the norfhe@ntier, which
comprised the U.8Canada borderlands in New York and New England, contributed to
some of the U.S. Army’'s supply failures.
recalled the difficulties in transporting supplies via the two principalsiovaeroutes into
Canada, i.e., the road following the bank of the Richelieu River and the one along the
Chateauguay River. Moreover, the absence of good roads on the American side made
transporting supplies to the frontier problematic. For this reasomwrBordered Colonel
Henry Atkinson to commence work in 1816 on a road connecting two points on Lake
Champlain, the town of Plattsburgh and the fortifmatat Rouss Point, at the U.S.
Canadaorder A year later, President Monroe decided to go ahetidplans for an
eastwest route to connect Sackets Harbor, on Lake Ontario, and Plattsburgh. Brown
proposed to Calhoun that Monroe substitute the road, which circumvented mountains
directly between the towns, for two nobuth roads covering the prinaignvasion

routes. The eastern section of the road would lead from Sackets Harbor north to
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Morristown, on the St. Lawrence River. The western section connected French Mills, the
site of Wi lkinson’”s 1813 wint ervideacoeps, t o
to Rouses Point, which commanded the entrance to Lake Champlain, while the latter
would supply a proposed fortification on the St. Lawrence. Rouses Point would provide
a base for the Army to cut off Montreal from Canada. Onc&JtBeArmy sdzed the St.
Lawrence River, forces at the two points could communicate with each other. The
proposed roads were part of a strategy that he originally articulated to Secretary of War
Crawford in 1815, and reiterated$ecretary of Wa€alhoun, to defenthe Great Lakes
region by means of a decisiveubt at the St. Lawrence Riv&

Colonel Atkinson, Colonel Hugh Brady, commanding the Second Infantry
Regiment, and Major Enos Cutlerpguvised construction and soldigesrformed the
work with tools furnished by the quartermaster. Aside from a small appropriation in
1816, the War Department fded construction entirely fromu@rtermasteDepartment
appropriations. Brown did not succeed in procuring the help of thiedopalation for
construction of a bridge, but anticipated that growing commercial opportunities and an
increasing population in the region would eventually spur them to complete the road.
Fiscal parsimony on the part of Congress and the War Depantesaited ina protest

from Brown that strict spending constraitg/hich curtailed the use of oxeavould

P

jeopardize completion of the project. THE&S.Ar my suspended the road

in 1821, but resumed it in 1823. It finally terminated militasyoivement in the project

in 1824, owing to a lack of appropriatiotts.
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Canal Construction otlhe Atlantic Coast

After 1815, Calhoun and reforminded officers and politicians attempted to
solve the transportation problems of the Wht812 by employinghiree modesf
transportation Wagons, whichkivould useimproved dualuse military roads and
turnpikes were the first mode of transpofThe seconé-river vessels—would exploit
t h e n abundance’ofsnland rivers and the construction of canals. THee¢hed on
oceangoing vessels, either government ships or those chartered privately, to transport
troops and supplies along the sbaShould one mode of transpfail, the amy could
potentiallysupply itself by means of anothf&r.

The effect of the lockade of Atlantic ports by the Royal Navy had as much an
impactonr e f or me r @bout thénailitag Fuhcgon of internal improvements as
did poor road conditions. Before the war, overland traffic along the coast was negligible.
AsD.B.Warden,ansul for the United States at Par |
rise to an internal trade greater in point of distance than any hitherto known, except that
bet ween Moscow and China.” He el aborated,
wagons that plié between Boston and the town of Providence, and soon after its
commencement the nu*nWagontraimrafficénarsased t o 200. 7
throughout the war but only for trade over short distances. -datgnce trade became
prohibitively expensive sindde time it took a wagon to transport a shipment from
Savannah to Boston averaged 115 d4ySenator Morrow, in his 1816 report on internal
improvements, commented on the experience of this increased wagon traffic over the
Chesapeake pe mveniences falt.andin¢alcdable expense incurred . . .

during the late war, in the vast and heavy transportations across the isthmus, must be

167



fresh in the recollection of every one."’”

under the stress of thisamatic increase in wheeled traffic, forcing wagoners to choose

alternate routes at great expense. He wr o

period, of goods, tobacco, flour, cotton, and other bulky articles across the peninsula, that

it became neessary to use four distinct lines of transportation from different points of the

Chesapeake to correspofiding points of the
Canals offered an alternative means of transport by reducing the friction of heavy

wagonloads and the level of exhaustto both teamsters and draught animals. This

alternative did not exist during the war and internal improvers saw the boom in canal

construdton as an opportunitytoboasth e nati on’ s abil ity to mol

linking the Delaware River to hChesapeake Bay became an important part of their

vision for a system of inland waterways. The Britisivalblockade, Senator Morrow

indicated underscored the i mportance of water we

woul d “admit fofandmney. .t in safety, framrpoird to poot, with a

celerity of movementequaltotha of t he e n e mythalthe trédhspor@atios o r ec

of “"baggage, stores, and heavy artillery?”

Washington suchdely on hi s march to the south that

favorable, might have p®foved fatal to him
Secretary of War Cal houn’s recommendat:i

states, detailed in his 1819 report, reflect@rdesnccupabn with a repeat of theaval

blockade that ground coastal trade to a halt during the war. He warned that, if Great

Britain againblockaded the ports on the Atlantic coast, the nation would lose 500,000

tons of shipping per year. The curretate of roads and inland waterways could provide
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no substitute for the carrying capacity of oceangoing ves3éls cessation of coastal
shipping would alsenean the curtailment of much of the nesttuth commerce, just as it
had during the wat’

Calhounanticipated two different kinds of threats to the Atlantic coast: The
destruction of coastal towns and a-oilbwn invasion. Calhoun believed that a European
naval power could raid the Atlantic coast with near impunity. Although he did not think
the later scenario likely, he believed that the nation should nonetheless prepare for such a
contingency. Canals would enable theng to maintain communications with the
western states and the interior of the Atlantic states, and establish a more effective
oveland system of nortsouth communications.

To Calhoun, the first line of defense was the U.S. Navy and a system of coastal
fortifications, while improved roads and canals would enable the government to
concentrate troops rapidly thte point of invasionHe cautioned “ For much of
security, we ought to look to a navy, and a judicious and strong system of fortifications;
but not to the neglect of such roads, and canals, as will enable the government to
concentrate promptly and cheaply, at any poitictv may be menaced, the necessary
force and means fordefn c e . | n cm@ngwouldmovearoopssandd , t he
transport supplies along the line of the coast or inland, to the[@ashg an invasion, a
network of caals and roads would allow thenay to transport men from the interior of
the Atlantic states and the western stafEsere were three lines of intercourse with the
west that held out the most promise thetter travel conditionwith the west: Albany to

the Great Lakes via the Erie C§righiladelphia, Baltimore, Washington, and Richmond
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to the Ohio River on the Lancaster Turnpike dadeeder roads; and Charlestmd
Augusta to the Tennessee Rifr.

Calhoun made the case for a federal role in funding road and canal projects in the
Atlantic states. He acknowledged that state governments could improve existing roads
with their own appropriations and would do so of their own volition for economic reasons
so that, in a few years, tteewould be a noticeable increasdransport betweethe
interior and the coast. Calhoun suggested that the federal government bear a proportional
share in the expense of the construction of the strategically importanisootth
communications. Only the federal goverent could develop those roaglacethere

would be little commercial incentive for states to imprapena system that worked

well enough i n peaceti me. “1t must be per
explained, “or not be perfected attwoal | , at
states have a®sufficient interest.”

Calhoun proposed a line of inland navigation along the coast at the expense of $3
million. He argued that an enemy naval force could achieve little by harassing the
coastline with such a system in place. By dmrtg travelistances, thermy could
concentrate locally available troops using interior lines of communication. To bolster his

case, he presented the following scenario:

Suppose the fleet of such an enemy should appear off the capes of
Delaware beforé@ could possibly approach and attack Philadelphia,
information by telegraphic communication might be given to Baltimore
and New York, and the forces stationed there thrown in for its relief. The
same might take place if Baltimore or New York shouldrivaded; and
should an attack be made on any of our cities, the militia and regular
forces at a great distance along the coast, could, in a short time, be thrown
in for its relief. By this speedy communication, the regular forces, with
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the militia of the @ies and their neighborhood, would be sufficient to
repel ordinary invasions, and would either prevent, or greatly diminish, the
harassing calls upon the militia of the intefir.

The completion of the EgiCanal, in 1825, provided thexay with an oppdunity
to gauge the usefulness of canalsmalitary logistics. Earlier, Secretary Calhoun looked
forward to the completion of the New York waterwaythe Erie Canal and a canal from
Albany to Lake George-as a means of connecting the inland to the coasaliowing
the transport of munitions of war and concentration of troops from any portion of the
Atlantic stdes In 1823, General Jesup ordered his quartermasters to conduct a series of
experiments on the canalhey reported to him that soldidravding by canal would
cover fifty to sixtymiles per dayn comparison to the twentyile-perday paceof
soldiers on foat Moreover, soldiergaveling by canal arrived at their destination free
from the physical exhaustion that soldiergitglly experiexned after a longtretch of
marching. Because of these experiments, Jesup concludednits were the most

reliable and efficienmeans of concentrating an army formta

Logisticson the Western Frontier
In 1816, theJ.S. Army began construction @fdvance posts further to the west to
replace older posts. The pattern would repeat itself as the threat from the native tribes to
the eassubsided. Secreta@rawfordof the Madison administraticsccelerated the
process of buildingnajor depots in theegion. At Prairie du Chien, he ordered the
erection of Fort Crawford to replace the defunct Fort Shelby. This post became an

important supply depot along with three additional posts: Fort Howard at Green Bay,
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which the amy established in 1816, and Férmstrong on Rock Island, and Fort
Edwards, near the future site of Warsaw, lllingis.

The U.S. government’'s reest abiDetsoh ment o
(Fort Shelby) in latd 813 and Mackinac (Fort Michilimackinac), in 1815, was crucial fo
both U.S. Army logistics and the expansion of the frontier. Control of these posts was
important because it enabled thieng to enforce a monopoly over the fur trade in the
Mississippi and Missouri territories and to keep a watchful eye for possiligcton
between the Native Americans and the British at Fort Malden, in Upper Canada. Until
the postwar period, the natives had pursued a strategy of playing Americans and British
off one another, one that the Sauk warrior Black Hawk descalbed s e wov i ng *“ t
f at h e r stheBritish\Wihaedoned their native alliefter the warthat strategy was
no longer viable.

The logistical challenges that another war with Great Britain would present the
U.S. Army in the west were similar to those on the Atlantiotfes. During the War of
1812, theemy f ail ed to exploit the nation’s inl
while the British occupation of Detroit rendered water transport via the Great Lakes
moot. Army officers and politicians considered theggmty that the British would, in a
future war, attempt to disrupt commerce and the fddwilitary supplies across the
lakes, just as they had after the fall of Detroit. Their solution was to estalasbn the
Atlantic coast—a networkof roads to pemit wagon traffic through the difficult terrain of
the Old Northwest.

Jesup recognized the strategic and logistical challenges involved in operating on

the Northwestern frontier. Indeed, memories of his capture at Detroit and imprisonment

172



at Fort Maldermust hae been fresh in his mind. He considetteel most important
westernsupply routeso be the onethat connected the Great Lakestte Gulf of
Mexico and proposed to Secretary Calhoun of the Monroe administration that the army
build posts along ez route. After assessing theative importancef each routehe
proposed the construction of new posts and roads to make the supply of the frontier more
reliable. Jesp’ s pl an f or @enuhp @reayliakegand upper Massissigpi
depended um the command of the major roads and rivers leading from the Atlantic
coast to thénlandfrontier. The pointshat protected important routesluded the posts
at Detroit, Chicago, Green Bay, and the Sault Ste. Marie. These posts guarded four
logistical chokepoints: the outlet of Lake Huron (Detroit), the outlet of the Fox River
(Fort Howard), the outlet of Lake Superior (Sault Ste. Marie), and Chicago (Fort
Dearborn). Jesup considered the occupation of these points as essential for protecting
maritime traffic through the Great Lakes and ensuring communications between the lakes
and the interiop3

Jesup also considered tBeeat Lakesoute, which the post at Detroit (Fort
Shelby) commanded, to be the most vulnerable to British interdiction. Dugmwgah
supplies and reinfoements could not reach Fort Shefliym the interior, but had to take
a route |l eading from Lake Erie via the Det
attack of t he e mdetendth. Sihce Degoit suppd all thevathert y
American posts to the north, its capture would also endanger them. Jesup noted that the
British had successfully exploited these geographical circumstances. They were able to
choose the point of attack and to capture the remaining poite upper lakes.

Therefore, Jesup recommended the construct
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Detroit’s isolation from the settl ements t

duringa hypothetical conflict with Great BritainThesaoads would run from the Ohio

settlements and I ndian country to hicago
Work on such roads had already begun. In 18&@retary of WaCrawford

orderedtheconstruction of a road from Detroit to Fort Meigs a tbot of the rapids of

the Miami River. He directed Brigadier General Alexander Macomb, commander of the

Fifth Military District, to supervise the use of soldier labor for construction of the

seventymi | e r oad. “ 1 n entemymemmaridbitevalr ak swhe’h Cheawf
advised Macomb, “the subsistence of the tr
drawn, has been sufficiently dcSeeemyofrat ed

War Calhoun later argued that, together with a canal froniilitheis River, the Detroi

Fort Meigs Road would afford *“all of the f
military operation in time of war, and the transportation of munitions of war, for the

defence of the western portion of our northern froef® . ”

In addition to the military argument, the advocates of internal improvements often
pointed out hovihe presencef new roads or canals would save money during a war. In
response to the objection that overland transportation was much more exfeasite
water routeGeneral esup wr ote that supplies passing
capture unless we employ a large military and naval faaef t hi s pewot ect i on.
roads would give them another optioA decision against constructing reade argued,
amounted to false econorny.

This point was a recurring theme among internal improvers. In 1816, Senator

Morrow calculated that the cost of building the Chesap&ataware Canal was only
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twice the cost of wagon transport from the river ® Iy for a single yed?. In 1819,
Calhoun noted that good roads would have saved tienrfeadm some of the
extraordinaryeconomicos ses that occurred during the )\
contest in men, money, and reputatiwvoads]more than indenified the country for the
expense of t Keln 1821 cacakest commitee of the Holise of
Representatives recalled that Major Genera
and road constructiaimrough the Black Swamp east of Lake Enasumed a
di sproportionate amount of t hepoidion Departm
during the war.Cutting a road in the middle of a campaign proved costly. The
commi tepoete o scl uded, “The prodigious sums of
the efforts which the nation made to reoccupy that Territory, would have constructed
many s u chSpendira dheney on good roads would have avoided a national
humiliation.

Jesup advocated building wédirtified posts; garrisoned with enough troops to
resist an assault. Roads would connect these posts to other posts in the interior. In
wartime, they would serve as muster points, supply depots, and bases of operations. He
shared the common military view tuppied a f ew
with all the munitions of war, on the grea
better form of defense than many intermittently occupied fortifications scattered along
the frontier®* Inrealt y, t he | atter hagdraciceen the ar my’ :

Jesup identified Chicago, Green Bay, and Sault Ste. Marie as commanding the
importantroutes from Canada into Indianuntry. Regating Chicago, he believatat

it owed its military value to its location on a communications route linking Lake
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Michigan and the Mississippi. He thought it was less useful as a supply depot because it
stood too far west and did not have a good harbor. Instead, he proposed the construction
of a harbor at the point where the St. Joseph River enters Lake Michiganraadt
connecting it with Fort Wayne, one hundred twenty miles away. He estimated that five
companies would be able to cut the road in a sea%esup perceived thiabrt Howard,
at the mouth of the Fox River where it eémap into Green Baysoveredanequally
important route. For that reason, he recommended strengthening the works to
accommodate a second company in time of war, and the establishment of another post at
the junction of the Fox River and a small, navigable river that aomoated with Lak
Superior. Finally, Jesuproposedhe construction of a fort at Sault Ste. Marie, which
commanded the entrance to Lake Superior, and a road leading from thatrstehiare
oppositeMackinac Island. He considered the post on that iskod,Michilimackinag
tobe* of trifling i mportance” %2FhetvariDspartméntt ¢ an
ordered the construction of Fort BraatySault Ste. Marien 1822.

Steam power introduced an entirely new element to postway logistics.
Steamboats enhancedtiemy * s | ogi sti cal <capabilities ma
prior to the advent of the railroad. Their primary value derived from their ability to move
quickly upstream against the strong currents of the Misgisarm Missouri rivers. For
this reason, Calhoun considered the use of steamboats as a technological solution to
supplying fafflung outposton the western frontier. Steamboats were rarségl as
troop transports during the War of 18b2t by 1819Calhoun could note that they were
in use “on al mos fPtowransportxcililiamassengers. dénthe r i ver s”

army began to discontinue the use of keelboats Calhoun intended to replace them with
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steamboats. He anticipated that they would be Lasftransport vessels and would aid
the militia in achieving a rapid concentration of forces in time of war. The use of
steamboats in military operations, however, was premasithey were still untested
underdifficult conditions.

