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Preface

Without maps, New York State as we know it would not exist, for there is nothing
“natural’” about the State of New York. It exists only in our minds, and it could not have
come into being were it not for its conceptualization through maps (along with other
forms of symbolic representation). The very mention of the state is likely to conjure up a
kind of mental map—a vague image of its boundaries, and the approximate location of its
most prominent features. Historically speaking, the New York we are familiar with was
formed in large part through the use of maps on paper. The first European explorers
found their way to the East Coast of North America with the aid of maps, and they made
increasingly accurate and detailed maps to guide others to their discoveries. Maps played
an essential part in the establishment of the boundaries of the state, which is a process
that took place over more than two hundred years, and is still not complete. Much of what
exists within the state also could not have come into being without maps. Settlers and
landowners have used them to claim and define their properties. Without maps of
boundaries within the state, New York’s political and electoral procedures as we know
them would not exist. Census and tax maps are indispensable for its administration.
Without street and road maps, people would not be able to find their way from one part of
the state to another. Many other examples could be given to illustrate how maps have
profoundly shaped both our conception of New York, and how we live within its
boundaries.

Old maps and other cartographic materials (including atlases, aerial photographs, and
digital geospatial data) can also tell us much about the past. They are densely packed with
information; it has been estimated that the contents of an average-sized map would
occupy an entire volume if presented as written text. Maps also present their information
in a tangible and graphic form, which enables us to perceive at a glance geographic
patterns and relationships that might not otherwise be evident. Thus, maps made in the
past constitute a huge library of information about what is or was in the state, and also
about what previous generations of map makers knew about the place, and what they
thought important.

Like other historical documents, maps need to be interpreted. It is an illusion to think
that they depict what is or was “really there” on the surface of the earth. They are
symbolic and stylized representations of the human version of “reality” (whatever that
may be). It is true that most of what maps show is in some sense reflects what is “out
there” in the “real world,” but they are selective, and distort what they depict. They may
also contain errors or be deliberately misleading. They reflect the interests, biases,
training, and abilities of the persons who made them. Because maps are expensive to
produce, they generally serve the needs of the rich and powerful. Like poetry and music,
they are cultural creations, and they cannot be fully understood outside their historical
contexts.

These generalizations apply to maps of any state or nation, but New York has a
particularly rich cartographic heritage because of its diverse history over the last 500
years. Early maps of this region reflect the differing viewpoints, needs, and traditions of
Native American, Dutch, French, and British mapmakers. Since the end of the colonial
era, maps have reflected the perceptions of successive generations of explorers, soldiers,
scientists, land speculators, tourists, bureaucrats, and others. Consequently, they tell us as



much about the people who made them as they do about the changing geography of the
state.

Because of New York’s diverse heritage and its centrality to the history of the United
States, the cartographic history of New York can also serve as a window onto the
mapping of our nation and the world. Developments within the state often reflect trends
which began elsewhere, or are part of larger trends. The development of large-scale
topographic mapping, thematic mapping, and the application of aerial photography or
computer imagery to maps are examples of larger trends that are not specific to any
particular place, but whose overall features can be understood through studying their
application to New York.

Because maps are so essential for the study of anything that has a geographic aspect,
the cartographic history of New York is of interest not only to historians and
geographers, but to many others. This book should be particularly useful to educators,
urban planners, map collectors, environmental analysts, and those interested in the
development of transportation.

Different users will probably want to use this work in different ways. Some may
want to read it through from beginning to end, as it tells a coherent story of how
cartography has developed in New York over several centuries. For me, it is fascinating
to see how map making has changed over time, even in the limited context of a fairly
representative portion of post-Renaissance Western culture. The changes depicted here
do not constitute a celebratory story of teleological progress, but they do show a kind of
structured development as map makers have responded creatively to the needs and
possibilities of an increasingly populous, wealthy, complex, and technologically
sophisticated society. Specialists may want to use this work as a guide or reference work
for research on specific subjects, or on specific areas of regional history. In addition to
providing an overview of developments, this work includes extensive footnotes, a
bibliography, and numerous hyperlinks to other resources for those who want to use it as
a starting place for further research. Please note that all hyperlinks are located in the
endnotes, which are themselves linked to the text. These notes include numerous links to
high-resolution images of maps discussed in the body of this work.

The existing literature on the mapping of New York is uneven. The literature on the
mapping of New York City, particularly of Manhattan, is quite extensive and generally of
high quality. A good deal has also been written about the mapping of New York during
the era of the Revolutionary War. Other regions and certain subjects are quite neglected. |
have not ignored completely the mapping of New York City, since it forms an important
and integral part of my subject, but | have focused more heavily on the relatively
neglected topics and places. Where a subject is covered in depth elsewhere, | usually
provide a summary, and refer the reader to more detailed accounts.

This book is the result of more than twenty years of intermittent work, much of it
during my career as a map librarian at Stony Brook University (State University of New
York). Portions of this study have previously been published in The Portolan, Meridian,
The Long Island Historical Journal, Coordinates, and the Web sites of The New York
Map Society and the Stony Brook University Libraries. Complete citations for these and
other works used in this publication can be found in the bibliography.
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Chapter 1
The Period of Exploration, 1500-1632

Native American Mapping

The ability to make maps appears to be hard wired into the human brain. People
orient themselves in space through the construction of cognitive or “mental maps” (which
exist only in the mind). This faculty for spatial orientation is important for human
survival, and the origins of this ability probably antedate the appearance of modern
humans.[1] The earliest known maps to make the transition from mental images to a
durable medium are prehistoric pictographs and petroglyphs, some of which probably
antedate the appearance of writing.[2]

Thus, it is certain that New York’s aboriginal inhabitants were also its first map
makers, although we can only speculate about the appearance of maps produced prior to
the period of European contact. Recent research has shown that many American Indian
cultures made maps, some of which were quite sophisticated.[3] Unfortunately, any
“mental maps” that pre-contact Indians in New York may have transferred to a physical
medium have been lost. This is not surprising, since Indian maps were usually created as
temporary sketches to illustrate verbal descriptions of travels or military ventures. Early
explorers report that they often were drawn in the dirt or sand. Although a few Indian
maps took the form of pictographs or other images on stone, no maps of this kind have
been found in New York. Iroguoian groups in Canada are reported to have made maps on
birch bark, but no bark maps made by New York Indians prior to the nineteenth century
have survived.[4]

