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“Hero of Sumter,” “Napoleon in Gray,” “Defender of

Charleston. . .” These are a few of the titles by which Pierre

Gustave Toutant Beauregard is known. The life and exploits

of this charismatic New Orleans Creole has been detailed in

numerous forms, with one notable exception: his relation-

ship to the notorious Confederate Le Mat revolver and its

inventor, Jean Alexander Francois Le Mat, M.D.

Dr. Le Mat disembarked from the Bourdeaux Packet in

New Orleans in February 1844 at the age of twenty-three. He

was fresh from eighteen months of work at the Bourdeaux

Military Hospital, his first post following completion of med-

ical training. Le Mat quickly broke into the Creole social

elite, of which Beauregard was a member. Within five years,

he was not only involved in the importation of tobacco and

cotton for the French government, but was also married to

the daughter of Jean Baptiste Lepretre, the most influential

Creole planter/banker in New Orleans, and as a result,

became a cousin of Beauregard.

But something else happened during those five years,

as evidenced by Le Mat’s subsequent familiarity and inven-

tion in the military and arms arena. Dr. Le Mat had somehow

obtained first hand working knowledge of these fields.

It is likely that at least some of this experience was

gained by involvement in the United States’ war with Mexico

from 1846 to 1848. New Orleans was the staging point for

many medical and non-medical aspects of the conflict.

Volunteer physicians accompanied many volunteer and

some regular army units. Beauregard, already known to Le

Mat, played a high profile role in several major campaigns.

Le Mat was a single, trained military surgeon. These forces

likely came together to place him in a position where expe-

rience with cannons, fortifications, ordnance and most

importantly, small arms, could be gained.

In the field of small arms, the Colt Dragoon made its

dramatic debut in the later parts of this conflict. Its firepower

gave the United States troops significant advantage over their

Mexican counterparts. Also notable in the fighting was the

effective use of artillery, both shot and grapeshot.

A. Le Mat & Co.:  P. G. T. Beauregard and the American Le Mat Revolver

Doug Adams

Major P. G. T. Beauregard (left), Dr. J. A. F. Le Mat and the pistol that they produced. 
(Photos Courtesy of Doug Adams/Cliff Young/Fred Edmunds)
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Somewhere in the context of these events, the fertile mind of

this French physician conceived of a combination of these

two forces: grapeshot and the multi-shot revolver. Translating

this idea into reality became Beauregard’s lifelong pursuit.

That G. P. T. Beauregard was ambitious is undisputed

and he expertly parlayed political savvy into the roles he

desired. The position that he occupied in the mid 1850s,

supervisor of the construction of the New Orleans Customs

House, had been achieved with no little effort. He also sat as

part of an influential government board charged with main-

taining the ocean-going waterways of the Mississippi.

His relationship with Dr. Le Mat may have begun in

Mexico, as a consequence of familial events or in the context

of the social network of the Creole community in New

Orleans. Beauregard’s adoption and eventual championing of

his friend’s combination revolver and shotgun was gradual,

and may have gotten a boost from another invention which

Le Mat patented in an area relevant to Beauregard. In addi-

tion to the revolver patent, #15,925 filed on October 21,

1856, Le Mat also filed United States patent number 14,365

on March 4, 1856.

This patent was for a flotation device and related to an

issue with which Beauregard struggled in the maintenance of

New Orleans’ waterways. Two barriers to this traffic existed in

the mouth of the Mississippi. The first was the simple deposit

of silt at various locations, which decreased water depth. The

second was so-called “mud lumps” or pressure-lifted silt and

mud which, sometimes overnight, randomly appeared in the

river at recorded heights of fifteen feet. These two hazards

obviously played havoc with boat traffic.

Beauregard himself had sought patents for a solution to

these problems, but without success. Le Mat’s proposal in

patent 14,365 appears sound and may have caught

Beauregard’s attention. However, there is no record that it

was ever put to use.

Whether it was this invention, a true appreciation for

the “Grapeshot Revolver” concept, or the ambitious percep-

tion that such a weapon might raise his political profile,

Beauregard embraced this physician and his gun, using his

contacts and influence to bring it to the attention of the

right people.

The relationship was at first informal and the first official

notice of the piece was a report of the Inspector General

Churchill, dated January 26, 1857. Nothing followed on this

report, however, until March 1859, when Beauregard was

able to use his influence in setting up an official military trial

of the piece in New Orleans on March 2. The attendees at this

trial included Winfield Scott, Braxton Bragg, Beauregard and

others, representing all branches of the military. The praise for

the piece could be termed effusively positive, and this

response was apparently what Beauregard was looking for.