In 1818, Jesup cawtned Calhoun against their use on the expedition up the
Missouri River. Passenger steamboats had never navigated the Missouri River and it was
not clear i f t hey stomgcurrdnt. Whettrdnsportatiordcortrdct®r, r i v e
James Johnson, @ied a contract with the assistance of his brafleeryessman
Richard Mentor Johnson, wipersuaded the secretarfywarthat steamboats would be
invaluable in transporting men asdpplies. Unfortunately, the steamboats that the
Johnsons provided weod shoddyconstructiorand the engines lacked the hqueererto
navigate upstreamThe steambodaalhounbroke down in the Mississippi River and
never reached Belle Fontaine, the first objective of the expeditionJeffeesorstalled
on the Missouri Rier near the advanced outpost Fort Osage andbtiesoralso fell
well short of Council Bluffs—=700 miles up the Missouri and the future site of Fort
Atkinson. Because of these failures, Jesup decided to arrange for keelboats to transport
the necessary pvisions and stores. The expedition abandone&niberprisefurther up
the Missouri even after having discarded most its stores to lighten the load. Only Colonel
St ephen L on §Vestern Engeepmhicio jairted the expedition in a scientific

capacity, reached Council Bluffs in 1819 via a long water route from PittstSrgh.
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Logistics on the Southern Frontier

In September 1816, Thomas S. Jesigthe commander of the Eighth Military
Department, wrote a lengthy letter to Secretary of War Jamesdd@xplaining in detail
the situation in the Division of the South. Foremost in his mind was the possibility that a
foreign power would disrupt commercial traffic on theers andn the Gulf of Mexico.
The nation’s economic prosperity and milit
Mississippi River, a single route stretching over a thousand miles and its outlet at the port
of New Orleans. He noted that the Mississippi reckivet he “ movabl e wealt
the Mississippi and Missouri Territories, and the state of Louisiana, but also Western
Virginia, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Indiana, and lllinois, owing to its confluence with the Ohio
River. The river had potential access tealth that exceeded the combined wealth of
Western Europe, angessels traveling on @ould only reach the oceara New Orleans.

New Orleans was a strategically important point of defense for the entire, mation

J e s u p’ becavwséheMississippi ad its tributarieenablelt he “ i mmense mi | |
means of the whole western country” to con
months®®

All the rivers of the Appalachians that fed into the Ohio ran north to south.
Troops and supplies could arrive frondiana, Illinois, Western Virginia, and
Pennsylvania using only water routes. The Mississippi also directly received the waters
of the Arkansas, the White, and the Red Rivers from the west, as well as smaller rivers to
the east. A foreign power couldterdict the entire commercial traffic of the river, as
well as the transportation of supplies and men, by seizing Baton Rouge. Jesup believed

that the occupation of this chokepoint, situated on the high ground 120 miles above New
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Orleans, couldallowannvadi ng force to cut off the pol
north and force its surrender. The loss of the city wetdcording to the experience of

thelatewaal so provide a rallying point for re

‘N

citi®ens.”

Jesp was aware of the intimate connection between politics, economics, and
military affairs. He noted that both national security and the political popularity of the
Madison administration depended upon the protection of commercial routes and the free
movemaet of goods to the ocean. He asserted that failure to keep the Mississippi open
would hurt the government since Westerners
pressure occasioned by obstructed commerce
“thtbe [exclusive] blame upon the gover nme
national economy more vulnerable to a foreign power if it chose to prevent goods and
surpluses from going to market. This vulnerability made the security of commercial
routesalt he more necessary. I n order to secur
the surplus commodities of the west states and territoriéisat were rapidly increasing
after the war, Jesup suggestidt the nation adopt certain defensive and offensive
measur es. “The military policy of the cour
point,” he asserted. I n addition to the |
converged, he identified the Pearl River, the rivers running into the Baplofdyland
the Appalachicola, as points that were vulnerable to disruption.

Jesupsent Secretary of State James Monroe his thoughts @oenisguction and
improvement of fortifications and riverinefénses, as well @@mmunication routes.

He proposedhe construction of an eighteenile turnpike road from Baton Rouge to
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Galveston on Lake Maurepas, and the clearing of a water route between the river and the
lake. Such measures, however, offered only a temporary solution. He argued that the
United State could not hold New Orleans and the surrounding country with defensive
works and armed patrols so long as Spain retained control of West Florida, which
commanded the Mississippi for 80 miles. Spain was within striking distance of
compelling the surrendef New Orleans and cutting off the eastern Mississippi
Territory’ s communications with the Gul f,
state of Georgia. Jesup implied that the southern frontier was so weak that the
construction of new roads woutwt provide a viable alternative to river traffic along the
Pearl River and the Mississippi RiV&r.

Jesup ao implied that oceangoing vessetalld not remain a secure method of
supply as long as Cuba remained under control of Spain. He considered it intolerable that
the products of the eastern states must “p
Havana. "’ Cuba was a c*ak €y Joefs uapl la sVBeesrtteerdn, Aa
concern that a navabwer could use Cuba as a base from which to interdict maritime
traffic headingo the Gulf of Mexico. He did not consider Spanish cordf@uba
probl ematic but, “ | mmustibeconte aorfalnsidaldefas t&r e at Br
menace the independence of our country.”’”
drawing up a secret treaty with Great Britain to deliver up both Florida and Cuba. Great
Britain, he noted, had designs on the formheatt “ have | ong been know
designs on the | atter “are being developed
threat to the United States, he believed, than Spaostession because Britain was far

more capablef strikinga blow at Nw Orleans, which would result in the loss of the
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western territories. Mor eover, di sl odging
be able to obtain supplies by seas” and th
war to capture Cuba, thefore, was in the national interest not only because it would
secure American independence and its terri
many fut®re wars."”
Jesup believedn invasion of Cubwas preferable to a defensive campaign within
his dgartment because he found the state of the defenses untenable and supply lines
exposed. In August, he found his preteide notified Major General Andrew Jackson
that he had uncovered overtures made by Luis de Onis, Spanish envoy to the United
States, taannamed Americans to groy them in the Spanish service. These men, he
asserted, would take part in an expedition to captere Orleans. On August 21, he
reported, “1 have positive information tha
thiscty during the present season.’ He contir
of Barataria and carry it by a coupmea i ‘A Orf September 5, he claim#tht Onis
was hatching a “scheme to detach New Orl ea
for Jackson to give him command of the expedition in case of hostilities, unless he
planned to take command of it himself. In that case, he would be happy torségeve u
the general, but only if Jackson adopteddts. On September 9, Jesup contacted
Jak son at Nashville, providing him with fur
fortifications. He also boasted that he did not fear for the safety of his depattotent,
only fearedthaOni s woul d “not have?the courage to
Jesup sersl that the perilous logistical situation in Havana provided an

opportunity for the United States to seize Cuba in a relatively quick campaign. He
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informed Monroe that the proper reply to any Spanish attempt to seize Mobile or any
other post should betea pt ur e of Havana, which is “in ;
intelligence he gathered, he estimated that the garrison lacked sufficient military supplies
and ammunition, and possessed few guns and usable carriages. Their morale was poor,
owingtothenbei ng “badly fed and cl othed . . . S
di scipline.” He continued, “1 shall take
an axiom in military affairs that the better way to defend a country is to carry thetwar in
that of "®he enemy.”

For Jesup, logistical calculationsok precedence in his plans for a Cuban
campaign. Indeed, his preparations had advanced far enough so that a campaign could
begin at short notice. He was in the process of coordinating a joint operation with the
U.S. Navy by aanging transport ships tink upwith his force of 2,000 regulars and
2,000 volunteers at Pass Christian, Mississippi. He informed Monroe that this force
could concentrate there a mere twenty days after receiving his order. The construction of
a large government ship, begurridg the war, was nearing completion, and he expected
this vessel to carry 1,200 men in addition to its crew. Other naval transports concentrated
at nearby Ship Island, would carry the remaining troops, along with provisions and
military stores’”* Heorde ed t he department’s quarter mast
Wollstonecratft, to draw up an inventory of available supplies for the campaign and to
forward it to the Nawgn Jesuprpresséddoptmesmt® ani el
Patterson regarding the feasilyjldf the plan He determined that *c

the territories of the army” was the best
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movement . " He concluded, “I1I consider an a

than any otherentergrie t o be crowhed with success. "’
The war scare ended once it became clear that Spain did not intend to seize New

Orleans. Five years later, Quartermaster General Jesup directed the physical handover of

Florida from Spain to the United States, as stipdlaieghe Adam<Onis Treaty. The

Quartermaster Department transported Spanish soldiers out of Florida to Havana and

replaced them with American soldiéfsHe ordered Captain George Bender,

guartermaster at Boston, to provide transportation and supplidsde American

companies, one of which was to disembark at Charleston, South Carolina, and the other

two at Amelia Island. There they would await the remo¥&panish troops from

Fernandindo Havana before leaving for the Florida pdét$le orderedCaptain Henry

Stanton to proceed to Fernandna Ame |l i a | sl and, to arrange t
wrote, “The treaty with Spain provides tha
transported to Havana, at tédkoeepehTe pfev:

delay or difficulty, however, it is proper then that an officer be on the spot with full
powers to act under all circumstances.’
Following the cession of Florida, the Quartermaster Department faced the
problem of how to supply the isdkd posts on the Gulf and Atlantic coasts. The expense
of employing government ships to transport regular supply shipments was prohibitive.
For that reasorColonel William Linnardarranged contracts with private companies for
the transport of clothinffom Philadelphia to the coastal ports as matter of course. The
resumption of coastal commerce in the postwar period resulted in more opportunities to

contract with private shippers to move Army supplies between the ports on the Atlantic
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and Gulf coast pts. Sending supplies to New Orleans did not pose a lagipticblem.
A port of call at one of the smaller coastal posts, however, was not as profitable for
private shippers because supplies sent there invariably formed a small portion of the
cargo. Ashipment of supplies to Pensacola, for example, would take a circuitous route to
its final destination at greater expense to both the government and the coftractor.

In 1819,Secretary of Wa€alhoun noted that the logistics of the southern frontier
reied on the completion of Jackson’s Militar)
the force of the Mississippi’'s “rapid stre
required for the transportation of munitions of war, and movements and concentration o
troops,” as well as a strong defense for t
more roads. From 1824 to 1827, Congress authorized the use of federal appropriations
under the General Sunydéct—to survey and buil@our roads totaling 961 mieto
connect the Florida posts. The new routes connected Pensacola and Fort Mitchell,
Alabama; Pensacola and St. Augustine; Tampa Bay and Coleraine, Georgia; and St.

Augustine and New Smyri#4.

John C. Calhoun and ThomasJ8sup were two of the strongeslvocates for a
national system of internahiprovements. They explainéte logistical vulnerabilities in
eachofthevat i on’ s f r o n thowearnstwoe ofdanilitarp roasls addecanals
could prevent a repetition of the failures of the late wigh Great Britain. Calhoun,

Jesup, and other internal improvers, such as Jacob Brown, Alexander Macomb, James
Morrow, and Lewis Cass, understood trediance on a single moa¢ transportation in

wartime could be disastrous. On the northwesterniégribe regular army experienced
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transportation difficulties owing to the lack of gbmads and to the absence of a feasible
means of water transportation. On the Atlantic coast, the British blockade meant that the
nation had to rely on coastal roadattbould not handle the significant increase in
wheeled traffic. In the south and southwest, the posts acquired following the Florida
cession were not easily accessible by wagon.

From 1816 to 1821, Calhoun and Jesup proposed a national system of roads and
canals that would ensure that, in the event of war, the nation woulze so reliant on
one modef transportation. Their plans included a network of canals in the Atlantic
states, which would provide an alternative in case a naval power blockagextttheln
the northwest, they advocated roads to end
interdiction and the isolation of forts on the Great Lakes. On the southern frontier, Jesup
sought to end the |l ogistidalanktl mer @pbiolpiotsy
seize Cuba in a war with Spain. After Spain ceded Florida to the United States, Congress
took up this approach by authorizing a series of roads to end the relative isolation of the
Florida posts. The case that the military intermgdrovers made for infrastructure
formed a part of a larger campaign to reform U.S. Army logistics after the war. Calhoun,

Jesup, and other reformers were largely successful in this endeavor.
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CHAPTER 6
THOMAS SIDNEY JESUP AID THE PROFESSIONALIZATION OF THE

U.S. ARMY QUARTERMASTERS CORPS IN THE EARLY NATIONAL ERA

Military Professionalism, circa 1820

On May 8, 1818, Secretary of War John C. Calhoun appointed Brigadier General
Thomas Sidney Jesup to head the newly establ@ueadtermaster Department. When
Jesup entered his Washington office in June of that year, there was broad consensus in
both the army and the government that the supply system was ineffectual. As
guartermaster general, Jesup wanted to make sure thagigtecsd failures of the War of
1812 would not happen again. From 1818 to 1821, Jesup took a series of actions
intended to replace the old system of supply with a rational system staffed by a cadre of
experienced and competent supply officers. He estaddi procedures of accountability
regarding the use of department funds and property and inculcated his subordinates with
professional habits by strictly enforcing regulations. Through these measures, Jesup
succeeded in creating the nucleus of a profassiQuartermaster Corps.

In July 1818, Jesup completed the task of writing the regulations that would
govern how the Quartermaster Department operated. Calhoun and Brigadier General
Wi nfield Scott appr ove dGdndraReduatiosfontment * s i nc
Army, which they published in 1821. Jesup’ s
system” and “military responsibility” to t
absence of those qualities was the primary cause of American miléegt during the
recent war. The previous Quartermaster Department, hastily organized during the warr,
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never clearly defined the duties of quartermasters and commissaries, and was lax in
requiring them to submit reports in a timely fashion. As a resuybiply officers were

routinely in doubt as to their responsibilities and the quartermaster general was often

ignorant about the most basic concerns relating to his department. Jesup sougtt to avoi

these outcomes by closely examinewgry aspect of lodial practice in the course of
writing his regulations. He also demonstrated hardeadership. Few details

regarding the activities of the various quartermaster posts escaped his attention and he

consistently admonished subordinates who didnotmeasuup t o hi s standa

regulations and his enforcement of them were, in short, the necessary preconditions for
the professionalization of the early national U.S. Army Corps of Quartermasters.

Jesup himself embodied the attributes of a consumpnatessional soldier,

according to the criteria of expertise, responsibility, corporateness as set forth by Samuel

Huntington. Over the course of a military career that spanneewitiyyears, he
demonstrated a sense of corporateness and a respewtl fauttiority. He was also an
advocate of “military knowledge,” which
separated the professional soldier from the amateur. Moreover, he expected his
guartermasters to acquire such knowledge through styshactical experience. He
selected educated “gentl emen” with many
to his department because he believed quartermaster duty required more skillsets than
duties in the other branches of the U.S. Army. Witthsmen, he endeavored to turn his
department into de factostaff school and storehouse of expertise in the art and science

of logistics?
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Military Knowledge

As a proponent of the military profession, Jesup discerned the difference between
the specialize military branches and their civilian analogues. In a reflective essay on the
art of fortification, he expressed dismay that so few engineers in the army understood
tactics as well as they did fortifications. Indeed, they seemed to regard their
specialzation as no different from that practiced by the civilian engineers. To Jesup,
however, an engineer who was ignorant about tactics was as useless as the tactician who
was i gnorant about fortifications. of He wr o
arts, they disdain all other branches of the military science forgetting that, as their name
imports, they were originally nothing more than artificers; and that without a knowledge
of tactics they are now and can be nothing more than master carperttensster
ma s o2nThe irmplication is clear: An army engineer should have a professional
orientation that shared more in common with his fellow officers in the other branches
than with civilian engineers.

Jesup likewise argued that quartermaster dutege not analogous to those of an
accountant. Although Jesup aclutedgedt hat t he quartermaster’ s
“casting of accounts and the copying of 1|e
judgment in assessing whether the expemes# of a regiment or military district were
appropriate given the nature of its operat
which military men al ‘%Jesepeaenwentsofarpstd vaitet t o
into his regulations the knowledgfeat a quartermaster would need in order to carry out
his duties. For example, he required quartermasters to become familiar with the terrain,

natural resources, and the most feasible transportation routes in their respective areas of
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operations. Thisrkowledge was necessary for siting depots, laying out courses for
military roads, and determining the best locations for concentrating troops and stipplies.
Jesup’s regulations not only set the quart
military expets, but also set minimum standards of competence.Rites and
Regulations ofhe Armyfor 1813 by contrast, listed only th
Jesup’'s decision to make professional Know
significantstep toward the professionalization of the Quartermaster Corps.

The view that officership constituted a profession in its own right was directly
opposed to the notion, promoted by critics of the military profession, that regular army
officers had no spedialaim to military competence. Although the longstanding myth of
the citizensoldier fell out of favor following the mediocre performance of the militia at
the battls of Queenston Heights, Sackétarbor, and Bladensburg, Major General
Andr ew Jvictork & New’Odeans gave it a new lease on life. Congressman
George Michael Troup of Georgia was full o
Orleans. In a speech delivered before the U.S. House of Representatives, he declaimed,
“lI came | saw | conquered says thémerican husbandmen f r esh from hi s p
further boasted, “The men of Europe, bred
the men of America taken from the closet, the bar, the couhtiogy s e and ®t he pl «
TheBostonYankeelso creditedhe victory to the militia Remar king on the
shortage of flints and ammunition, it spec
by the throat as they | eaped into the entr
addi ng, “What savages' TheRPlelalaphi& Gazditdidcnkty men ar

forgettopraisedc k son’ s contingent of regulars for
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war that they were apt&al e schol ars.” N ecorezludedhathee s s, t F
Americans worprimarily because the British regulars underestimateaiiiga. It
summarized the battle thustly Cont empt of tWy&eadvighsk ee Mi | i t i
Invincibles up to the Ramparts at New Orleans, where he was taught that respect for
braveand inexperienced men, the want of which was the cause of his disgrace and
def &at .