On the other hand, there are reports of maps being sketched out by Indians for the
early European explorers of what is now New York. One of the first of these is by an
Indian who in 1619 sketched out in chalk a map of the rivers around Manhattan for the
English explorer Thomas Dermer.[5] Somewhat later, in the well-known “Narrative of a
Journey into Mohawk and Oneida Country” (1634-35), it is related that Oneida Indians
made a map of their country for Dutch explorers using stones and grains of corn.[6]
Several copies of Indian maps showing portions of New York, which were made by
Europeans, have also come down to us. One of the most spectacular of these is a map of
the area around Susquehanna River made in 1683 by two Cayugas and a
Susquehannock.[7] A somewhat similar map showing Indian routes from the
Susquehanna River to the Iroquois villages was made in 1681.[8] Since these latter maps
date from well after the initial contact between Indians and Europeans, and were put on
paper by Europeans, it is possible that they reflect some European influences in their
techniques.

Throughout the colonial period, Native Americans continued to provide information
that found its way into maps made by Europeans. In some cases these contributions were
acknowledged. As late as 1771, Guy Johnson’s map of the country of the Six Nations
credited information derived from “sketches of intelligent Indians.”[9] In other cases, we
can deduce the borrowings from Indian sources through the analysis of certain features
on European maps. For example, Indian maps are not based on European conceptions of
uniform scale or the location of places by coordinates of latitude and longitude. They



tend to exaggerate the size of important features, such as islands in lakes, and frequently
“misplace” or “misorient” things according to our lights. Since most Indian maps were
made for purposes of hunting, trade, or war, they also frequently emphasize
communication routes by water, without showing the relative sizes of different steams, or
even differentiating between streams and portages. When we see these characteristic
features on European maps, it is probable that they are derived from unacknowledged
Native American sources. Indian contributions to colonial-era maps, both acknowledged
and unacknowledged, will be discussed in greater detail as we come across them on
particular maps.

Maps of the Early European Explorers, 1500-1600

It is not certain when the first European set foot on present-day New York. It is
possible that the Vikings reconnoitered this far south, but no generally accepted
archaeological or documentary evidence has so far been uncovered that proves a Viking
presence here.[10] It is also possible that other European fishermen or explorers may
have touched upon the shores of New York before 1492, but no solid evidence has been
found to confirm this possibility. All widely accepted evidence of European discoveries
in New York postdates Columbus. Even here, it is uncertain which European was the first
to sight New York. Two early maps of the east coast of North America may possibly
show the coastline of present-day New York. One of these is the famous world map of
Juan de la Cosa (1500), which presents the east coast of North America in very stylized
fashion.[11] A stronger case can be made that the Cantino chart of 1502 shows the results
of an actual voyage along the coast of North America, since it contains more details and
some place names. Arne Molander has argued plausibly that this map shows the coast of
Long Island and Montauk Point, and that it reflects the discoveries of a Portuguese
expedition headed by the Corte Real brothers.[12]

The first certain sighting of New York by a European was made by Giovanni da
Verrazano in 1524. Verrazano, after sailing over the site of the future Verrazano Bridge,
anchored briefly in New York Bay. He then sailed along the coast of Long Island (which
he called “Flora™), passed Block Island (“Louisa”), and proceeded to Narragansett Bay,
where he overhauled his ship. Verrazano’s discoveries are recorded in several manuscript
maps drawn in the 1520s, including the Maggiolo world map of 1527, and maps by
Girolamo Verrazano (the explorer’s brother) created in 1529.[13] These are all small-
scale maps; a better representation of Verrazano’s discoveries is presented in Gastaldi’s
map of New France, which was published later in 1556. The Gastaldi map, which also
incorporates information from Cartier’s voyages, will be discussed below.

Verrazano’s voyage was sponsored by the King of France (Francis I). Not to be
outdone, his Habsburg rival, the Emperor Charles V, dispatched his own expedition later
in the same year to explore the east coast of North America. This was led by Esteban
Gomez, a Portuguese explorer, who had previously sailed with Magellan (and had
deserted him before he rounded South America). We know that Gomez sailed past New
York, going from north to south, but it is doubtful whether he actually saw New York
Harbor or any areas immediately surrounding it. He seems to have kept so far off shore
that he could gather at best only a vague impression of the coast. There is a whole group
of maps based on the voyages of Estaban Gomez. They show the East Coast of North



America, but their depiction of the New York area is extremely unclear. The earliest most
influential of this group is Diogo Ribero’s World Map (1529), which set the standard for
the depiction of the east coast between Cape Cod and Chesapeake Bay until the
explorations of Henry Hudson. A conspicuous feature on these maps is a large river with
many islands at its mouth labeled Rio de las Gamas” (Deer River). Some have thought
that this might be New York Harbor, but the river is clearly north of Cape Cod, and is
almost certainly the Penobscot Bay and River.[14]

The next explorer to contribute to the exploration of New York was Jacques Cartier
(1491-1557). Cartier made three voyages between 1534 and 1542, in which he explored
the Gulf and River of St. Lawrence as far as the present site of Montreal. In none of these
voyages did Cartier actually enter the boundaries of present-day New York, although he
apparently saw the Adirondack Mountains from Mont Royal near Montreal. He spent
considerable time with Iroquoian Indians (possibly Huron) near the sites of what later
became Quebec and Montreal, and learned from them about the existence of the Great
Lakes and Lake Champlain, as well as something about the Iroquoian tribes in what is
now New York. Cartier’s explorations formed the basis of the French claim to the St.
Lawrence River Valley, and led to later French activities in northern New York,
including extensive mapping.[15]