Less than one month later, he and Le Mat formed “A. Le

Mat & Co.” for the purpose of production and promotion

of the weapon. The partnership was based on a twelve arti-

cle contract in which the specifics of production, patent

rights, financing and promotion were spelled out. Curiously,

Le Mat retained 75 percent of the patent rights and

Beauregard 25, even though the $5000 fee for financing the

patent process was paid entirely by Beauregard, who accepted

responsibility for expenses incurred by Le Mat in the promo-

tion process.

The Major was not slow in fulfilling his own promo-

tional obligations. His personal papers at Louisiana State

University in Baton Rouge include letters of endorsement of

Dr. Le Mat from John Slidell

and Judah P. Benjamin.

These two United States

Senators, whose political

origins were the same New

Orleans Creole elite as

Beauregard and Le Mat,

were at the height of their

national influence. These

letters and several others

were directed to then Sec-

retary of War, John B. Floyd

and precipitated the con-

vening of an official

Military Board, headed by

Lieutenant Colonel Joseph

E. Johnston on May 9, 1859

at the Washington Arsenal

for an official evaluation of
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Figure 1. Patent drawing for US Patent #14,365.
(Courtesy of U.S. Patent Office.)

Figure 2. Patent drawing for US Patent #15,925.
(Courtesy of U.S. Patent Office.)
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the piece. Dr. Le Mat, made an aide de campe Colonel on

April 10, 1859 at the order of the Governor of Louisiana,

must have been thrilled by this turn of events.

The pistols used in this and later trials have been an

enigma until recently. In June 2004, Greg Martin Auctions

consigned a piece out of a family collection, originating in

northern France. The pistol bears the barrel address “JOHN

KRIDER & CO., PHILADELPHIA MAKERS COL. A. LE MAT’S

GRAPE SHOT REVOLVER PATENT NO. 2.” John Krider was a

well-respected gun maker in Philadelphia in the early and

mid-nineteenth century. At the time of this discovery, several

things were known about similar pieces. First, a nearly iden-

tical pistol, labeled “MADE BY JOHN KRIDER. PHILADA. LE

MAT’S GRAPE SHOT REVOLVER PATENT,” and bearing the

serial “No.1” had been sold to the Liege Arms Museum in

Belgium in 1891 by the estate of Auguste Francotte. Mr.

Francotte was a prominent gun maker in the early and mid-

nineteenth century known for his quality and his ability to

produce what were politely known as “brevettes” or

copies. Second, five similar pistols, some with Belgian

proof marks, were known to exist. Third, these seven guns

were seen as conceptually similar but structurally different

than the several hundred other Le Mat revolvers known. It

had been assumed that these represented a continuum of

production. The distinction between these later Le Mat

revolvers and those under examination here will be com-

mented on below.

Close examination of the Krider No. 2 yields some inter-

esting information. Most significantly, it offers nine .41 caliber

revolver shots and an 18-gauge shot barrel, considerably more

firepower than its competitor the Colt. Further, it is well made

and functions well even today. Third, it is structurally identical

to Krider No. 1. Finally, in comparison to three of the five

unlabelled pistols it reveals subtle but striking differences in
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Figure 3. The handwritten text of the New Orleans trial of the 
pistol produced by Le Mat and promoted by Beauregard.
(Courtesy of LSU Libraries.)
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weight, balance, design features and machining characteris-

tics. From these examinations, it is clear that the three are of

the same manufacturing site—Belgium—as two of the three

bear Liege proofs. They are distinct from the “Krider No. 2”

piece and its partner “No. 1,” however, which are American

made by Krider.

Shedding further light on this conundrum are two

findings in the Beauregard papers, a receipt from John

Krider for “patent pistols,” and a notation in Beauregard’s

expense listing for the monies paid to John Krider for these

“model revolvers.” Putting this together leads one to con-

clude that John Krider made patent pistols for “A. Le Mat &

Co.”, and that these pistols, at least two of which are repre-

sented by Krider pieces 1 and 2, were likely used for trials

and promotion.