Although hostility to the officer corps did not gain political salience until the
1830s, when the Jacksonians attacked the U.S. Military Academy at West Point as an
arisocratic institution, there is evidence that such populist sentiments existed as early as
1820. I n March of that year, the House of
the motion of Congressman Newton Cannon of Tennessee to abolish West Peint. Th
House rejected t he nidtwasdhe firdtlggistatize attempttpe maj o
abolish the institution in the postwar period. At the beginning of the Jacksonian era,
growing antimilitary sentiment compelled Jesup to defend the militarygs<ibn as a
whole in a memorandum addressed to Secretary of War John Eaton. He did so by
pointing out a | ogical i nconsistency 1in th
facts of history, and the conventions of experience deny the necegsigvimius
preparation & practical military knowl edge
would never think of hiring a carpenter to make a coattail@ to build a house, he
dyl y noted, nonetheless thought dodior,mmade per
merchant, or a farmer, without previous study, laborious preparation, and experience in

the practice of service to B%ecome an accom
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Education

General Jesup thought an army officer should be an educated man and educatio
was an important factor in his selection of quartermasters to staff his department. An
analysis of Jesup’s writings reveals that
argued that military knowledgwas more important than raalent and thiean officer
could develop his talents through study aracpcal experience. He tofskecretary
Calhounin 1820t hat he considered an officer with
hundred per cent” more valuabllgybdtltten one w
experience. Second, although Jesup was a proponent of military expertise, he also
appreciated the value of a broader understanding of history and politics. Finally, Jesup
thought that one should learn theory insofar as it aided the @myud applied
knowledge. An education that focused on learning theory alone was wotthless.

Jesup believed in the efficacy of study and practical experience to such a degree
that he thought it could enable officers to develop talents widely consitieredclusive

province of military genius. He challenged the notion thattloeu p @ theability

to sense the battlefield at a gl ance, was
i's a mistake,” he wr othavethaoumde pegsicl]ano n a | not e
proportion to the mind, and good sense wit
concluded, “1t is derived from both but th

it are assured to us byt Jesuppefined tbkenocuep. "d 6 olen | a
as a “perfect understanding” of the battl e
guality of the troops, and systems of supply. As with other aspects of military science, he

thought it was possible to acquire teeu p  dhdoagh cohstant practice. In this case,
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Jesup not only seems to have been an advocate of professional military expertise but of
professional development, as well.

The great captain who possessedctie u p  id @greatest dbundance was, in
Jsup’s estimation, the Carthaginian genera
time he cited a historical example to make a point about military matters and it
demonstrates that history formed a significant part of his personal studies. His
biogrgpher, Chester L. Kieffer, noted that though Jesup lacked a formal education, he had
been a studious boy with an aptitude for military subjects. Kieffer suggests that by the
time Jesup received his commission as second lieutenant, he had read as much as he
could of the available literature on military science. When war began, he wrote to a
friend that he not only wished to win distinction, but was also determined to master the
profession:3

Later in life, Jesup confessed to having spent much of his l¢imeeeading
history. Over time, he had produced pampldagth summaries on the history of
ancient Rome and the history of the Irish; reflections on the Roman art of war and the
French system of fortifications; commentaries on law and various fornw/efrgnents;
musings on metaphysics; and a compilation of facts from the Book of Genesis. To Jesup,
the point of studying history was to derive moral and practical lessons from illustrative
historical cases. He even saw the utility and relevance of egarmd@wn from ancient
history4

In a letter to his sons, William and Charles Edward, Jesup adviseddhead
history and explained why it would be useful to theirfe argued that a knowledge of

hi story could enabl e o0n eearidikrowledgeafpastagds ms el f

200



& render them subservient to the | mproveme
examples where “knowledge, wise | aws, corr
barbarous nations prosper,oupsr ejnudd ipooev,e rdrurlgr
caused the “decline and ruin” of civilized
vigorous youth and the | atter to “a decrep
that the decline could come rapidly after a nationgragressed to a certain pofat.

Jesup intended that his tvetage model of historical developmenwith nations
passing from barbarism to civilization and vice versaould serve as a warning. He
told his sons that it was important for American citizenavioid complacency. They
should not rely on providence alone to preserve their freedoms, but on their exertions.
Free citizens, he argued, could only remain free if they understood their rights, performed
their duties, and possessed the historical kadge that would allow them to
“contempl ate man in every sitwuation.” Pre
ample cases of corrupt and despotic leadership, which would then form a basis for
comparison when evaluating the actions of contemporarylle r s . “Wi thout a
considerable degree of knowledge,” he wrot
of public men, to know when they perform their duty and to form such an estimate of the
measures pursued by them as to be able to say whetheeseryalthe confidence of the
peopl e.” He concluded, “A careful study o
has as well as the prosperity of nations has . . . always been in proportion to this general
di ffusion of knd®wledge among them."”

For Jesupreading history amounted to a civic duty. He may have recognized that

a broad knowledge of politics and geography would be useful, as well. Jesup understood
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the ways in which European political tradi
logistics. Although he drew upon the British, French, and Prussian field manuals while
writing his own regulations, he also realized that methods of supply intended for use in
continental Europe would not be effective in the wilderness of North America without
modification!’ Nevertheless, he did not go as far as his deputy Major Trueman Cross,
who decl ared in his report to Cal houn, “1t
European worl d f olf Foeigmmodeks,lJesupbelieyediedtdl us . ”
useful so long as they were adapted to American circumstances. Therefore, Jesup
perused the correspondence of his predecessors Thomas Mifflin, Nathanael Greene, and
Timothy Pickering for lessons that he could apply to logistical problems urdque t
Americal® No doubt, he also drew lessons from his service as a quartermaster during the
War of 1812.

Adapting European military systems was part of the American military tradition.
Winfield Scott based himstitutes which established definitive procedures for every
facet of army life, on the British and French manuals. Scott did point out, however, that
he had improved on his sources. Alexander Macomb derived muchTothisse on
Court-Martial, whichhepublised i n 1809, from AHdssawoander Fr
Martial Law. Macomb wrote in the preface that he had adapted the essay to suit the
American system of martial law. Thus, Jesup was not alone in looking to Europe for
models?°

Wholesale borrowing from feign military systems vganother matter. Jesup
objectedtd he return of Commi ssary General Call e

accountability that had come into use in 1816 vitich the armyabandoned in 181
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He observed that it borrowed from tBatish system of clothing supply without taking
into account American circumstané@sThe system required a paymaster at every post,
who added a clothing allowance to the monthly or annual pay of the soldiers stationed
there. The soldier would receites clothing only after an inspector, who made the
rounds of the posts in twmonth cycles, approved its issuance. The paymaster then

charged the soldier for each article of clothing he received. Jesup identified several flaws

in lrvine’ giveantdame nkimbetr, of posts on the
focus on economy and retrenchment, “it was
post.” l'tinerant paymasters were not the

them accountable fdhe theft or destruction of property while they were away from the
post. Finally, a soldier who quickly lost or damaged an article of clothing could wait as
|l ong as two months for a replacement item.
theoy , 7 IldCea Ithooun, “were found in practice, |
foreign services, without regard to the difference of circumstances, to be entirely
inapplicable to the state of our army, dispersed as it was, in small detachments throughout
the union:?2

On March 2, 1821, Congress cut the size of the army in half, from 12,644 to 6,183
officers and men, and the staff of the Quartermaster Department Hjita®, from
thirty-seven to thirteen officers. In the ensuing years, Jesup repeatedly warrsedhat
reductions were not only having a detrimental effect on the staff departments and national
security, but also did not take i,dédsup accou
complainedto Calhounh at “every i ntel | icghatthe workioad” und e

of the department depended on the number of posts in operation, and not on the number
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of troops on duty? In a later report, he included a concise comparative analysis of
foreign and American military systems of supply to make arcefecase against

further cuts. He explained dwhnH. Eaton,Pr e s i d e n tecrdtayofla, thata s s
drastic reduction of his staff was a mistakiéne appropriate number of supply officers in

a military establishmenhe contendedlepended notrothe number of troops, but on the

extent of the frontier, whether the population and resources were scattered or

concentrated, and on the state of the coun
for France to have a small staff because itssoad canal s, and bridges
its lines of communication were short. On

supply needs of a force located anywhere on the frontier. In France, moving supplies
would thus require comparatively litdabor and expense. In the United States, however,

it made more sense to tie the reduction of supply officers to a reduction in the number of
posts. Doing so would reduce the distance supplies had to travel, in addition to reducing
expenditures and thearkload of the departmefit.

Jesup further argued that a small and overworked Quartermaster Corps was not
appropriate for the United States because it was a republic with a political tradition of
military subordination to civil authority. Where civilianrdool of the military was
lacking, a defective staff had hardly any impact on supply operations because thg militar

could always compellocalf f i ci al s Hwe c oiomp eGrad aet. Br‘i t ai n,

“i1t is made t he dut ytg factitgte theanavemeatfand supmyrofy ma g
the troops.” Military subordination was e
“the whole civil power has there been made

supplies are required, civil officers peaniothe duties of commissaries to the Army; but
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happily, for our count Pyesupthtrenotonlyw i | power
demonstrated a respect for civilian control of the military, but also an appreciation of the
fact that the military systems of mats did not exist in a vacuum.

The third tenet of Jesup’s conception o
military expertise and a knowledge of politics, history, and geography, was a focus on
applied knowledge over theory. In a personal name;ompared a person with only a
theoretical education to a sailor who understood the names of all the sails but did not
know how to use them in sailing. He concluded that theory could be useful so long as it
was grounded in experienéeIn September 182, upon Jesup’ s return
West Point, Lieutenant Colonel Zachary Taylor sent a private letter to Jesup that shared
his views on the growing presence of West Point graduates inside the officer corps.
Jesup must have been satisfied to witheasym™ or wr ot e, “The rapid i
youth of our country in military science ¢
Taylor expressed the hope that, sometime in the future, all of the new appointments
would come from West Point. He was unsuyéver, whether their military education

would balance theory and practice, or focus on the former at the expense of the latter. If

he had to choose between the two, he state
a theoretq cal soldier."”
Corpomteness

Jesup’s disdain for amateurs, a typical

stemmed from his experience with the patronage system. Before the War of 1812,

congressional recommendations were not only an important source of commissions, but
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officers already in the service used their political connections to compete for promotions.
Jesup entered the army in 1808, obtaining a commission as a second lieutenant in the
Seventh Infantry. As a young infantry officer, he expressed disgust atthefideeking
a political patron in order to gain promotion. The prospect that his professional studies
and military abilities would not advance his career disturbed him. He even toyed with the
idea of leaving the service to become a lawyer. He wratartees Taylor, an officer in
the Kentucky militia, that he intended to
least knew that his efforts would be rewarded at thé®%hr.a letter to an unnamed
friend, Jesup wrote tkat ai dé prdcevmpel | €d
abandon his hopes for a commission in the additional force of 25,000 that Congress
authorized in January 1812. He also told his friend that he would have no chance of
obtaining a promotion unless he visited Washington pergoffaAlthough Jesup
opposed the patronage system, he was ambitious enough to seek out a patron during his
stay in Washington #t nonth. He requested that Higend, James Findlay, who was
mayor of Cincinnati, write on his behalf to Ohio Congressdeaemiah Morrow instead
of the secretary of &r. In a demonstration of political savviness, he perceived that letters
sentto the War Departmetthr ough an i nfluenti al i nter med
attertion.”

The patronage system could result indppointment of a rank amateur ahead of
a professional soldier. Jesup considered that an injustice. On the evening of his arrival in
Washington in January 1812, he received word that Secretary of War William @&ustis
the Madison administrationtendedeé f i | | t wo captain’s vacanc

civilians. In response, Jesup met with several western Congressmen to present his case

206



against their appointment. Senator Thomas Worthington of Ohio then informed Eustis
that he would reject the appamments if they came to the Senate floor. Eustis relented
and promoted a couple of junior officers instéad.ears later, in a lengthy postmortem
on the war, Jesup lamented the fact that Congressmen would grant commissions to
civilians *“ wigtahautf otrhea hleeastmifd i tary fitnes
did not make good use of the talents of pr
the officers of the old Corps. "’ He contra
officercorpswi t h t he navy’'s officers, who he desc
profe¥sion."”

To Jesup, the offensive failures in 1812 and 1813 were the direct result of a
flawed system of supply and the mediocre leadership of political appointees and the
vetaans of the Revolutionary War. Thetiaal successes of the Niagaangaign of
1814, on the other hand, were only possible because the professional soldiers replaced the
amateurs. The different outcomes presented a striking contrast and undoubtedly
heght ened Jesup’s sense of corporateness.
within the officer corps made Jesup apprehensive about the coming war. He wrote, in a

draft of a letter to a friend, that he had reconsidered his earlier wish fond/aow

t hought it would be “the greatest calamity
was “too much ignorance and imbecility in
slightest hope of success.’ H emamaalhdre d , “ |
than yourself” befofe crossing out the sen

After the war, Jesup reflected on the causes of defeat at length in his 1820 report

toJohnCalhounMo nr oe’ s s e claingrg that ¥ wase the firgtasuch
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postmortem. Drawing an impligbarallel with the current drive to reduce the officer

corps, he concluded that wartime failure resulted from the neglect of military affairs
during the thirty years of peace between t
turn to politics and comerce, he argued, had caused a kind of national amnesia with

regard to military affairsHe blamed Presidefihomasleffer®n, in particular, who had
shortsightedly eviscerated the Peasthlishmenin the name of economyThat act

deprived the nationfa vast storehouse of military expertise in war. He wrote,

General Washington, however, sensible of the importance of
military knowledge, endeavoured to form an establishment, which might
perfect and preserve it and though his efforts were circumsdriptce
limited resources of the country, he created a staff suited to the exigence
of the service. Mr. Adams improved [it]; but the succeeding
administration not only abolished it, but destroyed the army. Hence at the
commencement of the late war evdifficulty was experienced. Time, so
important in military operations, was lost by the ignorance and incapacity
of our commanders. The national leisure was uselessly squandered away
by the inefficiency of the administrative branches of the staff. Thgsco
were without organization or discipline. Their supplies were of the worst
guality and bad as they were, not regularly served. The consequence was
that more than one half of the force was generally in the Hospital or the
grave, before the commencemehtampaign and the whole power was
paralyzed until time and disaster had formed officers capable of
commanding and of performing staff dutiés.

By prefacing his case against the reduction of the officer corps with a postmortem
of the War of 1812, Jesupmp | i ed t hat Congress’s present

the same i mpact on the nation’s ability to
appointees had on the previous War.
Although he acknowledged that the United States would always rsamala

peace establishment, it still needed a means by which it could preserve military
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knowl edge. Jesup considered Cal houn’ s exp

because an army with a higher proportion of officers to enlisted men in peacéecould

itself to a rapid expansion in war without any loss of military knowledge. He pointed out
that retaining a large body of enlisted men, whose skills were limited to parade and
garrison duties, was unnecessary. The nation needed men capable @f, tsayphying,

and commanding these soldiers. Thus, he
organi zation of the staff in its wvarious

depart ment s wo uniinibature asia dsis for@xtensiaetlaeevent of n

P
b

war . " Expanding the army’s skeletal force

than creating an entirely new staff organizafibn.
Jesup returned to the same rhetorical strategy in his regoresalenAndrew

Jackson’ aryJohnH. Eaton to arguie against a further reduction of the officer

corps. Appealing to Eaton’s memory of the

with a single spark of patriotism and national pride . . . can look back to the events of the
latewarwi hout the deepest humiliation.” The
sol diers was that there was
concerts in the movements of the different Armies or the different divisions of the same
Ar my .sin his réport to Calhoun, he painted a narrative arc of the war as one of
decline, disaster, and recovery. To Jesup, the professionals who fought on the Niagara
peninsula were responsible for rescuing the nation from disgrace. These were not the

polciat gentry, who filled the high places

were the “"men without political patronage,
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old corps, or had been formed partly in the militia and partly in the regular service, & had
qualified themselves by the practidéde of tw

Although Jesup was only twentyne years old when he became quartermaster
general, he had already logged ten continuous years of military service as both a line and
a staff officer. One year after receiving his first commission, he gained promotion to first
lieutenant. In 1812, after the fall of Detrdhe British captured the ambitioaficer
during his service, as adjutageneral on the staff of Brigadier General William Hull.
He then spent a month at Fort Mal den as a
release, he received a promotion to captain and served in the Northwestern Army under
Major General William Henry Haison. In that army, he participated in the operations to
recapture Detroit as both a quartermaster and an infantry officer. In April 1814, he
received a promotion to major apdrticipated in the Niagarampaignwhere he would
achieve the distinctiornat he yearned fof.

Jesup commanded the Twedifth Infantry in Major General Jacalennings
B r o w nft Bvisibneduring the Niagaraampaign. At the Battle of Chippawa on July
5, 1814, Jesup’s regi ManfeldSEt ot neled JeBUupe gh e f t
routed a force of British light infantry, Canadian militia, and Indians who were firing on
him from the woods to his front aheft. Then hdurnedthe British rightflank and
eventually compelled the enemy to retreat to the other side ohippava River. Jesup
received a brevet promotion to lieutenant colonel for his actiafisr the Battle of
Lundy’s Lane on July 25, Jesup was brevett
during ahardfought engagement thdecimated his regimebtt resulted in heavy

casualties on the British side, as welle wasnonethelesable to holdhis position on
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Sc ot t 'theough thegnighin the face of repeated British counterattaddss unitalso
captured the commander of the British Right DiuisiMajor General Phineas Riaih an
attackearlier in the dayhat routed the Canadian miligad flankedhe British left. For
Jesup, the experience validated his decision to remain in the army. After becoming a
prisoner of war in 1812, and occupyitige unrewarding position of a quartermaster in
1813, Jesup had finally gained the distinction he had sought at the beginning of the war.
Jesup reserved high praise for those soldiers like himself who not only mastered
military science, but also exhibitéhditional martial virtues in battle. He had mixed
feelings about General William Hull, who had served as a militia officer during the
American Revolution and achieved recognition for his performance in several battles.