Of the maps reflecting these early voyages, the most revealing is Giacomo di
Gastaldi’s map of New France, which was first published in Ramusio’s Viaggi (\Voyages)
in 1556, and is represented here by a copy from the 1565 edition of that work (Figure
1.1).[16] One would like to know more about the sources of this map, but it clearly drew
on the narratives of both Verrazano and Cartier, which are both included in Ramusio’s
book (The Viaggi was an early collection of travel narratives and a predecessor of
Hakluyt’s Voyages.) Gastaldi’s map, which is the first regional map of the Northeast,
looks crude and very strange to our eyes, but its basic features are clear enough. New
York harbor is labeled Angouléme (the title of Francis | before he became king). The
embayment to the right of New York Harbor is probably Jamaica Bay, which was much
more open to the ocean at that time. Long Island is the peninsula labeled Flora.
Narragansett Bay and probably Buzzard’s Bay are shown on the mainland. Narragansett
Bay seems to be Port Réal , and Buzzard’s Bay is probably Port du Refuge, although the
map seems to reflect some confusion between the two. Practically nothing is shown of
the coastline between Buzzard’s Bay and Cape Breton. The odd snake-like object in the
ocean is a stylized representation of the Grand Banks and the shoals off Cape Cod. One
of the most interesting features of this map is the depiction of the Hudson and St.
Lawrence Rivers, which are shown as joining. This is probably an indication of the use of
Native American sources. Rivers almost never cross watersheds, but Indians carrying
canoes do, and, as previously mentioned, Native American maps often did not
differentiate between streams and portages. Indians made trips from the St. Lawrence to
the Hudson River via the route that runs through the Richelieu River, Lake Champlain,
and Lake George. Since this route was as yet unexplored by Europeans, this feature
almost certainly reflects knowledge derived from Native American sources. It appears
also that the Mohawk River may be shown flowing to the west where the Hudson River
“joins” the St. Lawrence. If this is actually what is represented here, this information
would also have come from Indians.[17]



Figure 1.1 Giacomo di Gastaldi, Map of New France, 1565. Courtesy of the Norman
B. Leventhal Map Center at the Boston Public Library.

Even at this early date, the Gastaldi map already reflects a salient feature of New
York’s geography—one that is critically important for the subsequent exploration,
mapping, and settlement of the region. This is the easy access to the interior of New York
and the continent via rivers and inland waterways. New York is bounded on the north and
west by the St. Lawrence River, and by the Great Lakes. The Hudson River penetrates its
center. These great inland passages are joined by relatively easy routes via Lake
Champlain and the Mohawk River. These waterways largely explain New York’s
strategic position as an entryway to the North American continent.

Unfortunately for the French, they fell into a period of civil war shortly after the time
the Gastaldi map was made, and did not resume their explorations in North America until
the first decade of the seventeenth century. During the fifty years following the
publication of the Gastaldi map, there were no significant improvements in the mapping
of what is now the Northeastern United States. Verrazano’s discoveries were almost
forgotten, and maps of this area were typically based on the model established by the
Ribero chart with its indistinct depiction of the New York area. The popularity of the
maps based on the explorations of Estaban Gomez reflects the reputation of the Spanish
as the foremost explorers of the sixteenth century. Only after 1600 did the French resume
their explorations, and by that time the English and the Dutch were also on the scene. A
period of relatively rapid exploration and mapping ensued, stimulated in part by rivalry
between the three nations.



Hudson, Champlain, and Their Successors, 1603-1632

The first decade of the seventeenth century was pivotal for later developments. In
1603 Champlain arrived in New France, and French explorations were vigorously
resumed. The English founded Jamestown in 1607, and were active in exploring parts of
what later became New England. Of most direct relevance to New York, Henry Hudson
rediscovered New York harbor in 1609, and sailed up what is now known as the Hudson
River to its limit of navigation near Albany.

Hudson’s voyage was by no means a complete shot in the dark. Although
Verrazano’s discoveries had been overshadowed, they were not completely forgotten, and
they were apparently supplemented by some unrecorded voyages made to the New York
area later in the sixteenth century. A world map by Jehan Cossin dating from 1570 seems
to show the area around New York Harbor, including (possibly) Long Island, along with
the Hudson River flowing into a large lake, which might represent one of the Great Lakes
or even Hudson’s Bay.[18] An account of Verrazano’s voyage was translated and
published in Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations (1598-1600). This same edition of Hakluyt
also includes a world map by Edward Wright, which appears to show the Hudson River
flowing north to the St. Lawrence River, which then leads to “The Lake of Tadouac, the
boundes whereof are unknowne.”[19] Probably acquaintance with some or all of these
materials led John Smith to write Hudson from Virginia that he should look for a large
river or straight a few degrees north of the Virginia Colony.[20]

Hudson nonetheless thought he was making a new discovery, and he certainly can be
credited with being at the right place at the right time. Because of the political situation in
Europe, his “discovery” was the one that mattered for future developments. In spite of
this, the immediate cartographic consequences of Hudson’s voyage are unclear. Hudson
is known to have made maps of his discoveries, but they have been lost. On Hudson’s
return from the New World, his charts were confiscated by the English when he was
forced to stop in London, and they have never resurfaced. In Holland, Hudson and other
members of his crew communicated the results of his voyage to the Dutch authorities, but
the earliest map produced by the Dutch that shows New York Harbor and the Hudson
River appears to be the Adriaen Block Chart of 1614, which will be considered below.

Thus, it appears that no maps made before 1614 still exist that depict Hudson’s
discoveries. In many histories the gap between 1609 and 1614 has been filled in with a
discussion of the so-called “Velasco Map”(Figure 1.2). | have argued elsewhere that
this map is almost certainly a nineteenth-century fake, and a number of scholars agree
with me.[21] But just in case | am wrong, something should be said about this map,
since, even if it is a forgery, it provides a good summary of the extent of European
knowledge of the Northeast in the years immediately following Hudson’s discovery. The
“Velasco map” does much more than show the results of Hudson’s voyage: it
summarizes results of the European discoveries in northeastern North America made in
the decade before 1610. This map supposedly was produced for the English court around
1610, and was acquired or copied by the Spanish Ambassador to the Court of Saint
James, one Don Alonso de Velasco, who sent the map (or more likely a copy of it) back
to the King of Spain. The author of the map is unknown, and Velasco’s role (assuming
the map is authentic) was only that of a forwarding agent. It was believed that it reposed



in the Spanish archives along with associated documents until it was rediscovered at the
end of the nineteenth century by Alexander Brown.

Figure 1.2. Almost certainly a fake: the so-called “Velasco Map.” Image from
Stokes, Iconography of Manhattan Island.