The barrel address of Krider No. 2 contains another

find. The word “Col.” is clearly an addition made after the

original address. Its depth and wear indicate that it is con-

temporary in era but clearly different in font and appears

to have been placed in the only available space left on the

barrel. Given that Le Mat was made a Colonel in April 1859,

it would seem a logical conclusion that this piece was

made prior to that, making it available at the time of the

military trials. Perhaps a bit more fanciful is the question 

of who would have added this title. Article Nine of the con-

tract between Beauregard

and Le Mat stipulated that

“all weapons shall bear the

name of the inventor, A.

Le Mat.” This Krider piece

certainly meets that crite-

rion. Why and who would

add the title “Col.”unless it

was the person who actu-

ally bore that title? The ori-

gins of the piece from

northern France, the area

Le Mat retired, raises fur-

ther speculation as to

whether or not this was

indeed the personal wea-

pon of J. A. F. Le Mat.

As for the other five

Belgian pieces, it would

seem that these were bre-

vettes manufactured in

Belgium, possibly by

Auguste Francotte. They

were patterned after the

piece he had come to own

and offered on the open
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Figure 4. The first page of the contract between Le Mat and
Beauregard for production, promotion and sale of the “Grape shot
revolving pistol.” (Courtesy of LSU Libraries.)

Figures 5 and 6. Letters of endorsement for Alexander Le Mat and his pistol by John Slidell and Judah P.
Benjamin to John B. Floyd, United States Secretary of War. (Courtesy of LSU Libraries.)
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market. One of these guns found its way

into the hand of Captain Conley of the 16th

Maine, who received it as a Christmas pres-

ent from his men in 1863. As these pieces

do not bear the contractually stipulated “A.

Le Mat,” it is unlikely that they were made

with the knowledge or permission of “A. Le

Mat & Co.”

Patent data for these guns is abundant.

United States 15,925 (1856), Belgian 5173

(1857), British 1622 (1859), and the first fil-

ing of French # 41,694 (1859) all capture the

concept, and the drawings for the British

and French patents are identical.

Large-scale production of these wea-

pons was never pursued, likely for several

reasons. Most significantly, at the time of
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Figure 7. Krider
engraved No. 2. This
spectacular find 
represents the efforts 
of Le Mat and
Beauregard in the field
of small arms. This
nine-shot, .41 caliber
revolver and 18-gauge
shotgun offered 
considerably more 
firepower than its Colt
competitor. (Photos by
Doug Adams, Courtesy
of Cliff Young.) 

Figure 8. Receipt to John Krider for “Patent Pistol” in the amount of $208.80. (Courtesy
of LSU Libraries.)
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introduction, it was peacetime and weapons expenditures dur-

ing peace are notoriously low. Further, these pieces were

heavy, cumbersome, and similar in size and feel to the Colt

Dragoon. By 1859, lighter, more manageable pieces were

becoming available. Last, the specter of patent infringements

may have been raised because the cylinder rotating and locking

mechanism of these pieces is similar to that of Colt’s revolvers.

With guns in hand, Col. Le Mat and Major Beauregard

proceeded to the Washington Arsenal for the May 9, 1859

trial. This too was a success and concluded

with “. . . the Board respectfully recom-

mends that this arm be subjected to trial in

the hands of troops in actual service in the

field.”

A flurry of promotional activity fol-

lowed on this conclusion. Articles detailing

the pistol, its characteristics and the results

of these two trials were published in The

New Orleans Crescent, The Delta Bee and

The True Delta. Records indicate that dur-

ing the fall of that year, Beauregard visited

many of the major arms makers in this

country to seek a manufacturer of the

piece. The list of those he visited included

Manhattan Firearms Co., Bacon & Co.,

Davis & Co., Chicopee Falls Co., Muzzy and
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Figure 9. Portion of Beauregard’s expenses in the partnership. Note the expense for
the “Model Revolvers.” (Courtesy of LSU Libraries.)

Figure 10. Close up of the “Col.” On the barrel address, illustrating
its contemporary but later addition. (Photos by Doug Adams,
Courtesy of Cliff Young.)

Figure 11. The Conley piece. This Le Mat is the only known “Yankee”
Le Mat, give to Captain Conley (pictured) by his men on December
25, 1863. Note the subtle differences from the Krider piece: hammer
shape, trigger position, grip engraving, frame-locking device. More
significant differences in machining, weight, balance and overall feel
cannot be appreciated until compared side by side with the Krider.
(Photos by Doug Adams, Courtesy of Cliff Young.)

Figure 12. Patent drawing from Belgian patent number 5173, filed
by Le Mat in 1857. (Courtesy of Belgian Patent Office.)