On August 2, 1812, two weeks beé the capture of Detroit, he described Hull as a

“highly accomplished gentl eman” and a “fin
subjects.” To Jesup, however, Hul | al so |
thesine qua nomf officership.l n t hat draft | etter, he conf

ventured to hint my doubts even to my most

Hull “destitute of that nerve, of that ene
the weightofrespani bi | ity now pressi ng isagawvarddnd m. ”
wi || not ridbponelBild, pédesop.fave eyewitness

courtmartial !

Major General JacobenningdBrown also began his military career as a militia
officer. Jesup admired his leadership even though he wasprof@ssional. Brown
was a successful combat commander and had done much to professionalize the army.

When Brown died in 1828, Jesup was moved enough to avggsonal eulogy for his
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latecommander. Jesup described Brown in glowing terms. He had a capacity for

remaining “calm, cool, collected” under an
appalling.” Br ocvonu pa | dséahapotessticdraitofetie greah e
cappi n, which enabled him to “perceive the f

“strike at the proper t i ftedesaprhad novixed leat he mo
about how a soldier could become a professional but, if his opinion of Brown is any
indication, granting a regular commission to those with distinguished militia service was
preferable to commissioning individuals whose experience was limited solely to civilian
pursuits.

Jesup was more circumspect when it came to expressing his views roilitia
than some of his colleagues. In his official correspondence, he took care to acknowledge
that the United States would continue to rely on the militia even as it established a
professional of fi cer cor ps. sttdtelthegreater | i t i a
part of an active f or c €3hewrdtednhis 20 réportron o f f e n
the Peace Btablishment. Jesup, however, seems to have mixed political realism with
civic respect for this American tradition. Since the natwoild always rely on the
militia, it was his duty to find ways to improve it. He thought that one of the functions of
a professional officer corps was to traincitizem | di er s . The regul ar
rallying point fomarthesomithiati aé¢mnerti { o pemdceo
would “tmparessential arm of the naf*‘i onal
Jesup’ s att i t-soldiersand aomy afficers appoihtedzieectly from civil

life reflected his vievihat the nation should rely on military professionals to lead its
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armies. His conception of the officer corps as a corporate body, or a group distinct from

nonprofessionals, informed his efforts to professionalize the Quartermaster Corps.

Military Responsibility

When General Jesup arrived in Washington to assume his duties as quartermaster
general, Calhoun had ar@y departed the city. He conveytedCalhoun the followig
day, June 5, 1818is regret that they could not speak to each other soperHe stated
that his ambition was to make the Quarterm
services, the first department in the ar my
and those features which will render it efficient in tinfievar, and which, both in peace
and in war, wil!/l i nsure a strict responsib
|l etter, however, was to affirm their share
placed under military control to a greatlgree than it had been in the past. Thus Jesup
noted approvingly that his® office was “pro

The term “military responsibility” was
in the early national era. A responsible officer understosdnilitary duties, subjected
himself to military discipline, and put the public trust ahead of his own pecuniary
interests. The supply system was deficient in military responsibility for two reasons.
First, the Quartermaster Department during the warawam enforcing the regulations
that required quartermasters to submit timely and accurate reports on their spending.
Moreover, poor recorfeeping practices meant that it was difficult to hold
guartermasters accountable. Second, the government eadyativilianized the supply

system to a considerable degree. In 1802, Congress had replaced the Quartermaster
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Department with a system that relied on civilian military agents and junior officers from
the line who performed double duty as assistant mylagents. The lack of a

Quartermaster Department in the Peast@aBlishnent compelled the secretary oamto

take on the role of a quartermaster general. Although there was broad public recognition
that Congress would reestablish the QuartermasterrDegat in time of war, reform

minded officers who reflected on the War of 1812 observed that the attempt to reorganize

army administration in the middle of a war
disaster which have attended arms sincetheluet i on, ” Jes‘Umayelcé atr realc
to the ignorance and i*“hBrigafidr Ganexalexgndes f t hi s
Macombcame to the same conclusion. Hetold Jesupt i s evi dent that

misfortunes in the late war originated in the defexftthe Staff Departments and all may

also attribute the enormous waste and extr
Jesup limited the influence of civilians in the department by selecting+wéh

few exceptions-who already possessed military experience. e apposed the hiring

of professional clerks and recommended the abolition of the cosirstem of supply.

He bemoanethe dvilianization of army logisticbecausde believedt causedhe

breakdown of théogistics andsupply systenduring the war.He thus recommended that

the War Department staff the Quartermaster Department with young and intelligent

officers who were capable of accomplishing the same tasks as professional clerks. Since

civilian employees wer e “besaudgetheywerenoti | i t ar vy

acquainted with department regulations or accountable to military authority, Jesup

reasoned that they had no place in his department. He relied instead on an assistant

guartermaster, two additional officers, and a sergeethital wth the paperwork tha
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floodedhis office in Washington, D.CJesup prohibited the use of clerks at the
quartermaster posts, as wellin 1818, Captain Archibald W. Hamilton, the
guartermaster at the Boston station, requested permission from the qast¢ermgeneral
to hire a temporary clerk. Captain George Bender, the assistant quartermaster general in
Washington, ordered Hamiltero N J e s u p-to sise bffecdrsafrom the line instead.
Al t hough Jesup’s deci si on tdesekse#omasticgyr ks o
military perspective, it alsdeprivedhim of a valuable tool to alleviatei s st af f ' s
workload wherthe volume of pperwork increasetf

By 1824, however, Jesup relented and hired two civilian clerks to mitigate the toll
theincres i ng wor kl oad was having on his office
to the Quartermaster Department in 1821 ha
inland and maritime frontiers more onerous because it did not also reduce the number of
posts @ those frontiers. The War Department worsened the problem by transferring
responsibilities from the Purchasing and Engineer Departments to the Quartermaster
Department! As a result, Jesup often worked eightéenr days to meet the demands
of his offie® Hi st ori an Chester L. Kieffer suggest
illness was a consequence of this punishing work schedule. They also account for his
decision to purchase a farm in Kentucky, in the event that another iliness gave him no
other cloice but to retiré?

The supply contractors who furnished rations to the army also lacked military
responsibility. When they failed to deliver on their contracts, which was a frequent
occurrence, quartermasters resorted to purchasing supplies on theicawnts. In

1813, as acting deputy quartermaster general in Cleveland, Captain Jesup supervised the
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construction of seventgight boats over the course of four months in preparation for the
campaign to invade Upper Canada. A lack of wooden planksMeowsought the
construction to a sudden, but temporary, halt when the contractor failed to supph them.
In August, a couple of weeks after Jesup completed the construction project he realized
that another contractor had not supplied the necessargijomsi Faced with the choice
between allowing the British prisoners of war in his care to starve and purchasing the
rations himself he adhowel It haes |y manpiotiyn,t’E dit e
t o t h & Hisaxpdrience.with contractonsas a common one.
Army officers routinely found fault with thperformancef contractors A
sampling of Jesup’s wartime correspondence
of complaints that officers had voiced during the war. Contractorstwwged him for
goods, delivered items that were unusable or of poor quality, made late deliveries, or
failed to fulfill their contracts altogether. Jesup therefore recommended the abolition of
the contract system. Congress finally got around to elimigaltie contract system in
1818, replacing it with a commissariat system. The legislation would notayeffect,
however, until the expiration of the contracts a year.latex quartermaster general,
Jesup would once again have to endure contractorgtan and incompetence. In 1818,
the contractor James Johnson failed to deliver the promised stores to a designated depot
on the Missouri River. By miglear, the Missouri Expedition experienced cost overruns
that consumed t he Wtons fdteepntire yea® Jesupteld appr opr
Secretaryof WarCal houn, *“Our system of supply is a
paralyzed by the contract system which is connected with it. If contracts were done away

entirely, the army might be furnished froemtto twenty percent less than at present.
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And it would be much more efficient, because its movements would depend upon
i t s Unlike his position on clerks, Jesup did not reverse himself regarding
contractors.
Jesup spent much of his time seekingtmpr ove t he Quarter mast
handling of its finances. Toward this end, he included in his regulations a uniform
system of procedures that ensured the quartermaster general would be aware of all
expenditures in his department. The regulatides prohibited quartermasters from
engaging in business activities, either directly or indiredthj violation of this
provision constituted serious breach of the public trust and could result in the
subordinate’s di smi ssaihThomas TuppktGel 8, Jesup o
guartermaster at Sackdtarbor, to construct a new block of barracks at the pestp
wrote to the commanding general, Major General JdeobingsBrown, that his
i nspection of Captain Thomawa sl u‘peietrhi er eisgn c
the state of his own department at Sackett
you and the Secr et &rTupper had ddparently defaudedthel as m
local citizens who provided labor and construction mdtéarethe barracks and failed to
pay the enlisted men for their own labor, as well. Brigadier General Daniel Parker, the
adjutant and inspector general ,h ®ordered Tu
During Jesup’s tenur e dheingstedltoCathpunc or r up
that his subordinates generally performed their duties proplefife standards of
conduct that he imposed on his quartermasters were high, and he was keen to avoid even
the perception of wrongdoing. Thumee expressed his conodo Captain George

Bender, the quartermaster at Boston, that local newspapers had accused the latter of
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conflicts of interest i n procuring supplie
your brother,” he reveal @dfthechd&dethestatedepeat i
reassuringly that Bender had done nothing wrong, but warned that officer to be sensitive

to public distrust of the ar my. Jesup cau
this world to know that it is necessary not onlatd correctly, but to pursue such a

course as to put it out of the poweélke of ma
concluded the letter by advising him to institute a process of competitive bidding and to

give the public proper notice of it.

Accountability

Secretary Cal houn described Jesup’s vis
instruction,” where quartermasters coul d e
supervision of the quartermaster general. In Washington, the assistagt deput
guartermaster general and other officers would acquire expertise under his direct
supervision while post quartermasters on the frontiers would receive frequent missives
regarding their conduct and proper procedures. Major Trueman Cross, who was part of
the first cohort of quartermasters appointed under Jesup, worked closely with him. When
the quartermaster general was away on an inspection tour, or on leave because of illness,
Major Cross would serve as acting quartermaster general. His officialmmdesce
reveals that he faith®ully followed Jesup’

Jesup’s correspondence indicates that h
serve as a school for logistics. In addition to training experts in logistics, who would

serve as custodians pfofessional knowledge in peace and instructors to cisoédiers
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in war, Jesup thought his department shoul
qguartermasters and ensure a “strict accoun
and property. The Quitermaster Department was not a prgémeral staff school,

however. Academic study was neristent. The dispersion of the quartermaster posts

also meant that there would be scant opportunity for professional socialization.
Neverthelesf,i hoertesthon? bdea was signifi
officers were already discussing ways of promoting military expertise and military
responsibility. Indeed, army officers did propose schools of advanced study for various
branches of the U.S. Armyin 1824, Calhoun established the first such school, the

Artillery School of Practice at Fortress Monroe, Virgiffa.

To inculcate his subordinates with “hahb
officers to read and follow the draft regulations that heidex to them. He invariably
reprimanded them when they failed to do so. As he told Captain R. M. Harrison, the
guartermaster at Sackets Harbor, “The regu
explicit to enable all officers making disbursementseadgym their duty correctly, and it
is a matter of astonishment to nmelesuhat you
was extremely detadriented and held his officers to high standards of pecuniary
accountability. He often exhorted quartermasterreduce expenditures, to inject
competition into the bidding process, and to exercise punctuality in submitting returns.

In cases where an officer committed an infraction of the regulations, he would point out
t he mistake by c alattemtiondo the relevarg paeagrdplesinthe st er ’
regulations. The most common infractions were unauthorized purchases, inaccuracies in

preparing estimates, and a failure to record all expenses in reports. Jesup also required
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that all paperwork should passaugh his office. In one instance, Jesup rebuked Captain
Harrison for failing to forward his accoun
no |l onger be tolerated” and that ®he shoul d
Serious offenses involvedbaeach of the public trust, either aiseis neglect of
duty or actionghat caused the department considerable arrearages, such as profligate
spending or the diversion of funds. When Captain John D. Orr, a West Point graduate,
failed to report for dutyipon acceptance of his appointment as assistant deputy
guartermastegeneral in May 1820, Jesup demantteknow why he did not give an
explanation. The reason for Orr’s irregul
ArmyReqgister he held the posdn of military storekeeper soon thereafter. Jesup filled
some of the storekeeper vacancies with quartermasters who were in the process of
leaving the service. In December 1822, Orr received an honorable distharge.
Although corruption was rare in the @termaster Department, Jesup
occasionally had to defend his subordinates from unfounded charges. For example, Jesup

di smi ssed Lieutenant Anthony Drane’s suspi

excessive spending as “ me rsespeotpdihis matives. and c o
After inspecting Hamilton’'s papers, he con
the item in question, but that there was n

“The most that can be thei cafifrmimredarhdce tcmnlcil
has made a ®®Hnal820,desup gedended Captain James McGunnegle, the
guartermaster at St. Louis, from criticism of his conduct during the Missouri Expedition

debacl e. “Ther e i sthenaomy and that for comractmess df dutyi s r a
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hes sur passed by. Jesugudherstatéd that &cGummegie wds simply
following his orders and those of Colonel Henry Atkin&dn.

Limiting expenses to withi nlengeffthelepart m
Quartermaster Corps as a whole. Major Cross was an acute observer of the financial
mismanagement at the quartermaster posts. Upon returning from Boston, he wrote to
Cal houn that the supply oper at thatGaptaht her e e
Hamilton and Lieutenant Samuel Washburn had accumulated debts to the amount of
$15,000°Cr oss |l ater |l amented to Major Henry St
that the army suffers more from the conduct of its officers than from aayrothc &u s e . ”
Writing to Captain Bender on Jesup’'s behal
guartermaster general did not intend to deprive the other officers at the Boston station of
necessities by restraining spending. He told Bender that he was natesdyrpowever,
to hear that the | ine officers of the Bost
i mproperly indulged by the agents of the d
regulations. He advised Bender to ignore their criticism of him and carhjodtities’?

A few posts wee notorious for their financiahismanagement. In those cases,

Jesup replaced the incumbent quarteterasith one who was moresponsible. He

replaced Captain Tupp with Captain Harrison arréplaced Captain Hatton with

Captain BenderMajor Cross identified the management of the Boston station as
particularly problematic, noting there had
B e n d3%nrApril 1819. Jesup also replaced Captain Archibald Darragh, the

guartermaster at Detroit, with Major Stanton, who was one of his most trusted

subordinates. When Jesup ordered Stanton to assume his duties in Detroit, he clearly
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placed restoringthepbs s f i n a n d leissprioaities. “t Alel ty@uro ener gi e

intelligence will be necessary” h e “t@ place tkedbdsiness in that department on a

proper footing and to4“reestablish the publ
Jesup would also ensure accountability bgducting periodic inspection tours.

In September 1821, Jesup planned to leave Washington on@&daoitin inspection tour

to correct the waste and abuse at the southern posts. An illness forced him to postpone

his tour, and he left in October insteade traveled by steamboat from the port of New

York to the quartermaster posts at St. Augustine, St. Marks, Pensacola, and New Orleans.

In July 1820, Jesup dispatched Major Cross on a tour of the northerri®osts.

Quartermaster Selection and Retention

In addition to writing and enforcing the regulations, General Jesup
professionalized the Quartermaster Corps by selecting men with considerable military
experience to fill his department’s vacanc
Department appointed mendaartermaster positions directly from civil life. Thesere
usually businessmen whose skillsaiccountingand writing were considered applicable
to quartermaster worklesup believed that these skills were insufficidrite
concomitant failure to regmize the military dimensioaf quartermaster work, he
arguedwas responsible for the employment of men with little appreciation for military
responsibility. When Calhoun gave Jesup the authority to select his subordinates
according to the criteria he elmed most appropriate, he took the opportunity to institute

this major change in personnel poli€y.

222



One month prior to Jesup’s arrival, i n
consisted of two deputy quartermaster generals with the rank of major; nstardass
deputy quartermaster generals with the rank of captain; and fifteen regimental and
battalion quartermasters with the rank of lieutenant. Major Milo Mason and Major
William Linnard functioned as the deputy quartermaster generals of the Southern and
Northern Dvisions, respectively. Limard had becomegerhapsthe most capable
guartermastein the service Hecontinued to operatiae Philadelphia depot, wdh was
the site of the U.S.Amy ' est dlothinggestablishment, servithgere for sixteeryears.
His retention gave the department some continuity in the midst of drastic organizational
change’’

Since the table of organization of 1818 provided for nineteen quartermasters, not
including the regimental and battalion quartermasters, Jesup dbtid f/acancies in
his department with eight appointments in the first few months of his tenure. He
described his first appointees as “gentl em
June, he filled the first six vacancies. His new assistgnitgejuartermaster generals
were Thomas F. Hunt of North Carolina; Trueman Cross of Louisiana; Thomas S. Rogers
of Georgia; Hezekiah Johnson of Pennyslvania; Jonathan S. Findlay of the Missouri
Territory; and James C. Pickett of the Alabama Territoryuplassigned Captain Hunt
to the important New Orleans station. He distributed the other assignments as follows:
He sent Captain Johnson to Pittsburgh, Captain Rogers to Baton Rouge, Captain
Pickett—a friend since boyhoedto St. Louis, and Captain CrossWashington. Later
in the year, Jesup selected Captain John Jones of Massachusetts, who he ordered to the

Baltimore station; Captain James Green of Tennessee, who he assigned to West Point;
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and Captain James McGunnegle of Pennsylvania to become themaatéz of the
Ninth Military Department, whose headquarters was located at Belle Fofitaine.