The contrast between the Velasco map and everything that went before it is
remarkable. It is the first map that shows the Northeast coast of the United States in a
form we can easily recognize. In fact, the modern appearance of the map first raised
questions in my mind about its authenticity. Nothing closely resembling it is known from
the first half of the seventeenth century, and its depiction of what is now southern Canada
is much more accurate than anything that Champlain, an expert cartographer who spent
many years in the area, produced as late as 1632.

Even though it is probably a fake, the Velasco Map is still a skillful synthesis of
several early seventeenth-century sources. The depiction of the Hudson River and the
area around New York harbor is almost certainly derived from published accounts of
Hudson’s voyages.[22] The area around the Saint Lawrence River and the Coast of New
England is mostly derived from maps of Champlain, including his manuscript map of
New England, now held by the Library of Congress.[23] Champlain was busy in 1604
and 1606 mapping the coast of New England as far south as the southern shore of Cape
Cod and the Elizabeth Islands. What might have happened if Champlain had gone a bit
farther and rediscovered New York Harbor prior to Hudson, is an interesting question for
those who like to ponder the “what ifs” of history.



Other sources were also used in the construction of this map. The depiction of coast
of North Carolina and Chesapeake Bay appears to be largely derived from John Smith’s
map of Virginia. The depiction of parts of the coast of New England appears to be
derived from accounts in Hakluyt’s Voyages.

The depiction of the New York area on the Velasco map is remarkable both because
of what it includes and what it omits. The Hudson River is clearly shown, as are several
of the features of New York Harbor, including Sandy Hook and Staten Island. The names
Manahata and Manahatin can be found on both sides of the lower river. These names
probably indicate Indian tribes, and appear to be located further north than Manhattan
Island, possibly as far north as the Hudson Highlands, which are sketched in on the map.
The map does not show Long Island as separate from the mainland, and it also did not
show Manhattan as an island. Nor does it show any recognizable details on the coast of
Connecticut or Rhode Island. In most respects, then, the Velasco map accords with what
is known Hudson’s explorations in the New York region—i.e. that he sailed straight up
the Hudson River, and did no additional exploring in the region before his return.

The sources for the depiction of northern New York are more of a mystery
(assuming again that the map is authentic). The Velasco map includes a depiction of the
Saint Lawrence River, which could only have been derived from Champlain’s first
voyage to Canada in 1603, although Champlain had not yet published any maps of the
area. As mentioned above, the overall depiction of the St. Lawrence River area is also
very different from anything Champlain ever published. The map also shows a large
inland lake, which is almost certainly Lake Champlain, although it had not yet been
discovered by Europeans. This lake is connected to the St. Lawrence River by what
appears to be the Richelieu River. But the lake depicted is much larger than Lake
Champlain; it runs from west to east; and it is divided into two nearly equal parts.
Possibly the two parts are meant to represent Lake Champlain and Lake George. The
exaggerated size of the lakes, and the neglect of scale and proportions are characteristic
of maps derived from Indian sources. We know that both Hudson and Champlain
gathered information from the Indians. Because of the depiction of the Richelieu River
and the failure to show the connections between Lake Champlain and the Hudson River,
it is most likely that the information about the inland lake was gathered by Champlain, if
indeed the map is not a fake. Further west is a much larger lake that could only be Lake
Ontario, although no European is known to have seen it. Lake Ontario is left open to the
west, suggesting that it might be the long sought after passage through North America to
the Pacific Ocean. A river is shown arcing from the Hudson to Lake Ontario. This is
strongly suggestive of the Mohawk River, which (with the help of a portage to Lake
Oneida) does eventually lead to Lake Ontario. The source of all of this information would
be (if the map is authentic) once again, most likely American Indians, who could have
communicated it to either Hudson or Champlain. As Champlain is known to have
gathered geographical information from the Indians, he is the most likely source. The
Velasco map acknowledges the use of information from Indian informants—there is a
note on the map located to the west of the Hudson River which states that “all the blue is
done by the relations of the Indians.”

Almost all of the features on the Velasco Map were or could have been known to at
least some Europeans in 1610, and this is what gives the map some value as a summary
of European knowledge of New York as of that date, regardless of its authenticity.



However, the map presents these features with a clarity and precision that cannot be
found on other maps produced around that time, or even much later. In this sense, it is
misleading, and gives the impression that Europeans had at this time a much clearer
picture of eastern North America than they actually possessed. We will see that it took
another fifty years of effort before European explorers and map makers were able to
confirm the essential correctness of the picture presented by the Velasco Map.

Let us now turn to the maps of Champlain, the authenticity of which have not been
seriously questioned. After completing his explorations of the New England coast,
Champlain returned to the Saint Lawrence River area in 1608 and founded Quebec. The
French were much interested in the fur trade, which got them involved in supporting
Algonkian and Huron Indians against their traditional Iroquois enemies. The wars that
ensued brought French troops repeatedly into northern and western New York. The first
of these actions took place in 1609—just as Hudson was exploring his eponymous
river—when Champlain and his Indian allies voyaged down the Richelieu River into
Lake Champlain, and fought a successful skirmish at the bottom of the lake, possibly near
Fort Ticonderoga.

In 1612 Champlain published his first map of New France, which shows what he had
learned of the geography of the area in the preceding years (Figure 1.3).[24] The
Richelieu River is depicted, as well as Lake Champlain, which he apparently named after
himself. The orientation and shape of Lake Champlain are approximately correct,
although it is depicted as much too large, and shown far to the east of its true location.
Champlain’s map also hints at the existence of the Adirondacks, which the explorer
certainly would have seen from “his” lake. It also shows the course of the St. Lawrence
River, which he had explored as far as the rapids just beyond Montreal. Remarkably, the
map also shows the remainder of the Saint Lawrence River, including the Thousand
Islands, as well as Lake Ontario, Lake Oneida, Niagara Falls, and Lake Erie. Neither
Champlain nor any other Frenchman had yet visited these places, and his sole sources of
information for these features would have been American Indians. In certain respects, this
part of the map, based entirely on Native American sources, is more accurate than any
maps of that area that Champlain subsequently made.[25]



Figure 1.3. Samuel de Champlain, New France (1612). Detail of image from
Bibliothéque nationale de France. Image source: Wikipedia Commons.