Figure 13. Patent drawing from British Patent # 1622, filed by 
Le Mat on July 8, 1859. (Courtesy of British Patent Office.)
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Co., and Springfield Arms Co. No record of any contract to

manufacture exists although a response from the Manhattan

Firearms Co. is noted in these papers.

Le Mat, as the European emissary for the partnership,

exerted the same efforts with similar results. During this

time he also enlisted the help of a fellow physician, Dr.

Charles Girard, as his “special agent” in the endeavor. Girard

must have been involved to some degree on the domestic

front, however, because the Krider invoice for the patent

pistols noted above bears his name as well.

The contractual appointment of Beauregard as the

United States representative and Le Mat as the European

representative apparently worked well for a period of

time. Trouble began for the partnership in early 1860 how-

ever, as indicated by a letter from Beauregard to Le Mat

dated March 20. The tone of the letter is paternal and

seeks to smooth ruffled feathers on the part of Le Mat and

Girard. The specifics of the offenses are unclear, but

apparently some correspondence between Beauregard, Le

Mat and Le Mat’s patent attorney in Belgium had taken

place without Girard’s involvement. Additionally, Le Mat

had somehow lost an opportunity to sell one-quarter of

the patent rights for $20,000 (currently the equivalent of

approximately $400,000) due to an inability to prove

patent holdings. Beauregard concludes the letter with the

suggestion that the relationship continue with bygones

being bygones.

In correspondence dated April 10, 1860, Beauregard

and Le Mat sought to correct the problem that had sabotaged

this previous sale opportunity. The Beauregard papers con-

tain a list of documents given to Le Mat by Beauregard, which
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Figure 14. Receipt for placement of “. . . notice of pistols” in The True Delta
by Major Beauregard. (Courtesy of LSU Libraries.)

Figure 16. The more commonly recognized Le Mat revolvers: first model (left), transitional model (upper right) and
second model (bottom right). These pieces were made under the Le Mat and Girard partnership, using later patents
and differ significantly from the pieces made by “A. Le Mat & Co.” (Photo by Doug Adams.)

Figure 15. Listing of papers given to Col. Le Mat by G.T.
Beauregard on July 2, 1860. (Courtesy of LSU Libraries.)
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included patent papers, the reports of the New Orleans and

Washington trials and other miscellaneous documentation.

Beauregard must have anticipated that this provision

would have addressed the issues, but that was not the case.

The next correspondence between he and Le Mat, dated July

2, 1860, contains a listing of the expenses he incurred dur-

ing the partnership and an inventory of all documents per-

taining to the corporation.

More significantly, accompanying these documents is a

letter in which he consented to the sale of 75% of the patent

rights to Girard and cedes his 25% back to Le Mat as long as

all of his incurred expenses are reimbursed. Eight days later,

Le Mat and Girard officially partnered in the corporation

“Girard & Cie.”

This partnership began the saga of the more familiar Le

Mat revolvers, made for the Confederacy of the United States.

Although conceptually similar to the pistols made by Le Mat

and Beauregard, they are structurally very different in size,

caliber, material, and internal mechanisms. The designs for

these pistols are found in additional patents filed by Le Mat

and Girard: Belgian number 11,208, the first and second addi-

tions to French number 41,694 and British number 1081, all

filed between 1861 and 1865.

The irony of this series of events is that Le Mat, to paci-

fy Girard and facilitate production, gave up control of the

pistol’s production. The quality of the pieces produced at

Girard’s Paris factory, however, was inconsistent and lay at

the heart of the difficulties that the Confederacy “officially”

had with the piece. In spite of these difficulties, records indi-

cate that the piece continued to find its way “unofficially”

into the hands of Confederate soldiers.

The tension that these quality concerns created may

have led to the dissolution of Girard and Cie in mid-1866 and

the eventual jailing of Girard in Debtor’s prison at the hands

of Le Mat and his attorney.

J. A. F. Le Mat and P. G. T. Beauregard partnered for one

year to produce a weapon which they felt would revolutionize

individual combat. The guns they designed were officially tri-

aled and well received. They were thought to be a significant

contribution to the arms field. Failure in efforts at subsequent

production appears to have been a matter of timing. Krider

pieces No. 1, in the Liege Arms Museum and No. 2, in private

hands, are the only known official derivatives of this partner-

ship and as such remain a tribute to their efforts, memory, and

the role they played in the military history of the United States.
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