Jesup selected officers from every section of the United States. He told Calhoun
that he knew all of the appointees, of which all but one had been an 6&fficety
Jonathan S. Findlaya civilian—did not receive an appointmefift.Jesupalso expressed
satisfaction to Gener al Brown that so many
seeking appointments to his departnfénthe term he used referred to their sbciass
rather than their qualifications. Although Jesup owned land and slaves, he did not rank
among the wealthiest Americans. He seems to have derived a good portion of his income
from his general’s pay. A s hiastypical ofdhe me ans
age. He regularly referred to men he admi
Jacob Brown selected Jesup as his adjutant in 1817, not only because of his illustrious
service under his command amitWhiethesaassbecause
composition of this first cohort of quartermasters is not completely clear, Jesup must have
expected his appointees to share some of the same ideas regarding personal honor and to
possess at leagtmodicum of politesse

Personal tisto Jesup also played a role in quartermaster appointments and
assignments. Jesup reserved the vacancy in Washington for one of his most trusted
lieutenants. Major Cross had served as quartermaster under his command from 1816 to
1817, in the Eighth Mitary Department in Louisianduring that time, he backelsup
in his bitter war of wordsvith Brigadier General Elazar Ripley®

Experience in war, especially as line officers, seems to have been the overriding

qualification for an appointment to the Quartermaster Department during the period of
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1818 to 1821. Jesup looked down on officers who had the opportunity to serve in combat
but shirked such experienckle expoundethe importance of experienced staff officers
in a draft letter to Secretary Calhoun, butaddddi s sarcasti c comment :
who acquired their experience by their fire sides, in war, and in the ro@ig@erson
duty, in peace, no doubt entertain differe
experience i n war, an officer’s views on m
thought better of his tone and crossed out the sentéringheend, all of the men who
filled the nine captain vacancies in 1818 were veterans of the War of 1812. All had
received commissions in the regular army during the war, except for Johnson who
received his commission in 188%.

Three of these nine captains kamn assignments as staff officers in the postwar
army while one (Hezekiah Johnson) had quartermaster experience in the war. In addition
to Cross, McGunnegle served as regimental paymaster, and Rogers served as regimental
adjutant and regimental quarterster. Six of the nine officers experienced the broken
career pattern that inhibited the professionalization of the officer corps in the early
republic. In 1815, the board of general officers charged with reducing the army chose not
to retain the servicasf Green, Pickett, Johnson, Rogers, and Hunt. Their discharge,
however, did not end their careers. Rogers and Hunt returned to the U.S. Army in
December of that year. Green, Pickett, and Johnson received their commissions with
their appointments to th@uartermaster Department. Only Cross and McGunnegle had
served continuously since 184%5.

The quartermasters who obtained their appointmesztiseen 1818 and 1821

averagedsiy ear s of service prior to their assig
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numberar e consistent with Jesup’s recommendat
experience in the |ine and six months’ at
or assistant quartermaster general position. After the 1821 reduction of the UyS. Arm
Jesup boasted to Calhoun that the quartermasters who remained on the rolls all had at
|l east five years’ worth of experience in t
The ten quartermasters listed on the army registekugust 1822 averagelD.33 years
of experience as officefS.

After 1821, Calhoun made it his policy to fill vacancies in his officer corps
primarily with West Point graduates. Their presence in the postwar Quartermaster Corps,
however, was more limited in spite of the skillsyttoffered the department. West
Pointers, after all, had undergone a rigorous curriculum that emphasized mathematics and
engineering. These were useful skills for quartermasters, who performed arithmetical
calculations as part of their routine work anlkdoyon occasion, supervised the
construction of military roads. Nonetheless, there were only eleven West Point graduates
out of the fifty-six quartermasters listed in the army register from May 1818 to January
1821. By June 1821, none remained in theadepent. Six West Pointers transferred to
the line, three received honorable discharges, one received a dismissal from the service,
and one died. Over the next five years, no West Pointers served in the Quartermaster
Department. Jesup retained only #masficers who were the most responsible for
restoring the financial footing of the quartermaster posts. An Academy education seems
to have been a secondary qualification at this ffine.

New positions opened up in 182peatathen Co

requests for an increase in the number of quartermasters. Congress raised the
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department’s full compl ement diveoffgersar t er mas
including twenty officers taken from the line. From 1826 to 1836, West Pointers
monopolized appointments in the department just as they did in the officer corps as a
whole. During this period, they comprised twentge of the thirtynine new
appointments. The average appointee accumulated 14.5 years of experience as officers,
including time spent as supernumeraries, before receiving their appointment to the
department?®

Jesup recognized that he could ill afford to Ibemost able quartermasters.
Training a qualified quartermaster represented a significant investment in time and
resources, and replacing them was not easy. For that reason, he regularly warned public
officials that cutting the staff-especially quartermaster positieramounted to false
economy. First, he believed that a qualified staff officer had to know how tmandca
company or regiment. “1t is a wel/l establ
efficient in the staff who d°Secondmstaff under s
officer required more skillsets than line officers or fommmissioned f f | cer s . “To
make soldiers is not the work of a day,” h
less so, and to make Staff officers versed in the multifarious details of military operations
is a task which half a life time may be insufficient t@aitt # THird, quartermasters
required more skillsets than other kinds of staff officers. They essentially had to learn
two métierst he mi |l i tary profession and accountir
department of the staff in whigxperienceas worth less, wherenovicesare equal to
proficientsi t certainly is not P?Assmtanentivasthe mast er

closest he came to thinking of the Corps of Quartermasters as an elite branch of the
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service. Alexander Macomb agreed with that assests As he explained to Jesup,
“There is no branch of the staff, I n my op
which you preside because it requires more talent, more activity, and experience than any
other—to say nothing of calculation, foresightn d h o*hest y . ”

Jesup therefore proposed an increase in compensation in order to attract the most
qualified officers and to retain them for as long as possible. Although lower pay might
not affect the size of the applicant pool, he argued, those who glidwagre more likely

to be unscrupulous men who would exploit their position fomfirel gain. Ashe

trenchantly observed, “Whenever an office
always bebiddersenough ” He recall ed hhtauglitipmathata exper i
di shonest officer could “practice a system
“scarcely the possibility of detecting the

money in the short term, it was worth the expense if it metaihneg the bestualified

and most respwible quartermasters. He reasoned thu3igtie economywould dictate

a change of policy, and hold out such inducements as would command for the service of

the department men of known integrity and capacity wéiisfgeed with the

compensation, would direct their zealous efforts towards retrenchment, and in whose

honor would be found an ample g¥%arantee fo
After 1821, retention rates in the Quartermaster Department were highogef t

who began their service between 1818 and 1821, John Lane Gardner served in the

department for ten years before transferring to an artillery regiment. Joshua B. Brant

served until his resignation in 1839. Tru

deprtment was cut short by his death in 1846 during a skirmish with bandits on the
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TexasMexico border. Two quartermasters from the 38821 cohort remained on the
rolls until their deaths in 1856: Thomas F. Hunt and Henry Stanton. The lengthy and
continwus service of these men enabled the department to supply the army more
efficiently than their predecessors and to function as a storehouse of professional
expertise. Their service also demonstrated a nascent professional ethos; namely, a
commitment to difetime of service to the natioh.

Jesup’s regulations and his commitment
were his most important contributions to army logistics in the early national era. Just as
important, however, was his advocacy of and dewdb military science.

Quartermasters who wished to become masters of their profession thus had a ready model
to emulate. Those who came closest to following his example could be considered, by

the standards of the day, as true professionals.
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CHAPTER 7

THE REFORM OF U.S. ARMY LOGISTICS, 1848821

The period 1818 to 1821 witnessed a turning point in the conduct of logistics by
the United States Army. The War of 1812 had demonstrated the fallacy of attempting to
reformthe supply system in the middle of a war. Because of American logistical failures
between 1812 and 1815, Congressl#staed permanent supply departmeotsthe
peacetime military establishment for the first time in American history. It passed a
landmaer k pi ece of | egislation, “An Act regul a
1818. This measure reorganized the Quartermaster Department and created the
Subsistence Department, which furnished food to the Army. Each department operated
under a singl chief in Washington, who reported directly to the Secretary of‘War.

The emergence of the bureau system signaled a sharp break from the previous
pattern of logistical administration. During the American Revolution, the Continental
Congress organized au@termaster Department, only to abolish that agency in time of
peace. During the War of 1812, Congress reestablished the Quartermaster Department to
meet the exigencies of armed conflig¥ith the cessation of hostilities, it passed
legislation that retined the position of quartermaster general, but divided autlowety
the department between twoartermasters general, easteattached to one of the
army’s two geographical divisions. The 18
Department, howeveryeated a permanent and stationary supply burkigtorian Erna
Risch argues that stationary Quartermaster Department sttt proposed by William
H. Cr awf or d arevolutibréyl 6p r ovpecassd the heda of the department
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“had alnvegarded ds a feeld staff officer, appointed only in time of war and
serving with  New,tperquartecnagten denesarwould. béctinee
chief of a military supply bureat

Lack of stability in the organization of army logistics had prdet the
possibility of institutionalizing reforms because there was no continuity in the
administration of military supply. After 1818, however, the existence of a permanent
Quartermaster Department increased the chances that the United States wowdrgo t
with an effective supply system. Organizational continuity was an essential aspect of
military reform. It enabled the new department heatliee Quartermaster General and
Commissary General of Subsistere® institutionalize professionatandards ah
developprocedures that would allow U.S. Army logistics to mature over time. The
nation’s civilian |l eadership was mostly re
William H. Crawfordof the Madison administratiooriginated the plan and his sucoass
John C.CalhourRr esi dent Mo nr o embrced teecideeandproynotenf war
it to lawmakers in Washington. These civilian reformers, in turn, benefited from the
advice of such military professionals as Major Christopher Van De Venter, whealserv
under Calhoun as his chief cletk.

The importance of the military supply bureaus was not the only lesson that
American public officials in the mold of Crawford and Calhoun learned from the War of
1812. The war taught civilians and officers alike thpontiance of internal
improvementsdr armylogisticsand the advantages of militarizing certain logistical
functions. Widely shared memories of failed offensives resulting from the miserable

state of the nation’ s i nf ofzestructingnewr e under
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military roads. Poor roads and unnavigable rivers impeded the movement of both
supplies and men to the borderlands and interior of the continent. In the early national
era, federal funding of military roads became a universally rezedigood. Even a
constitutional strict constructionist such as President James Memroe repeatedly
vetoed bills that involved the federal government in the construction of+estorsed
the idea of federal funding of roads for the common defens&8116, Secretary of War
Crawford instructed Major Gendrandrew Jackson to employ soldi@bor on roae
building projects and troops commanded by Major Generals Jackson, Jacob Jennings
Brown, and Alexander Macomb began construction on six military roadsI817 to
1820°

The Act of 1818 started the militarization process by increasing the ratio of
officers to civilians under the employ of the supply bureaus. It did so by abolishing the
discredited system of employing civilian contractors to supply ratiothe army and by
repealing the provisions for forage, wagon
for organizing the gener al staff.” Hi t her
now assume responsibility for transporting ratiangéops on campaign or to those
garrisoning forts. After Brigadr General Thomas Sidndgsup became quartermaster
general in June 1818, he replaced the civilian clerks in his Washington office with his
own assistant quartermasters. He justified hisstlen by noting that these specialists in
accounting lacked military knowledge and responsibility. Years later, Jesup advocated
replacing hired mechanics and other skilled artisans with a permanent support service
under military authority. The militar&ion process was tentative, however. The

abolition of the contract system was not made permanent for another five years and the
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army would continue to rely heavily on civilians owing to chronic shortages in
manpower
While the creation of the bureau system, the military #matting program, and
the militarization of supply were partly the product of reformist impulses external to the
officer corps, army officers alone initiated other reform efforts without which the
reorganization of the logistical system would have failed. General Jesup, in particular,
was the driving force behind the two most important developments in logistics that date
from this period: the professionalization of the Quartermaster Corps and the
rationalization of Quartermaster Department operations. Jesup professionalized the
Quartermaste€orps by introducing standards of personnel selection, training, education,
and performance. He rationalized logistical procedures by codifying them in his
regulations for the department and by enforcing those regulations through missives,
inspections, and disciplinary action.
Jesup’s assiduous enforcement of the re
logistics in the years from 1818 to 1821 at least gdauccess. Th&/ar of 1812, by
contrasthad witnessed little improvement in the system of supply even aft8r &l
year the War Departmergorganized th@uartermaster Departmesntd instituted the
new supply and logisticaégulations Quartermsters General Morgan Lewis and Robert
Swartwout, moreover, were not able to enforce the regulations with consistency or
exercise full contr ol oopvoperty Rebrganizatiodang ar t me n

rulemaking, in this case, did not result in taity reform.
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FiscalAccountability

Jesup’s first weeks as quartermaster ge
He continued writing his regulations and appointed his first cohort of new quartermasters.
His routine duties were no less importartwever. He understood that the failure to
enforce regulations, such as the timely submission of returns, had plagued the department
in wartime. OnJuly 17, 1818, heold Calhout hat one of the “princi
depart ment wasaceaemfumrtaibnd i“tsyt"riaaitong t he qua
who handled department property and funds.

with references to “accountability, whi ch
quartermaster general.

On Juy 30, 1818, Jesuputlined two systems of accountingle proposed first
that the quartermaster general draw funds and submit requisitions for the disbursing
officers of the Quartermaster Department. These officers would then send their accounts,
at preestablished times, to the proper accounting office in the Treasury Department.
“This is the whole system,” he wrote. “1t
best secures accountability because it makes each individual responsible for his own
ad < His second systemthe one the War Department adopte@quired he ranking
guartermasteof a military departmentr field armyto submithis accounts to the
guartermaster general on a quarterly basis for inspection. The quartermaster general, in
turn, would transmit those accounts to the Treasury Department. If the quartermaster

general received a rejected voucher from Treasury, he would then request the disbursing

officer to submit an explanation or resubmit a valid vouthé¢ine quartermaster geral
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in its place. The ranking quartermasteould only settle his account ontesasury
accepted all of the vouchets

Whether Jesup would be able to ensure strict accountability under this system
depended on his access to quartermaster accounts.ntdgized oversight of
department finances by creating a regulation stating that all paperwork must pass through
his office and insisted that his subordinates be punctual in adhering to the new procedure.
Jesup further stated that he would replace thtiseis who failed to do soHe also
subjected quarter mast erVghenJbesapoMasabsemfrome r i o d i
Washington he charged Major Trueman Cross, the assistant quartermaster general in
Washington, with enforcing the regulatioffsOn oneoccasion, Major Cross alerted
Major William Linnard, the quartermastat the Philadelphidepot, to the fact that
guartermasters must from now on, “Transmi t
Treasury departmetht through this office.”

Jesupestorediscal accountaility by alsohaving quartermastecharge their
purchases to their awaccounts That made them liable®r unauthorized or irregular
purchases. They could only settle their accoantethey justified their actions to the
satsfaction of the quartermaster generalhmTreasuryDepartment Jesugseems to
haveenvisioned his role abat ofanintermediary between Treasuapd his
quartermastersHethustold Calhoun that it would not be fair to hold him responsible for
the purchases of his subordinatelde wasresponsible, he contendddr transmiting the
fundsdisbursed by the War Departmeatthe ranking quartermaster of a military
department or field armyJesup expected that thew system of accountability would

give him the tools to reduce waste, fraud, and abuse in the Quartermaster Department
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Hewas willing to | ealhi"sbaspdt ansyttamef suac e s
accountinghat he devisedut insisted that he would not be responsible fofaligre of
a system that was not his owh.

Desk duty was not a task that Jesup relished and he spent years lobbying the War
Department for a field commandNevertheless, he would habituadigrive at his office
well beforethe official start ofthe dayand remain there until late into the night, making
military estimates, reports, and statements, and reviewing returns and recégsap
also downpyed the importance of fiscatcountability in strict military terms,
describing it as “a mere business of doll a
further than the amount of doll ars and cen
duties unfavorably to his other twoas for the Quartermaster Department, namely the
efficient and ample distribution of suppl:i
and operations. Jesup concluded, “ Wi thout
an army may be effected.h& most arduous campaigns be made, the most brilliant
victory achieved. The only end proposed by it is to compel those who secured money or
property to show how they dispose of it.

Jesp understood, however, that fisealcountability was important fdne public
reputation of the Quartermaster Department. If he failed to put his department on a sound
financial footing, both Congress and the public would assume the wasteful spending was
the result of quartermasters exploiting their office for their émancial benefit instead
of the normal functioning of a bad system.
some reputation is risqued, in the attempt to introduce system into a Department, hitherto

without arrangemen® Jesuwist moutal od ganmiez sthii n w
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part of his efforts to hold quartermasters financially accountable. He made a point of
holding himself to the same standards that he expected frasnlfusdinates. Whough

he exercised the right to inspect the boaks accounts of the quartermasters at any time,
he did not exempt his own books and accounts from the same scrutiny.