In the following years, Champlain was to see more of New York. He discovered
Lake Huron by taking a route via the Ottawa River (he never reached Lake Erie). Then he
backtracked and crossed Lake Ontario. Still fighting the Iroquois, he continued
southward with his Indian allies and laid siege unsuccessfully to an Onondaga fort near
Lake Oneida. Champlain’s narrative is accompanied by a drawing of a formidable
looking Onondaga fort, which was published in the 1619 edition of his Voyages and
Discoveries. Like many of the illustrations on seventeenth-century maps, this drawing
needs to be viewed with caution: it is by no means certain that the artist who made this
engraving was supervised by Champlain. Based on what is known about Iroquois
fortifications, the fort was probably much less elaborate than the one shown in
Champlain’s book.

At about the same time, one of Champlain’s lieutenants, Etienne Brilé, was sent on a
mission to make contact with the Iroquois’ southerly enemies, the Susquehannocks
(called by the French the Andastes). In the course his travels, Bralé explored either the
Delaware or the Susquehanna River to its mouth.[26] Most likely it was the Delaware
River, since Champlain’s maps of New France made in 1616 and 1632 show the
Delaware River reaching up to the Iroquois villages, and do not depict the upper reaches
of the Susquehanna. There is a good chance that Brale, who was traveling with Indians,
started his trip on a branch of the Susquehanna and portaged at some point over to the
Delaware, but was unaware that he had changed rivers, or failed to communicate this to
Champlain. It will be seen that the relationship between the two rivers also confused the
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Dutch, and it was not until the end of the seventeenth century that their intertwined
watersheds were known at least approximately.

While Champlain was exploring northern New York, the Dutch were not idle.
Hudson’s initial discovery was followed up by Dutch fur traders and explorers. After
several preliminary voyages, a group of merchants sent a fleet of three ships to the
vicinity of the Hudson River in the fall of 1613. The captain of one of these ships, de
Tijger (The Tiger), was Adriaen Block, who was already on his third voyage to the
Hudson River. Block was able to fend off threats from competing merchants, the
destruction of his ship by fire, and a mutiny by his own sailors. He built a small sloop to
replace the incinerated Tijger, which he called the Onrust (Restless)—the first ship to
have been constructed in Manhattan. In the Onrust, Block circumnavigated Long Island
in 1613/1614, and explored both sides of Long Island Sound. In 1614, the Dutch founded
their first permanent trading post, Fort Nassau, which was located on the Hudson River
south of Albany. In 1615/16 Cornelis Hendrikson, the captain of another ship sent out at
the same time as Block, carried out additional explorations along the Hudson River, and
also explored the lower Delaware River.[27]

These early Dutch discoveries are reflected in two important manuscript maps,
which are conventionally called the “figurative maps.” Their authorship is not completely
certain, but the first figurative map is almost certainly at least in part by Adriaen Block,
and the second is ascribed to Cornelis Hendricksen. These two maps constitute the
cornerstone of the cartographic history of New Netherland.[28]

The first figurative map, the so-called “Adriaen Block Chart” (1614), is thought to
have been made in a somewhat unusual way (Figure 1.4).[29] It appears that on setting
out on his voyage Block was furnished with a copy of a chart of the Northeast by the
Dutch cartographer Cornelius Doetsz. According to this theory, the outline of the map
was drawn in red ink by Doetsz, and Block filled in his own discoveries in dark ink.[30]
The portion of the map in red resembles the Velasco map, although the two are not
identical. On the Doetsz chart, unlike the Velasco map, the depiction of the St. Lawrence
River valley and Lake Champlain is a close copy of the map in the second edition of
Champlain’s Voyages (1613). This, Champlain’s second published map is cruder,
curiously, than the one published in the 1612 edition, and may actually have been created
earlier. In addition, some features and names along the coast of New England are also
taken from Champlain’s 1613 map. Also, the coast of Connecticut is outlined in
considerable detail in red, indicating (if this theory is true) that Doetsz must have used
information from Dutch voyages made between the time of the voyages of Hudson and
Block’s 1613 expedition.
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Figure 1.4a. [Map of New Netherland, the "Adrian Block Chart"], 1616. Copy of a
nineteenth-century facsimile. From the American Geographical Society Library,
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee Libraries.
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Figure 1.4a. [Map of New Netherland, the "Adrian Block Chart"], 1616. Detail
showing lower New York. Copy of a nineteenth-century facsimile. From the American
Geographical Society Library, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee Libraries

This composite map was presented to the States General of the Netherlands in 1614
by the merchants who had sponsored Block’s voyage. They submitted it as part of a claim
seeking a trade monopoly in the area. Constituted as the New Netherland Company, they
succeeded in obtaining a monopoly to conduct four voyages for each of three years. The
existing Block Chart at the Royal Archives in The Hague is almost certainly a copy of the
original, and may include omissions and errors introduced by the copyist. Since we only
have a copy of the map, and do not know exactly what Block’s role was in producing it, it
needs to be read with some caution. Nonetheless, it does provide, a good picture of what
the Dutch knew about the Northeast around 1614, and there are no serious questions
about its authenticity, as there are about the “Velasco Map.”

The part of the Block Chart that reflects discoveries made by Block himself includes
the valleys of the Hudson and Connecticut rivers, as well as Long Island and parts of the
coast of Connecticut and Rhode Island. This is the first map that shows Long Island as an
island, and that recognizes the insular character of Manhattan. It is also the first to show
the Connecticut River and the coast along the northern side of Long Island Sound. Block
also rediscovered what is now known as Block Island (which had been called “Louisa”
by Verrazano), and named it after himself. Block’s explorations took him as far as Cape
Cod, and the map is sprinkled with Dutch place names as far north as southern Maine.
Thus, Nantucket Sound is labeled the “Zuyder See” and Cape Cod Bay is called “Staaten
Hoeck.” This practice of renaming geographic features after the home country is
characteristic of colonial mapping, and is a way of laying claim to, and asserting control
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over, newly “discovered” lands. The practice conveniently ignores any claims to
possession by the aboriginal inhabitants, and serves to preempt colonial rivals.[31]

The treatment of northern New York on the Block Chart is also revealing. The
northernmost part of the map, which covers areas not visited by Block, is mostly derived
from Champlain’s map of 1613. Here the upper St. Lawrence River and the Ottawa River
are depicted in a confusing way that appears to make them appear to be of equal size. The
Ottawa River is shown branching in a peculiar fashion, which may indicate some
confusion between the river and an outline of the shore of Lake Ontario. Ignorant though
he was of the geography of this area, the person who made this portion of the map, and
who was totally reliant on information from Champlain, did not hesitate to label the
upper part of the St. Lawrence “The Great River of New Netherland.” Lake Champlain is
depicted very much as it appears on Champlain’s maps of 1612 and 1613. It is displaced
far to the east, and shown encircled by mountains.