Jesup was also sensitive to accusations that impugned his honor or that of his
department. OApril 26, 1822, Jesup objected to the languaged by the Auditor and
Comptroller of the Treasury regarding his alleged unsettled accounts. He characterized
the | anguage as “injudicious and ungentl em
“unwilling” to have his mame ‘tdar & blaiset anfd
f al s ¢%ofahmse dfficials. In June 1821, he demonstrated an excess of caution in
protecting his reputation by deferring receipt of the double ratiowhitth he was
entitled. He explainetb Calhoun thahe had done seimply because the secretary of
warwished it and not because agreed with hinthat it would be impolitic to do so. He
asserted, “1 should consider it to be dish
justly entitled . . . [but] | owe it to myseld insist upon receiving that which others of my
rank rltceive.”

Severalyears later, in a drafhemorandum tdohn H. EatonrP r esi dent Jac k¢
secretary of war, Jesup warnedtiinhat t he fate of the nation’
depemled upon its systn of fiscalaccountability to a degree that did not exist in Europe,
where the civil power was subservient to the military. Where civil control of the military
was robust, by contrast, the public would hold the army accountable for how it handled

the pulhic trust. For that reason, the American system of accountability was more

effective than the systems of accountability used by other national &fmie4832,
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Lieutenant Colonel John E. Wool <concurred
London, he elayed to Jesup his view that the administrative departments of the French

Ar my wer e by no means as wel |l organi zed,

and the accountability as far asf® | can asc

Line-Staff Friction

Arrearages proved to be the most intrac
guartermaster general . To be sure, the ma
unexpected costs of conducting military campaigns and expeditions. Congresi was st
appropriating money in 1817 to pay for arrearages dating from the War of 1812. The
First Seminole War resulted in increased disbursements for 1817 and 1818, and the
Yellowstone Expedition did the same for 1820. Even in years when there were no major
operations, such as 1820 and 1821, Congress appropriated $20,000 in 1821 and $70,000
in 1822 to settle the debts from the previous year. These cost overruns equaled 4 percent
and 19 percent of the 1820 and 1821 budgets, respeciively.

Although largescalemilitary operations drained department appropriations so did
guotidian purchases made by officers. Jesup blamed the officers of the line, in particular,
for much of the department’s financial dif
he describd as their interference in the operations of the Quartermaster Department.
Jesup described the problem of arrearages
injudicious interference of the officers of the line in ordinary purchases, and making
contrats on the part of the Department which they have neither the ability or the

authority to discharge.” As Jesup compl ai
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quartermasters department are disposed of by commanding officers as their caprice may

dictate withoute gar d to | aw or regul ations.” The i

problem that had persisted since the War of 1812. The underlying cause was the inability

of the quartermaster general to control th

and propér vy . A significant proportion of Jesup

with combatting various challenges to his authority by the line officers. Jesup believed

that i1 f he allowed such interference to co

fart hful, zealous, and energetic” guarter ma:
The misuse of department funds by commanding officers for purposes not

detailed in the estimates of the quartermaster general was one recurring type of

interference. Té diversion of funds encompassed a range of activities, from

unauthorized purchases for personal items to the construction of permanent barracks

without going through the proper channels. Since he provided Congress with estimates

that determined the apgnoeations for his department, it was his responsibility to ensure

that quartermasters used those appropriations for their intended purpose. When

commanding officers compelled quartermasters to divert funds allocated for one purpose

to another, the deparémt could become the target of a congressional inquiry should the

practice result in considerable arrearagesMarch1822, JesupcautionedViajor Charles

J.Nourse “The interference of the officers by

from the objets for which they were apprehended and applying them to objects for

which no appropriation was made or intended by Congress has caused a large arrearage

with which that body? Jésspnoten thatthis regurring @erbblems a t i

presented h e most fruitful source of embarrass
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reputation of his department, which he believed was already suspect in the eyes of the
publ i c. The diversion of funds was na prac
public opinion placing “all the odium upon
difficulties result in the failure to pay the contractbts.

In November 1818, Jesup discovered from the accounts of Captain Thomas Hunt
in New Orleans that Major General Etea Ripley and Brigadier General Daniel Bissell
had purchased several i1items on the departm
to make. The purchases included spygl asse
Bissell. Jesup protested t@l@oun, statinghat there was no justification for such
purchases in the War Department’s regul at:i
He then recommended that the War Department hgdtbfRand Bissell charghe items
to their personal accotsand relieve the quartermaster from responsibifity

The practice of officers erecting permanent quarters of their own accord and
charging them to the account of the Quartermaster Department dismayed Jesup who
thought such an irregular and costly praeticas unique to the U.S. Army. Although the
supervision of barracks construction was a responsibility of the Quartermaster
Department, a responsibility it shared with the Engineer Department, line officers were
undertaking such projects without authori@at It was a common type of interference.
In 1819, Jesup complained to Calhoun that Colonel George E. Mitchell, the commanding
of ficer at Baltimore, “interfered” with th
t he col onel ' s hleiockdes the udantmaedruserof seldidaborgo
build the barracks at the Green Bay post. Jesup counseled the quartermasters that the

proper procedure was for the commanding officer to submit a requisition to the War
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Department, with a justification for the expense that included a eli@teimate. The
secretary of \ar would then forward it to Congress. If Congress appropriated the money,
only then could the officer charge the Quartermaster Department for the eXpense.

A common, but less serious kind of abuse was the purchase of items by
commanding officers and quartermasters that were the procurement responsibility of
another department. Officers who breached this part of the regulations were not
necessarily acting unprofessionally. Rather, ambiguous wording seems to have caused
much confgion. In May 1819, Major Trueman Cross, who wahtmanaging the
department whildesupvas awayinformed Captain George Bender, the quartermaster at
Boston, that the regulations did not authorize him to draw on the Quartermaster
Department in order tpurchase tools because that was the responsibility of the Ordnance
Depart ment . Moreover, Ordnance’s failure
reason to breach the regul ations. As Cros
this [Ordnance] department cannot justify imposing duties on the officers of this quarter
master department which do not belong to them much less the expenditure of funds of
that department in the purchase of articles for which no estimate or appropriation has
beennade. ” He emphatically concluded that t
Ordnance Department was responsible for procuring and distributing all tools required by
the army?®

Major Cross reiteratedhé pointto Major J. B. Cranan February 1820when he
stated that the regulations required line officers to apply to the proper department when
submitting reqisitions for supplies. Htherefore instructed Major Cran@apply tothe

Ordnance Department when purchasimgls He then remarketthatin the past six years
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ordnance officers “were never unt.il l ately
d u t?¥In August1821, Jesupointed out to Captain Joshua B. Brant, quartermaster at

Detroit, that the Ordnance Department should have furtigtestoolghat anofficer

requisitionedor the post at Green Bay, and not the Quartermaster Department. The

practice created some antagonism, not among the bureaus, but between the

guartermasters in the Washington office and those officers of thehio@xpected that

post quartermasters would simply furnayitems upon request.

Although the regulations did charge the Ordnance Department with supplying
ordnance spplies to the army, thimols that the departent was required to provide was
restriced to certaintypeswhi | e entrenching and miners’ t
of fortifications and those tools required for ordnance duties were the procurement
responsibility of the Ordnance Department, ordinary camp tools such as axes, sghdes, an
shovels did not constitute ordnance supplies. Indeed, quartermasters would purchase
tools on the account of the Quartermaster Department for use in performing the routine
duties of the department. Tools purchased for the repair of storehouses acksparnma
those used for transportation fell into this categdryesp informedMajor Charles J.

Nourse that the Quartermaster Department could supply tools, but that the requisition
must explicitly state the reasons for the purchase otherwise the mester would be
within his rights to refuse to supply thefh.

Aside from the ambiguity relating to th
tools, the regulations were silent about the identity of the department that would supply
musical instruments. lthis case, Major Cross made a determination based on

longstanding practice, as well as his own judgment. When Captain Bender used
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department funds tangpumuediac &l Crodsrimamed mdé n tf £,
him that his action was improper becausstruments had long been the responsibility of
the Purchasing Department and not the Quartermaster Department. He also reasoned that
they were a “species of accoutrement” that
of musi ci ans sfunctiorBlrecandusies, it n&de little sense to place
musical instruments in the same category as quartermaster’$tdiesse ambiguities
and inconsistencies in the division of procurement responsibilities continued to produce
as much confusion as thégd during the war, and represented an exception to the overall
trend of steady progress in the rationalization of logistics.

Jesup resorted to a variety of techniques to protect the credit and property of the
department. He ordered the quartermastessatad firm in adhering to the regulations,
noting that commanding officers could not compel them to do otherwise. Jesup
admoni shed Captain Brant by stating, “1t i
resist the improper demands of officerstelt i n eealSowarnddthat quartermasters
whomade unauthorized purchases because t hese demands “must su
c 0o n s e q d’eUsually, shat’meant the War Department would charge the
guartermaster with the expense of the purchase. As quartermaster general, Jesup could
decide whether offenders would pay for unauthorized items from their individual
accounts, but his power was lted because he lacked the legal authority to mulct
delinquents. His inability to coerce quartermasters to settle their accounts, which
accumulated at the end of each year, was yet another source of frustration féiohim

example, for the fiscal yedB21,Capt ai n Ri chard J. Easter’ s ¢
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considerable arrearages at several posts in Creek country, the payment of which reduced

the department’s a¥propriation for that ye
Jesup understood that the continued interference of the line offichies

operations of the department would destroy the system of accountability thad he wa

trying to institute. He r emonbkcanncat ed agai

consent to be responsible either for the estimates, or the applicatiorapptiopriation

of the Qr. M a i§ anyeoffices higth sopvaristc]rhie rarik, be permitted to

apply the funds of the Department of the army as his capricelmayg t ka some ”

cases, b appealed to Calhoda intervene on his behalf | tonlyibg making the

several officers and Departments of the army responsible for the prompt and correct

discharge of their respective duties, and positively prohibiting them from interfering with

those of other, h e c o‘that & stridt@atquntabiit can be 36O abl i she

another occasion, he resorted to threats. Referring to the impact that the irregular practice

was having on department appropriaiphewarnedMajor Nourse “ 1 have for t

two years borne the blame, but | will bearatlonger and Congress shall be informed of

the cause of the arrearage and the name of every individual who has caused improper

expendPtures.”

Economy
By 1821, Jesup’s own assessment of the
Quart er mast efmandevas pessimistic.t He amented that the
department’s credit had never been worse.

line officers continued to result in arrearages for the departifiedecretary Calhoun, in

254



his report to Congress of W& 5, 1822, presented a different perspective. He remarked
that the military establishment as a whole had reduced its expenditures every year under
the organization of 1818. By 1820, the average expense of each officer was $135.69 less
than in 1818. Ir11821, the average expense was $164.55 less than 1818. He compared the
expenditures of the army as a whole using figures calculated by the Second Auditor of
the Treasury. In 1818, the U.S. Army consisted of 8,199 officers and men, which cost the
governmeha grand total of $3,702,495.04. Calhoun calculated that a force of the same
size would have cost only $2,589,900.12 in 1820 and $2,353,276.98 in 1821. He
attributed the reductions, in part, to t
disbursements ofyblic money and the preservation of galgroperty by the staff
departments To Calhoun, the new establishment was proving its worth from a financial
perspective. He also wrote that the Quartermaster Department achieved cost savings that
were not apparg in its total expenditures bacse the spending increaghat offset the
savings were beyond the control of the quartester general. These increases resulted
from the expense needed to supply a great many posts in remot¥ areas

Jesup improved cosfficiency not by micromanaging the activities of
guartermasters but by exhorting them to inject the principle of economy into their
purchases. His drive for economy took on a greater sense of urgency after the Panic of
1819. The financial crash prompteghewed calls in Congress for retrenchment, which
took the form of debates over the next two years on the subject of reducing the military
establishment. The U.S. House of Representatives then passed a resolution on May 11,
1820,that charged the secreyaof war with reporting to the House, by the next session of

Congress, with a plan to reduce the military establishment to 6,000 officers and men.

255

he



This plan would also include an estimate of expenditures. Calhoun then conferred with
Jesup and other seniofficersto produce a politically viablplanthat limited the
damage to the military establishméht.
Jesup responded to the new political environment with some measure of
defensiveness and exasperation. He was worried that the prewar pattern oindisgont
in personnel and organization would repeat itself. The inability of the previous military
establishments to retain experienced professionals in the staff and to maintain a
continuous organization was the main obstacle to professionalizing thenhaster
Corps and rationalizing the laggical system. Herecalled “ The frequent <cha
mutilations of the staff have been a serious evil in the operations of all the department of
the army. One system has scarcely been known before anotteemaasdopted . . . and
the consequence has**been an ignorance of a
Although Jesup was concerned that the organization of the army would suffer
from the 1821 reduction, he also seems to have viewed retrenchment as an opportunity to
instill habits of ecaomy in his quartermasters. He drew a direct connection between his
exhortations for greater economy intheeQut er mast er Depart ment an
campaign to prevent the abolition of the regular army. The theme of his missives on the
subject was that gutermasters could save the army by reducing their expenditures at the
various posts. For that reason, the profligacy that plagued many of the posts early in his

tenure must end. In March 1819, only a few weeks after the financial crisis, Jesup

conveyedo Captain Stanton, then quartermastddatt r oi t , Cal htlteun’ s ap|
rejection of Lieutenant John Sullivan Pier
guartermasters should rein in the habitual
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orders 6 commandants of the posts. Jesontinued “ The army can be sa
disbandment but by a reduction of its expenses. This reduction can be effected only by a
thorough reform. On that reform the Secretary at War has determined, and he expects all
officers who have any regard for the interests and prosperity of the army to afford him
t hei f° Bwsurdmet, Jesup had noted that the quartermasters had indeed corrected
the abuses stemming from the interference of the line officers at all posts, with the
exception of the posts at Green Bay, New Orleans, and the Florida frontier. He relayed to
Stanton (now a major) Calhoun’s wishes tha
posts and gave him control over their disbursenténts.September 1821, Jestiyis
time warnedCaptain Thomas Hunt, quartermaste New Orleansf the possibility of
disbandment. He stated mattésfactly that the appropriation for the department was
“so nearly exhausted,” that i1t bgecameHaece
concluded that economy, “[uniting] in meas
to the benefit of the officer ¢ps?*?

Even in the era of congressional imposition of financial retrenchmenggoé&ar
army was never idanger otcompletedisbandment. Nevertheless, Jesup tried to
preserve as much of ifgesenbrganizatioras he could. That meant supporting €ost
savings measures that facilitated efficiency, or true economy, while opposing those cost
reductions that had a deleterious efi@ctmilitary readiness, or false economy. In
subsequent years, Jesup submitted proposals to the secretaries of war on ways to achieve
greater cosefficiency without damaging the military establishment. He setVi
Secretary of War JohBatonof the Jacksoe administrationfor example, that he could

accomplish this goal, in part, by discharging the supernumerary officers and reducing the
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number of West Point cadets. Regarding the system of military supply, true economy
consisted of militarizing logisticdunctions, improving internal communications, and
adopting logistical practices that suited American circumstafices.

Both General Jesup and Major Cross suspected, however, that Congress was more
interested in finding opportunities to reduce appropriateve at the expense of an
efficient organization. They warned about notions of false economy that would prove
costly to the nation in both treasure and the lives of men. Three examples of false
economy stand out in the Quartermaster Department recbedswvi pay for
guartermasters, drastic personnel cuts, and excessive streamlining of the bureaucracy.
Jesup argued that the low pay of quartermasters in comparison to their counterparts in
civilian life reduced incentives to remain in the service. He edaitioned against drastic
cuts tothe staff of the supply departmenighich reduced the efficiency of military
supply officers and the celerity and stren
staff,” Jesup argued, “ nandraeaffyhemriot mMmove wi
entitled “Remarks on the Organization of t
the quartermaster general that an army without an effiEttMajor, in his estimation,
would perform in battle as though it had lost haifstrengti®> Finally, Major Cross
recommended against replacing allowances in kind for commutation allowances, which
would place the onerous burden of supply on officers of theédine.

Militarization of logistical functions was one way to reduce costsease
efficiency, as well as introduce military responsibility and actability to the supply
agencies Hiring civilians to perform manual labor, or procurement, transportation, and

accounting tasks was usually more expensive than employing the lgboopd or
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military professionals. The most egregious example of waste was price gouging by
subsistenceontractors. The abolition of the contract system was thus the best way to
make the supply system more cefficient. In June 1819, while workingthe St. Louis
depot during the Yellowstone Expedition, Jesup noted that the lingering effé¢icés
contract system-some contracts were still active as recentlywase —was paralyzing

the commissariat. Jesup contended that, had the commisssiggisgen in place

sooner, therany would have been able to purchase rations for the expedition at less
expense. To be sure, the Quartermaster Department would now be responsible for the
transportation of rations to the posts, which would increase its oppatsts

considerably. The price of transport, however, would still be much lower than what the
contractors were chargingrherefore, replacinthe contract system with the

commissariat system saved money in aggregate. Moreover, as Jesup noted, the army
would move more quickly on campaign since its movements would depend on the
performance of the Quartermaster Corps and not on that of the contfactors.

Jesup frequently exhorted quartermasters to open up the process of contracting for
supplies and transpation to competition. He was concerned that the department was
paying higher prices for items than was necessary. Only through a public competition, he
believed, could the department keep the prices of goods comparable to the market rate.
Since contretors submitted proposals to quartermasters personally, a potential source for
conflicts of interest, Jesup wanted to them to place advertisements in newspapers to make
the process public and so avoid the appearance that firms were using their conteections
guartermasters to secure contracts on good terms. A complititidieg process would

alleviatepublic suspicions of official corruption and demonstrate that the quartermasters
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were conducting business in the best interests of the country. He aQsaistzoh

Benderjn March 1821 To i nvite competition isangproper
for your own security, as well as that of the department you should require that all
proposal s 1 @ transparemtrpiotess waould be likely to avaicepeat of the

recent scandal involving the contractors for the Yellowstone Expedition, who had
circumvented the competitive bidding process.