A final feature worth noting on the Block Chart is its treatment of the area to the
west of the Hudson River, which appears to be based on information gathered from the
Indians by the Dutch, probably mostly by Block himself. The Mohawk River is clearly
shown, as is a village of the Mohawk Indians. The Mohawk are called the Maquas or
alternatively “canoemakers.” There is a note on the map indicating that the Mohawk were
trading with the French along the St. Lawrence. The Mohawk River is shown flowing
into a lake, which is probably Lake Oneida. The word “Sennecas” appears below the
lake, along with the Gachoi (Cayuga) and the Capitannesses (Onondagas).[32] Evidently
by then the Dutch had already heard of the Iroquois tribes in western New York, but here
they are misplaced far to the east. These villages are located along a river shown flowing
south from the lake. In spite of the names of Iroquois tribes, the river appears to represent
the upper reaches of either the Delaware River or the Susquehanna River, although it is
not shown flowing to the coast. The Susquehannocks (Minguas) are shown on the lower
portion of the river. To put it mildly, this is a very confused representation of the region,
and we will see that disentangling the upper branches of these two rivers was a major
problem for map makers through most of the colonial era.

After Block departed for the Netherlands in 1614, the Onrust, was used for further
explorations by Cornelis Hendricksen, which were eventually recorded on a work known
as “the second figurative map.” [33] This map is now thought to have been compiled by
the Dutch mapmaker Hessel Geritsz using information supplied by Hendricksen.[34]
Hendricksen explored the Hudson River more thoroughly than Block had done, and he
also made a careful reconnaissance of the coast of New Jersey and Delaware Bay.
Hendricksen obtained information about the area west of the Hudson River from a fur
trader named Kleytjen and a companion. They apparently traveled from the Fort Nassau
area down the Susquehanna River. The story of Kleytjen casts a bit of light on Dutch-
Iroquois relations at this early period. A note on the map, translated by Stokes, states
“that [Kleytjen] also traded with the inhabitants of Minquaus (Sussquehannocks) and
ransomed from them three persons belonging to the people of this Company, which three
persons had suffered themselves to be employed by the Maquas (Mohawks) and
Machicans (Mohicans); giving for them kettles, corals, and merchandise.”[35] This
should be read alongside Champlain’s statement made in 1615 that the Dutch were
fighting alongside the Iroquois against other Indians.[36] It appears that at least some of
the Dutch were involved in military activities that have not otherwise come down to us.
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This additional information is also recorded on the “second figurative map,” which is
a subtly colored and beautiful bird’s eye view. The attractiveness of this map is not
readily apparent in the black-and-white reproductions, which are most commonly seen.
The second figurative map covers a smaller area than the Block Chart, focusing on the
area between the Hudson and the Susquehanna Rivers. The depiction of the Hudson
River is more detailed and accurate than on the Block Chart, and it provides valuable
information about local Indians as well as about the state of Dutch geographical
knowledge of the area. On this map, a number of familiar Dutch names appear along the
Hudson River, including Esopus and Kinderhook. The names and locations of Indian
tribes are presented in considerable detail, and have been analyzed by Shirley Dunn.[37]
The depiction of the area west of the Hudson, which is probably based solely on the oral
account received from Kleytjen, is very confused, but expands somewhat on the
information on the Block Chart, which evidently used some of the same sources. As on
the Block Chart, a segment of the Mohawk River is depicted, but it is not shown as
joining the Hudson. Below the Mohawk River, there is a large lake labeled “fresh water,”
which somewhat resembles Lake Oneida in shape, but which could just as well be a
distorted representation of Otsego Lake. Once again, the names of the Iroquois tribes are
written below, with the Oneida (Jottecas) now being added to the list. On this chart,
however, the Susquehanna River is shown flowing out of the lake, which strengthens the
Otsego hypothesis. Most likely, the information on this map is a conflation of the two
lakes.

On the Second Figurative Chart, The Susquehanna River is shown flowing to the
coast, although it is shown emptying into Delaware Bay just south of the Delaware River.
Various Indian tribes are indicated along the Susquehanna, including the Susquehannocks
(Minquas) near its mouth. Drawings of palisaded villages of the Susquehannocks are
sketched in—apparently the first drawings of Indian fortifications in lower New York to
appear on a map. Reflecting Hendrickson’s own discoveries, the lower part of the
Delaware River is clearly shown, although there is still a lot of confusion between the
upper reaches of the Delaware and Susquehanna rivers. The compiler of the second
figurative map (in this case probably Gerritsz rather than Hendrickson) was aware of the
confusions underlying this portion of the map, and acknowledged his uncertainty with
admirable candor:

Regarding what Kleyntjen and his companion have told me of the
situation of the rivers, and the places occupied by the tribes, which they
found going inland away from the Maquaas and along the New River
down to the Ogehage (namely the enemy of the aforesaid northern
nations,) | cannot at present find anything but two sketches of small maps
relating thereto, partly finished.

And when I think how best to make the one correspond with the
rough notes, to the best of my knowledge I find that the dwelling-places of
the Sennecas, Gachoos, Capitannasses, and Jottecas, ought to have been
indicated rather more to the west.[38]

For all practical purposes, the two “figurative maps” constitute the full extent of
surviving Dutch mapping of New Netherland prior to 1630. There are a few other
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manuscript and printed maps, but they reveal little additional information. Starting
around 1617, small-scale printed maps of North America started to show the territory the
Dutch claimed as New Netherland. The earliest and best known of these is Willem
Janszoon Blaeu’s Paskaart van Guinea, Brasilien en West Indien (ca. 1621).[39] Only
after 1630 do we start to get more detailed printed maps. The two figurative maps were
eventually used as the basis for the first reasonably large-scale printed maps of New
Netherland, which were published by De Laet in 1630 and by Blaeu in 1635. The next
important manuscript maps also date from after 1630. This later phase of Dutch mapping
will be discussed in the following chapter.

Champlain’s famous map of New France made in 1632 provides a good summary of
the geographical knowledge of the Northeast gained in the first three decades of the
seventeenth century (Figure 1.5).[40] For the modern reader, it provides an immediately
recognizable overview of the entire area between Chesapeake Bay and Hudson’s Bay.
Although many features appear distorted to our eyes, almost all of the major coastal
landmarks, islands, rivers, and lakes can be discerned.

Figure 1.5. Samuel de Champlain, Carte de la Nouvelle France, 1632 . Detail courtesy
of the Norman B. Leventhal Map Center at the Boston Public Library.

Focusing on the area comprising present-day New York, we can also recognize most
of the major landmarks. Champlain’s depiction of northern New York is little changed
from his map of 1612, and on the whole it is slightly inferior, perhaps in part because of
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its smaller scale. Lake Champlain, which is still exaggerated in size and shifted much too
far to the east is the most prominent feature in northern New York. In central and western
New York we can recognize Lake Ontario, some of the Finger Lakes, and the Iroquois
villages in their vicinity. On the other hand, Lake Oneida is not clearly differentiated
from the Finger Lakes, and Lake Erie is reduced to a kind of channel connecting Lake
Ontario and Lake Huron.

The depiction of southern New York on Champlain’s map of 1632 is an intriguing
mystery. Although he provides only a small amount of detail, Champlain does a good job
of capturing the basic features of the area. Long Island is shown with approximately the
right size and proportions. Islands are shown in the mouth of New York Harbor, and the
Hudson River is shown flowing to the north. Even the Mohawk River appears, although it
is depicted as flowing north, rather than west. The course of the Delaware River is also
delineated with reasonable accuracy.

Champlain never explored southern New York, and it would be reasonable to assume
that he copied this information from a Dutch map of New Netherland, but, that does not
seem to be the case. Champlain’s depiction of the above-mentioned features does not
resemble that on either of the two “figurative maps” discussed above. The only printed
map that Champlain could have used was the one published by Johannis De Laet in 1630
(discussed in the next chapter), which was based almost entirely on the figurative maps.
Overall, De Laet’s map bears little resemblance to Champlain's, and De Laet makes some
conspicuous errors derived from the figurative maps that would have almost certainly be
found in Champlain’s map if he had relied on De Laet as a source.

Thus, Champlain’s depiction of southern New York depends either on unknown
Dutch sources, or on some unknown French source. A fairly strong case can be made for
a French origin for this portion of Champlain’s map. Champlain uses several French
place names that do not appear on any other maps (except those derived directly from this
one). Long Island is called “Isle de I’ Ascension” (Ascension Island), the Hudson River
appears as the “Riviére des Trettes” (River of Traders), and an Indian village east of the
Hudson is called the “Habitation de sauvages maniganaticouoit” (settlement of the
Maniganaticouoit Indians)—a group that can not otherwise be identified. Stokes noted
the appearance of these names, and could not explain their origins. To the best of my
knowledge the mystery remains unsolved.

There are some indications of a French presence along the Hudson River in the first
decades of the seventeenth century. One of the most intriguing is an annotation on the
Block Chart, which has been translated as follows: “But as far as one can understand by
what the Mohawk say and show, the French come with sloops as high up as their country
to trade with them.”[41] This notation, which Block placed on his chart near present day
Albany, lends itself to more than one interpretation. It seems to refer to French ships
actually sailing up the Hudson River, but it might also be a confused reference to French
goods being transported by Indians from the Saint Lawrence River via the Lake
Champlain route. Another, and more certain, reference to early French activities on the
Hudson River comes from 1624, when Dutch colonists arriving at the mouth of the
Hudson found a French ship, which they escorted out of the river.[42] Perhaps a lucky
researcher in French archives will someday make a discovery that will throw more light
on early French activities in southern New York, and on the origins of the names on
Champlain’s map.
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Regardless of the sources he used, Champlain’s 1632 map stands as a magnificent
summary of these early explorations. Champlain is recognized as being the most
technically skilled mapmaker of all the early explorers of the Northeast, and he seems to
have developed the ability to select out valid information from sources of varying quality.
Throughout the remainder of the colonial period, explorers and map makers had the more
mundane tasks of verifying, correcting, and filling out the picture established by their
pioneering predecessors in the early seventeenth century.
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Chapter 2
The Dutch Period: 1624-1664, 1673-1674

Regional Overview Maps

The Dutch were slow to settle New Netherland.[1] The Dutch West India Company
(WIC), which sponsored the colony, was chartered by the States General in 1621, and
granted a trade monopoly. The company was primarily interested in fur trading, and
settlement was not at first a priority. Only in 1624, did it send the first permanent settlers
to the new province—prompted in part by the realization that an unpopulated colony was
vulnerable to seizure by the English or the French. The role of the new settlers was
primarily to raise food and engage in other activities to support the company’s
commercial enterprises. Shortly thereafter, in 1626, Peter Minuit made his famous
purchase of Manhattan from the Indians. Nonetheless, the population grew very slowly.
Estimates vary, but in 1628 the population of New Netherland was somewhere between
300 and 500. It increased somewhat in the 1630s, but then dropped again as a result of
the destruction caused by Director-General Kieft’s Indian wars. Historian Michael
Kammen estimates the population in 1640 as about 500; Oliver Rink estimates 2,500 in
1645, and no more than nine thousand in 1664.[2]

The slow development of what was little more than a trading post helps explain why
it was not until 1630 that the Dutch published the first reasonably detailed map of New
Netherland. This map, which bears the title Nova Anglia, Novum Belgium et Virginia,
was engraved by Hessel Gerritsz for publication in the second edition of Johannes De
Laet’s The New World (Figure 2.1).[3] The intellectual content of this map was provided
by De Laet, who is an important figure in the history of New Netherland. De Laet was an
accomplished historian, and an important publicist for Dutch colonization. In addition, he
was one of the directors of the Dutch West India Company, and had a major financial
stake in the new colony. He is a major source for the early history of New Netherland,
and particularly for its cartographic history. De Laet had access to the archives of the
West India Company, including the two “figurative maps” discussed in the previous
chapter. In his book he gives an account of Block’s voyage around Long Island, which
provides important information about some of the place names that appear on the Block
Chart.
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Figure 2.1. Johannes De Laet, Nova Anglia, Novum Belgium et Virginia (1630).
Courtesy of the Osher Map Library, University of Southern Maine.