In July 1821, Jesup wrota missive explaining the law on the correct process for
procuring supmpthase dry Bypagpr pement ,” on t |
his quartermastersThe goal of the law, he statedlas to ensure that the quartermaster
purchased supplies on “the best possible t
opportunityofshang i n the public expenditures.”’ T
forage, straw, and stationary by contract at the quantities stipulated in the annual
estimates of the quartermaster general. The post quartermaster would place
advertisements in the nepapers calling for proposals. All bidders submitted sealed bids
until a given date, when the quartermaster made the bids public. The firm that won the
contract submitted two sureties and a bond to protect the government against losses
occasioned bytheocnt r act or’' s failure to deliver on |
prohibited the quartermaster from making advance payments to contractors, he did allow
the quartermaster to pay for services or supplies in installments to coincide with the
“actual fpthgernesexecutions.” Jesup concl ud

send copies of all advertisements and contracts they entered into. He would then file the

originals in case they needed it for future referéfice.
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Major Cross, in a reflective letter @sup, calculated that the department under
the 1818 organization was four times more efficient, for half the pay, than the prior
organi zation because it substituted assi st
wagon, forage and barrack masters weowe wor se t han usel ess.’”
case where retrenchment could serve the interests of efficiency. Adding another four to
six deputies would improve the casffectiveness of the department even further. He
figured that encytotlewdertoris gfiom armyeof thiree times our
present establishmet * whi | e st i Itheprevipus estdblishrgeby ess t han
several thousand dollat$.A slightly larger Quartermaster Corps would benefit the army
far more than it would harnhé national budget.

Maj or Cross’s rudimentary analysis of t
Quartermaster Corps did not take into account the political realities in Washington. The
tone of his | etter expr esirsrgrdnchmantratleedthah i t y a
the efficiency of the staff. Hefearedh at “f al se i deas of nati on
the tendency to “strangle [the Quarter mast
debate over the size of the military establishment 1| n Cr oss’ s esti mati c
Quartermaster Department, which was the “m
needed the “fostering hand of | iberality”
found ways to reduce costs without sacrificafficiency>!

Major Cross also perceived an indifference toward logistics on the part of the
public and even some fellow officers. He
real importance and the operations of this Department aiteggo often sfymatized as

usel ess appen daq@teesrefdrmaminded efficehsr soop as’Alexander
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Macomb, remarked that the Quartermaster Department was-appieciated® Years
|l ater, Jesup expressed disdain foartaes™er
that downplayed #himportance of logistical expertise and t hus reduced wz¢
pasti¥me.”

Allowances were natural targets for cost reductions in the military appropriation.
Congress reduced the clothing allowance, for example, byhinden the 1820 budget.
Jesup attempted to introduce economy and uniformity into the calculation of
transportation allowances to prevent officers from wasting department funds. The army
regulations stated that the allowance was limited to those oftreeding alone and
under orders These officers were entitled to reimbursement at the rate of nine cents per
mile for a journey of no less than twenty miles. In the interests of ecormmwever,
they had to reduce travel expenses by taktiegshortestoute as mapped out llye Post
Of fice Department’s book dhediTsvbaetéer 6sJ®
through the Unitedstates by John Melish, which provided a more comprehensive
description of roads and gave quartermasters a stinedmeans for calculating
transportation allowancés.

Since the Quartermaster Department was responsible for providing allowances to
the entire army, Jesup spent a portion of his routine duties clarifying for his
guartermasters the regtibns on the subject. He inform€aptain Archibald W.
Hamilton, quartermaster at Sacket Har bor, t hat Lieutenant Jolt
did not entitle him to reimbursement since the tribunal he attended was a civil one, and
not part of his militay duties. In another case, Jesup thidutenant I. M. Washington, a

regimental quartermaster, that Lieutenant Evans Humphrey could not receive
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reimbursement for subsistence costs during his passage aboard a vessel since the
transportation allowance wast an emolument and only covered the cost of

transportation. He also explained the regulatioridagr William Linnard statingthat

the assistant quartermasters who joined their new stations could not receive the allowance
if they were on furlough®

There was one instance when Congress proposed a regulation to streamline the
bureaucracy in order to reduce costs without a full understanding of how such a proposal
would work in practice. In that case, Major Cross drew upon his military experience and
expertise to ascertain the likely impact of the regulation. He expressed his vociferous
objection to a Senate resolution of January 11, 1820, which inquired into the feasibility of
replacing officers’ all owance,andsthtiomargt i on s,
with their equivalent in money. Officers would then be responsible for purchasing their
personal supplies out of their own pay whether in garrison or during active operations.

He argued that prohibiting these allowances would not wibnkould force officers to
become their own suppliers, imposing tasks that would distract them from their proper
military duties®’

Cross then envisioned a scenario where the commanding officer of an army, at the
end of a day’' s mar edkingforageudr his hergeg and prdvisiens,t i me
fuel, and quarters for himself rather than attending to the needs of his soldiers. A
campaign in the resourgmor inland frontier would exacerbate this problem. He
descri bed such a d&pretiated that thenoffieess inthét aituatianc al ” a
would nevertheless continue to draw on the Quartermaster Department for provisions.

They would do so, even though they would be violating the regulations, because
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“necessity has no rslcauldonly safely dispdnse svithihe e w, of fi
stationary allowance since it was a relatively trivial matter. Commutation allowances for
fuel and quarters, on the other hand, would lead to perverse consequences. Without the
fuel allowance, for example, officewsoul d have to perform the w
musterers,” which was “incompatible with t
our wish?®>®o0 cherish.”

Jesup advised Calhoun that the War Department retain the forage allowance for
guartermasters, which prowd the two quartermasters with the rank, pay, and
emoluments of majors of cavalry with forage for four horses and the assistant

guartermasters with forage for two horses. He sensibly noted that quartermasters could

not perform their duties on foot and ded the service of horses most of°all.

Retrenchment

Economic consideratioarsmore so than ideological oresvould determine the
composition of the military establishment in 1821. Congressional criticism of the current
organization focused on the disprojpamate number of officers in the army, who were
more expensive to keep in the service than enlisted men. The perception of financial
mismanagement in the Quartermaster Department also played a role in congressional
debates. That year, Brigadier Gen¢t@ nr y At ki nson’ s expediti on
considerable delays in moving troops to the western outposts because of the failure of the
firm owned by the Johnson brothers to deliver the promised steamboats. The scandal
surrounding the Yellowstone Expeditioropipted the House Committee on Military

Affairs to investigate the expenditures of the Quartermastearapnt. Calhoun
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restricted department expenditures for the rest of the year to essential items only. The
House resolution of May 1820, whichreduceel e r al Jesup’' s esti mat e
Quartermaster Department from $526,000 to $461,011.56, was likely-fmedyct of
both the scandal and the economic cfiSis.

Jesup worried that steep cuts in the organization of the staff would lead to the
same problems wh mobilization tkat the army experienced durittge War of 1812.0n
morethan one occasion, he arguedt the lack of an efficient staff and the attempt to
organize one during the war was responsi bl
departmentsan be formed and efficientlycign i zed i n peac.e only,” h
Logistical mobilization was a more cumbersome process than the recruiting, mustering,
and training of men. Transporting supplies to the troops required a stable staff
organization in peze. Jesup considered it essential that the logistysaém should not
change aftethe outbreak of warln other words, commanding officers and
guartermasters should not have to improvise solutions to logistical problems, as they had
during the late wiawith Great Britain. The failure to mobilize effectively for war would
result in an out come t-makingcdpadtiesnloa r ef | ect
post mortem on the war, Jesup concluded, “W
powerful nation wilh more than a million men capable of bearing arms with resources
vastly exceeding those of any other nation of equal population, with two hundred
thousand men actually under arms . . . without gaining the object for which [war] had
been décl ared.”

Major Cross prepared the report on the cadre plan, which reiterated some of the

same points that Jesegpounded in hiMarch 1820 report on therganzation of the
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army. Jesup endorsed Cross’s report and sen

memorandume nt i t 1l ed “ Remar ks on the Organizatio

the product of a common understanding between the two officers. The idea that

undergirded the cadre plan was the retention of a larger proportioncafrsffo men in

the ReaceEstablshment for the purpose of training largodies of private soldiefsr

war. The plan would also retain the full complement of officers irthartermaster

Departmento supply those forceand rapidly puthem in motion. More officers in

peace increaskthe potential for mobilizig larger armies in warCross described this

principle as follows: “Present the | ongest

Since training officers took time, he thought the officer corps should be large enough to

require little augmentation. In his version of the cadre plan, the officer corps would

provide the base for expanding the army fourfold in time of Wais skeletal force,

Cross explained, “Could not be reltised upon

intended as the stock on which a force adequate to the exigencies of war might be

engrafted & hastened to maturity.” They w

influence in determining the®%character of
Cross and Jegpy as did many officers, anticipated a war with a great power such

asGreat Britain or SpainCross determined, perhaps based on his wartime experience,

that it would take at least two years to create a new, effective army from a force

consisting entirelyf raw recruits. He observed that the American troops that met the

British in battle in 1814 operated “under

their schooling.” Whil e the new | evies we

competent enough fmrosecute an offensive war with any other nation. He suggested
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that an army of 60,000 could do so “with t
mobilize such a force in two months based on the principle of extension. The army
would not create new balitans or regiments, but would merely expand the strength of
existing companies fourfold. He held to the principle of fourttisat the base for an
extension should be no less than-tmarth the size of the wartime armidsing strict
military logic, Crossconcluded thathe Peace &ablishment should therefore consist of
15,000 officers andhen. Going to war with an expansible arwguld be more efficient
than creating entirely new unit€ontinuity in the organizatioof regiments and
companies was asiportant as continuity in the Quartermaster Departifient.
The plan depended on a ratio of officers to enlisted men that, as Cross
acknowledged, #anation would not accept. Salaries and emoluments made officers
relatively expensive and there were strooditigal sentiments against military
professionals. A modification of the plan, so that the officer corps would require a
doubling of its number in time of war, Major Cross conceded, could still achieve much
good®
The planfor the Peace &ablishment dichot provide for any reductions to the
staff organization. A few years later, Jesup justified his positidndoc k son’ s secr e
war, John Eatonby noting that the American peacetime military establishment could
only be small in the number of enlidtenen. Since its objects in peace were to preserve
military knowledge and discipline, construct permanent defenses and internal
improvements, and organize, preserve, and prepare the materiel necessary for war, it also
required a relatively large complemten of s peci al i st s. These t a

of ficers without the agency of Troops."’ T
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required large military establishments to protect the sovereign and secure his authority in
peace, as well as enforhis edicts. The American political context rendered the
existence of a large military establishment unnecessary because, in his view, public
opinion guaranteed the execution of laws, internal peace, and the protection of public
officials in the performareof their dutie$®

Major Cross likewise objected to cuts in the staff departments. HE&bun
that the nation could least afford a reduction to the Quartermaster Department. He
argued that the number of officers it needed depended upon the dispokthe army
rather than its total numerical force. The eighty to ninety posts with garrisons required
the services of a quartermaster attending to one or two posts in order to function
efficiently. That was the case whether the post garrisoned I00@H men. Only a
reduction in posts, he argued, could justify a reduction of the QuartermastefCorps.

This was a point that Jesup made both before and after the 1821 reduction. The
di stances separating posts madddeovegptlzer t er mas
costs of transportation. To illustrate his point, Jesup contrasted the logistical challenges
of the United States with those of France. The logistical challenges of moving supplies
and men from Paris to the frontier was comparable tolmmagdroops from the St. Louis
depot to the western outposts or transport
Pittsburgh. Furthermorehe quality of roads in the United States was still relatively
poor. Since France possessed fewer posts laoides and better roads and canals, it
could afford to have a relatively small logistical support service, whereas tteslUni
States could not. Given itmimber of posts, the extent of the frontier, and state of

internal improvements, Jesup concludedrhustttherefore be apparent that we require a
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much larger proportion of officers in time of peace compared with the rank and file than
most European nations with their large force and small territories could find employment
for .7 Af t er ,Udsu cldinBed that theeqdantermastersnosthe 61G00
regular army were performing the same amount of work that French quartermasters were
performing for their 300,066trong force’

Jesup believed that the expanpsliticall e ar my
and geographical circumstances. A lengthy inland frontier and the traditional American
reliance on citizersoldiers, made a large standing army both impractical and impolitic.

The solution, retaining a large staff in peace in proportion ttothéforce, was a way of
reconciling opposition to a large standing army with the military imperative to prepare

for war. Jesup wrote, “As to the organiza
or the more efficient for a peace establishment weldhoegardless of European

organization, be governed by our own situation, and the circumstances of our own
Country."” He wondered how the army coul d
were barely enough to accomplish their present defties.

Congess di d n oadvide.eleddedhistersruRmgesd. Spiller suggests
that some peoplmust have suspected that the officers were opposing cuts in
appropriationsimply because it served their own parochial inter&sSongress passed
t he “rAecdudeo and fix the military peace este
March 2, 1821. It shrank the entire Corps of Quartermasters bghiwig by eliminating
the 18 battalion and regimental quartermasters, and reducing the assistant and deputy
guartemasters by onthird, from eighteen to twelve. The adso subjected

quartermasters and commissaries to duties in both departthérits.reduction of the
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staff compelled the War Department to impose additional responsibilities on the
Quartermaster 8patment, which included aspects of clothing supply beyond its

di stribution, which had al ways been the qu
that the addition of clothing supply duties alone increased the quartermaster workloads by
onethird.”*

Overthe next two years, Congress reduced Quartermaster Department
appropriations by onthird in proportion to the reduction in the total troop strength of the
army. Specifically, appropriations declined from $461,011.56 in 1820, to $359,240.23 in
1821, and 306,817.13 in 1822. Jesup had long argued and would continue to argue that
such cws did not consider that tleelvance of western settlemératd necessitated a
growth in the number of feftung posts on the frontierThe increasing distance between
theposts, in turn, increased the costs for shipping supplies, and every movement of
troops to the western outposts increased the labors of the department. In his report of
January 4, 1820, Jesupompared the appropriations for the years 1811 and 1820 with
the size of the military establishment and the number of posts. He noted that the near
doubling of the appropriations, from $270,000 to $526,500, resulted from a combination
of a doubling of posts, from forty to eightiye and the increase in the numbétroops
from 5,567 to 9, 000. Jesup’'s report of Oc
more starkly by including the years 1801, 1811, and 1818. The strength of the army was
about the same for the years 1801 and 1811 but the appropriatiorctesded by
roughly 50 percent. When comparing the years 1811 and 1818, the size of the army had
not kept pace with the increase in appropriation, lending further credence to his

argument. Calhoun explained in his 1822 report that, despite the saviagedbtom
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rationalizing the supply system, the expenditures of the Quartermaster Department
remained constant mostly because of the expense of transporting supplies to the western
outposts. Since Congress failed to consider that fact in its approgsjatioas not
surprising that the department suffered arrearages totaling $70,000 fof?1821.

Jesup later returned to the subject of the expansible army in his memorandum to
Secretary of WadohnEaton. He argued that the current organization shouldhake t
form of regiments with eight companies each because, he believed, it was most
compatible with the principle of extension. In tinfea@r, the 6,000 troops in the Peace
Establishment would expand to 24,000 in two months by doubling the private soldiers
the companies and adding to each regiment an additional battalion of eight companies. In
six months, he believed that the original base of 6,000 men could impart a great degree of
its “character and ’@Hi$modifiedcadreyplanasless 100, 000
elegant than his original one, as it required both the expansion of existing units and the
creation of new ones. Doubling the required number of privates to existing units was

more efficient.

The Quartermaster Department in 1821 was differentganization and
composition from the Quartermaster Departments of 4B32nd 181517. Unlike the
wartime and postwar departments, the 1821 department was a functional military
bureaucracy staffed exclusively by experienced military men. For thérfiestthe War
Department centralized logistical operations under one quartermaster general who was
ultimately responsible for the recruitment, training, and performance of all deputies and

assistant deputies. Subordinate quartermasters conducted &bgigécations and
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financial transactions according to a regular set of procedures. The quartermaster general
formalized these procedures in tBeneral Regulationand enforced them by means of
missives that issued from his Washington office. Quarteersasgtere therefore now
much more accountable for the handling of departmental money and property than they
had been before. The rationalization of logistics and institution of systems of
accountability meant thalhe chaos that characterized logisticsidgrthe war years was
not likely to return.

The years 1818 to 1821 marked the beginning of the professionalization of the
Corps of Quartermaste Brigadier General Thomas Sidnsup and Majofrueman
Cross began the drive to make the QuartermasterriDege moreefficient with much
success. There were notable constraints on logistical reform, however, that impeded their
efforts to make steady progress. Retrenchment imposed potentially deleterieus cost
savings and burdensome responsibilities thataedithe effectiveness of the
Quartermaster Corps. The officers of the line frequently undermined the quartermaster
general’ s authority and abil ms jnspiteoof cont r ol
these complicationgshe Quartermaster Departmerteafl821 would experience an
unprecedented period of stability and continuity in organization and personnel. This
stability would give quartermasters the time to normalize and improve logistical
procedures and to develop their professional expertiseligagryniogisticians. The
postwar reforms laid the groundwork for the emergence of a professional Quartermaster

Corps andanefficient logistical system in the years to come.

272



Notes

1 Act of 14 April 1818, ch. 61, Stat 426-427; Act of 24 April 1816, ch. 6%
Stat 297299.

2 ErnaRisch,Quartermaster Support of the Army, 171939(Washington, DC:
Center of Military History, Wited States Army, 1989), 178.

3 On the advent of the bureau system, see Steve R. Waddidid States Army
Logistics from the American Revolution to 9($anta Barbara, CA: Praeger Security
International, 2010), 3536.

4 Risch,Quartermaster Suppqri78, 184182.

® Risch,Quartermaster Suppqr212-213; Francis Paul Pruch&he Sword of the
Republic: The United States Army on the Frontier, 17836(Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1969), 18488; J. D. Richardson, com@ ,Compilation of the
Messagesand Paperof the Presidents, 1782902(New York: Bureau of National
Literature and Art, 1908), 2: 73152.

® Chester L. KiefferMalignedGeneral: The Biography of Thomas Sidney Jesup
(San Rafael, CA: Presidio Press, 1979), Br8tat 426-27; 3 Stat 297-299.

" Thomaslesup talohnCalhoun,17 July 1818, Letters Sehy the Office of the
Quartermaster Generdletterbook, RG 92, NARA.

& Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, 20 July 1818, LeStnms Letterbook, RG 92,
NARA.

273



°® Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, 20 July 1818, Letters Sent, Letterbook, RG 92,
NARA; Risch,Quartermaster Suppari85; Kieffer,Maligned Genergl72-75.

10 Risch,Quartermaster Suppari85-186; Kieffer,Maligned General72-75.

1 Trueman Cross to William Linnard, 23 April 1819, Letters Sent by the Office
of the Quartermaster General, M745, RG 92, NARA.

12 ThomasJlesup taJohnCalhoun,17 & 20 July 1818both inLetters Sent,
Letterbook, RG 92, NARA; RisclQuartermaster Suppqri85-186; Kieffer,Maligned
General 72-75.

BSamuel Watson, “Thomas Sidney Jesup:
D e mo c r &he Human Tradition in Antebellum Amerjeal. Michael Morrien
(Wilmington, DE: Scholarly Resources, 2000), 110.

¥ Thomaslesup taohnCalhoun,17 & 20 July 1818, and John Calhoun to
Thomas Jesup, 3 February 1821, all in Letters Sent, Letterbook, RG 92, NARA.

15 ThomasJesup talohnCalhoun,17 July 1818, LetterSent, Letterbook, RG 92,
NARA.

16 Thomas Jesup, unaddressed letter, April 26, 1822, Thomas Sidney Jesup
Papers, Library of Congress.

1" Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, 4 June 1821, Letters Sent, M745, RG 92,
NARA.

8 Thomas Jesup to John Eaton, undaledt memorandum, Jesup Papers.
274

S



19 John E. Wool td'homas Jesup, 30 October 1838sup Papers.

X« Expenses of the Army and Military Aca.
1821 and Est iAmericam Statd Rapers:IM8itarg Affair@: 356-357; Act
of February 15, 1819 ch. 18 S3at 480; Act of March 3 1821 ch. 35, $tat 633.

21 Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, 31 August 1819, Jesup Papers; Thomas Jesup
to John Calhoun, 31 July 1821, Letters Sent, Letterbook, RG 92, NARA.

22 Thomas Jesup to Ches J. Nourse, 5 March 1822, Letters Sent, M745, RG 92,
NARA.

22 Thomas Jesup to Henry Stanton, 11 June 1821, and Thomas Jesup to John
Calhoun, 31 July 1821, both in Lett&sent, Letterbook, RG 92, NARA.

24 Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, 23 November 181&rs Sent, M745, RG
92, NARA; RischQuartermaster Suppqri87; KiefferMaligned General74-75.

25 Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, 31 July 1821, Letters Sent, Letterbook, RG 92,
NARA; Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, 30 August 1819, Letters Sent, M742,RG
NARA.

26 Trueman Cross to George Bender, 13 May 1819, Letters Sent, M745, RG 92,
NARA.

2" Trueman Cross to James Burnet Crane, 28 February 1820, Letters Sent, M745,
RG 92, NARA.

275



28 Thomas Jesup to Jusa B. Brant, 6 August 182lLetters Sent, M745, ® 92,
NARA.

29 Winfield Scott,General Regulations for the Army; or, Military Institutes
(Philadelphia: M. Carey and Sons, 1821),4E33.

30 Thomas Jesup to Charles J. Nourse, 5 March 1822, Letdrts\&745, RG 92,
NARA.

31 Trueman Cross to George Bender, 13 May 1819, Letters Sent, M745, RG 92,
NARA; Risch,Quartermaster SuppqriL86; Kieffer,Maligned General74.

32 Thomas Jesup to Captain Joshua B. Brant, 6 August 1821, Letters Sent, M745,
RG 92, NARA.

33 Thomas Jesup tmlin Cahoun, 24 December 182letters Sent, M745, RG
92, NARA; Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, 31 July 1821 & 4 February 1824, both in
Letters Sent, Letterbook, RG 92, NARA.

34 Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, 31 July 1821, Letters Sent, Letterbook, RG 92,
NARA.

35 Thomas Jesup to Charles J. Nourse, 5 March 1822, Letters Sent, M745, RG 92,
NARA.

3 Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, 31 July 1821, Letters Sent, Letterbook, RG 92,
NARA.

276



S"“ Expenses of the Ar mMASP.:MAR:39085F.i t ary Aca

38 U.S.House Journal 1820. 18 Cong. f'sess., May 11Annals of Congress
1820, 2233; Roger J. Spiller, “Cal houn’ s E
| d e allvdrfare imthe USA, 1784861 ed. Samuel Watson (Burlington, VT: Ashgate,
2005), 246242.

39 Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, [31 March 1820], 1820, $ Stant,
Letterbook, RG 92, NARA. See al3thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, 31 March 1820,
Jesup Papers.

40 Thomas Jesup to Henry Stanton, 25 March 1819, Letters Sent, Letterbook, RG
92, NARA.

41 Thomas Jesup to Henry Stant@n, June 1821 etters Sent, Letterbook, RG
92, NARA.

42 Thomas Jesup to Thomas Hunt, 5 September 1821, Letters Sent, M745, RG 92,
NARA.

43 Thomas Jesup to John Eaton, undated draft memorandum, Jesup Papers.

44 Thomas Jesup tiohn Calhoun, 31 March 1820, Jesup Papers.

4 Trueman Cross to John Calhoun, 1 December 1820, Letters Sent, Letterbook,
RG 92, NARA.

277



46 Trueman Cross to Thoradesup, 27 April 1820etters Sent, Letterbook, RG
92, NARA.

4" Thomas Jesup to John Calho@B,July 1819, Letters Sent, Letterbook, RG 92,
NARA; Risch,Quartermaster Suppqr202.

48 Thomas Jesup to George Bender, 21 March 1821, Letters Sent, Letterbook, RG
92, NARA.

4% Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, 31 July 1821, Letters Sent, Letterbook, RG 92,
NARA.

0 Trueman Cross to Thomas Jesup, 16 November [18187?], Jesup Papers.

> Ibid.

52 Trueman Cross to John Calhoun, 1 December 183fers SentM745, RG
92, NARA.

53 Alexander Macomb to Thomas Jesup, 30 January 1820, Jesup Papers.

“Jesup, undatedsndainarraMigede INlbamrsoUuU Box

%5 Scott,General Regulationsl43;Risch Quartermaster Suppqr208 See also
John MelishThe Travellerd6s Dictionary through th
GeographicaDescription of the United States . . . and a Description of Roads
(Philadelphia: For the Author, 1819

278



¢ Thomas Jesup to William hnard, 26 May 182IFhomas Jesup to J. M.
Washirgton, 21 July 1821andThomas Jesup to R. M. HarrisdhSeptember 1821, all
in Letters Sent, M745, RG 92, NARA; Scdieneral Regulationsl37.

>’ Trueman Cross to Thomas Jesup, 27 April 1820, Letters Sent, Letterbook, RG
92, NARA.

*8 |bid.

¥ Thomas Jesup to Jol@alhown, 4 February 1824, Jesup Pap&mtt, General
Regulations145.

60 ASP: MA 2: 31-34, 68-69; U.S.House Journal 1820. 18 Cong. f'sess.,
May 11;Annals of Congress820, 2233.

1 Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, [31 March 1820], Ise8ent, Letterbook, RG
92, NARA. See alsthomaslesup to John Calhoun, 31 March 1820, Jesup Papers.

52 Trueman Cross to John Calhoun, 1 December 1820, Letters Sent, Letterbook,
RG 92, NARA.

®3 Ibid.

%4 Ibid.

% Thomas Jesup to John Eaton, undated draft memorandum, Jesup Papers.

279



56 Trueman Cross to Jol@alhoun, 1 December 1820, Letters Sent, Letterbook,
RG 92, NARA.

%" Thomas Jesup to John Eaton, undated draft memorandum, Jesup Papers.

®8 |bid.

®®*Roger Spiller, “Calhe2h’s Expansible A

0 Act of March 2 1821 ch, 133 Stat 615-616.

I Thomas Jesup to John CalhodnEebruary 1824, Jesup Papers.

2Thomas Jesup to John Calhoun, 14 January 1820, Letters Sent, M745, RG 92,
NARA,; Kieffer, Maligned General75;ASP: MA 1: 155;ASP: MA 2: 356-357; Annals
of Congresd.822, 1202.

3 Thomas Jesuf John Eaton, undated draft memorandum, Jesup Papers.

280



CONCLUSION

The War of 1812 ex [ackofpreparedness fofwarwithd St at
Great Britain. American soldiers in every theater of operations lacked adequate food,
clothing, and shelter throughout the war. The deficiencies in the supply and logistical
system were largely responsible for the Amami€ailure to achieve its principal war aim,
the annexation of Canada. The upshot of wartime failure, however, was that it acted as a
catalyst for the reform of the United States Army after the war. The wartime
correspondence and reports of army officasswell as their later reflections on the war,
provided the blueprint for the reforms of the postwar period.

During the War of 1812, the officers of the Quartermaster Department responded
resourcefully to logistical problems. Those with foresight amdgseacity went further
and proposed solutions that would have meeylogistics morereliableand cost
efficient. These proposalsould only come to fruitionhoweverduring the postwar
period. Two important reformsvhich emanated from tlemrrespondence between
guartermasters and the War Departmieatame the key to solving the most pressing
logistical problems of thevar. TheU.S.Army only implementeaneof these reforms,
however before the close of hostilities. The first was theligakion of Secetary of War
John Ar nRalesramdRggulmns of the United States Arpwhich constituted
the first step toward rationalizing logistical procedures. In 1813, it broughttheorex
modicum of system to anray devoid of one. Armstrn g’ s regul ati ons f or
departments were a precursor to the more comprehensive regulaticQadharmaster
General Thomas Sidneye sup wr ote for Maj) aviltartGener al Wi |

Institutes The second refornmeasurgcontained in Secratr y of War James M
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report to the House Committee on Militaryféirs, proposed replacintpe muchhated
contract system with the commissariat. The critiques of Generals Winfield Scott and
Edmund P. Gaines, and Colonel John R. Fenwick, providdabsie forhea my ' s
switchover to the commissariat systen1819. Most of thennovationsand reform
proposals of quartermasteesnained untried during the wakloreover, hose that i
see the light of dalgad only a modest impact on the overall tarly situation.
Nevertheless, the responses of the consummate military professionals within the officer
corps and the civilians who shared their outlook laid the foundation for the logistical
reforms of the postwar period.
Military reform touched every lanch of the army, and was not ited solely to
the staff departmentsGeneral Scott, for example, reformed infantry tactics, camp
di scipline, and bookkeeping practices, whi
formulate a system of accountability amelw logistical procedures. Postwar military
reformers such as Scott and Jesup were disproportionately the young officers of the Left
Division. These men benefitted from a relatively high retention rate because of their
aggressive and successful battlefé | eader shi p at Chi ppawa an
had suffered through the maladministration of the War Department and the pedestrian
| eadership of the superannuated veterans o
years and were determined notabthese painful lessons go unlearned. Therefore, they
began to change army practices while the war was ongoing, and carried this impulse
forward into the postwar period in order to create a moreteféeand professionalized

army! As historian DonaldE. Gr aves, has argued, “With so
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the birth of the modern U.S. Army occurred not at Valley Forge in4177778 but along
the Niagara in 1814."

What made the birth of an American military profession possible, according to
historian Richard V. Barbuto, were the military reformers and a civilian leader who
supported their cause. Hi s corollary to
blending of leaders of the Niagara campaign with the obvious talents of Secretary of War
Jom C. Calhoun led to a period of reform that professionalized the army and prepared it
for the war®  Theicambinatbe af mititary ahd civilian support for reform
also had a profound impact on the way the United States Army conducted lodstils.
groups sought to avoid a repetition of the logistical failures of the war by establishing a
permanent staff organization, rationalizing supply and logistical procedures, creating and
enforcing systems of accountability, and making the case for attenprovements.The
result of their efforts was that, for the first time in U.S. historyUtf& Army would
fight the next war with the same supply and logistical system that it emplopedce.

After undergoing fivechanges in organaion (in 18021812, 18131815 and 1818)
within the span of sixteeyears, the system that the Army would employ against Mexico
was essentially the one established circa +8331.

This continuity in organization and stability in leadership and personnel enabled
thenew logistical procedures, systems ofaatability, and a commitment tibelong
service among quartermasters to take root. Quartermasters now had the time, hitherto
absent in the wartime Quartermaster Corps, to test these procedures in peace, to
regulaize their work, and to develop their expertise. The War of 1812 was likewise a

turning point for the professionalization of the officer corps as a whole. Historian
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William B. Skelton has argued that the strides in American military professionalism were
achievable in the postwar period only because career trajectories had stabilized. Before
the 1821 reductionf the amy, the successive series of expansions and contractions of
the regular army disrupted military careers and offered officers little Hdpstering a

sense of corporate identity or promoting military knowletige.

The logistical system of the postwar period presents a stark contrast with the
system of militaryagents during the old Peagstablishment unddtresidentyhomas
Jefferson and daes Madison. Postwar logistics was more rational, militarized, and
specialized than what preceded it. To be sure, the wartime Quartermaster Department
was an advance over thgstem ofmilitary agents but the restoration of military authority
over quartemaster functions in 1812, though important, was insufficient. During the
period 18121818, for example, the War Department still contracted out the task of
feeding the troops to civilian suppliers, who operated without military accountability. By
1826,however, the Army logistical system had turned a corner. Congress renewed the
commissariat system after a fiyear trial run and increased the size of the Quartermaster
Corps on General Jesup’s recommendati on.
experence operating under the new regulations. Moreover, Jesup exercised strong
administrative leadership in the Quartermaster Department. He ensured that the
regulations on paper would work in practice by holding his quartermasters to high
standards of perfmance. He restored strict accountability over departmental finances
and government property. The postwar reforms proved so effective that many of them

would remain in place until the twentieth century.
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The composition of the Quartermaster Corps in thetyar period differed
significantly from the logisticians of the prewar and war years. Since about 1809,
officers and politicians expressed concern about the lack of military expertise among the
civilian “military agentppdinteddrectlytrdmeciviwar t i me
life. Although the latter did hold military rank, they were still essentially businessmen
in-uniform.

The career officers of the War of 1812 began to bring a professional outlook to
the U.S. Army after the war. General Jesigs one of those officers who reflected on
the state of military knowledge prior to the war and found it wanting. Regarding the
staffing of the Quartermaster Department, he disagreed with the-rat@nmon even
among military mer-that quartermasters needaccounting skills more than military
expertise. Jesup went so far as to write into the regulations the minimum standards of
military knowledge required of a quartermaster. The pattern of his selections for
appointment to the Quartermaster Departmergaked that his conception of logistical
expertise was different from that of his predecessors. From 1818 to 1821, quartermasters
were likely to have had combat experience in the War of 1812 or a Military Academy
education. The rest of the officer coradued those officers with wartime service and a
professional mitary education, as well. istorian Samuel J. Watson has argtieatthe
U.S.Army became more professional in the postwar years because officers controlled the
recruitment process in 1818c& 1821, more so than during the prewar reductions and
expansions. They produced efficogrreports that emphasized theckground,

performance, and charact#rfellow officersas the chief criteria for retention in the

285



postwar military establishment. yRlictating the retention criteria, the officer corps was
able to serve as gatekeepers for the profession.

Direct appointmerst all but ceased in thgeriodafter 1821sincemostcivilians
did not have the training@ducationor motivationto becomecaree officers. For that
reason, West Point graduates gained appointment to the Quartermaster Department at
increasinglyhigher rates, ensuring a steady supply of highly trained and numerate

military professionals in th@uartermaster Corps.h& United StateMilitary Academy

was fast becoming the U.S. Army’s principa
trend continued until the American Civil War when fully 75.8 percent of officers were

graduates of the Academy. In the intervening years, the gromflngnce of West

Pointers in the army officer corps was indicative of a growing seinserporateness.

Moreover, according t8amuell. Watson theMilitary Academy’ s focus on n
subordination produced “a eérestedtpuél pcost
among army officers, which caused them “to

their per qui siGeneral Jesup engauraged suoh g \gesy armiong his own
subordinates from the start of his tenure. His selection criteria, written regulations, and
enforcement of those regulations ushered in an era of-protessionalism in U.S. Army
logistics. By the ady 1820s, the Quartermaster Corps hatkedbecome the vanguard

of a professional officer corps.
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