The depiction of New Netherland on the De Laet map is basically a synthesis of
information from the two figurative maps, although it also relied on English and French
sources for areas north of Cape Cod and South of Delaware Bay. The boundaries of New
Netherland, although never unchallenged by the English, extended from the Connecticut
River to the Delaware River. In their more imperialistic moods, the Dutch also laid claim
to Cape Cod, and to lands as far north as the St. Lawrence River, although they never
made a serious effort to gain control of these areas. In comparison with subsequent
printed maps, the De Laet map is relatively modest in the claims it makes for the
boundaries of New Netherland.

The De Laet map provides a good overview of New Netherland in its embryonic
form. Long Island is shown split into three parts by waterways. This is a carry over from
the Block Chart, where these channels also appear, although less distinctly. It has been
surmised that Block, in sailing around Long Island, caught sight of the deep estuaries on
the North Shore and the breaks in the barrier beach of the South Shore, and that
(connecting the dots, so to speak) he imagined that they ran clear through the island.[4].
Long Island itself is labeled “Matowacs,” a name that is probably connected with the
Montauk Indians, and which can be found on maps of Long Island throughout the
colonial period. This name replaces “Nahicans” on the Block Chart, which reinforces the
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suspicion that it was transferred from the mainland to Long Island on the Block Chart as
a result of an error by a copyist. “Nahicans” was the Dutch word for Narragansett, and
appears on the mainland in later Dutch maps.[5] At the tip of Long Island, Montauk Point
is labeled “Hoek van Visschers” (Fishers’ Point). As De Laet explained in the text of the
first edition of his book, this name was assigned by Block himself on account of the
native fishermen he saw there.[6] As on the original Block Chart, Block Island is labeled
“Ad. Block Eyland.”

The area of the Hudson and Delaware Rivers on the De Laet map is a close copy of
the second figurative map of Cornelis Hendricksen (also discussed in the previous
chapter), although it is simplified and some names are added. The connection between
these two maps is not very surprising, since Hessel Geritsz is now thought to have been
involved in the preparation of both. As one would expect, the two Dutch settlements
founded in the 1620s, New Amsterdam and Fort Orange, appear on De Laet’s map. Fort
Orange, on the site of what later became Albany, had by this time replaced Fort Nassau,
which had been damaged by a flood and abandoned. Hell Gate (Helle gat, “bright
passage”) also appears on this map, as do the names of several Indian Tribes along the
Hudson and Delaware Rivers. The Hudson River bears the name Noordt Rivier (North
River), which was long used as a synonym for the Hudson River on navigation charts.
Many of the Dutch names for features along the Hudson River, which appear on the
Hendricksen chart, are missing on De Laet’s map—they were probably omitted because
of its smaller scale. The Delaware River appears as the South River (Zuyd Rivier), and
the Connecticut River as the Fresh River (Varsche Rivier). Both of these names were
used throughout the Dutch period.

De Laet’s treatment of the lakes and rivers of northern New York is peculiar and
interesting. As on the Hendricksen chart, the Mohawk Indians are placed near their
eponymous river, but the Mohawk River is still not shown joining the Hudson. Instead, it
is depicted as flowing into what is probably a wildly displaced Lake Oneida, which in
turn drains into the Delaware River. The watershed of the upper Susquehanna River is
not shown, and the upper reaches of the Delaware seem to include some of the tributaries
of the Susquehanna. The name “Sennecaas” again appears directly under Lake Oneida,
although the Senecas lived far to the west. To the north, Lake Ontario is shown, labeled
in French (betraying the source of this information) “Grand Lac.” What appears to be a
second Lake Oneida (“Lac des Yroquois™), which is derived from Champlain’s maps, is
shown flowing into Lake Ontario. The relationship between these bodies of water and the
St. Lawrence River is obscured by the frame of the map. The biggest surprise on this part
of the map is the treatment of Lake Champlain, which resembles that on Champlain’s
map of 1612, but is considerably improved. On De Laet’s map, the lake is more correctly
oriented in a north-south direction, and what appears to be Lake George is more sharply
differentiated from Lake Champlain. The lakes are also correctly located much closer to
the Hudson River than on other Dutch maps, including those produced decades later.
There are no records of the Dutch having visited either Lake George or Lake Champlain,
although Dutch fur traders could well have made one or more unrecorded trips to the
area. It is also possible that De Laet’s information about these bodies of water came from
Indian sources. In any case, the depiction of Lake Champlain on De Laet’s map is better
than on any other map, either Dutch or French, produced prior to the 1660s.
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The next important Dutch map of New Netherland is Willem Janszoon Blaeu’s Nova
Belgica et Anglia Nova, which appeared in 1635 (Figure 2.2).[7] Blaeu was one of the
most prominent Dutch map makers of the seventeenth century, and benefited from close
ties with the West India Company.[8]

Figure 2.2 Willem Janszoon Blaeu, Nova Belgica et Anglia Nova (1635). John Carter
Brown Library at Brown University.

Before describing Blaeu’s map, it should be mentioned that there is some lack of
agreement among scholars as to why the name Nova Belgica (New Belgium) appears so
often on Dutch maps of New Netherland. The correct explanation is that there is no Latin
equivalent of “New Netherland,” and that Nova Belgica was its closest Latin
approximation. It is also true that many of the settlers of New Netherland were French-
speaking Walloons, who were Protestant refugees from Spanish rule in the area that later
became known as Belgium. It has occasionally been maintained that the name was
adopted in their honor.[9] There is no documentary evidence for this, and in the
seventeenth century the name Belgium was applied to both the southern and the northern
provinces of the Netherlands (in 1648 the northern provinces were known officially as
Belgium Foederatum and the southern provinces as Belgium Regium). Belgium only
became established as the name of a country separate from the Netherlands in 1839.
Thus, it appears clear that on seventeenth-century maps the name Nova Belgica had no
special meaning other than being the Latin equivalent of New Netherland.[10] This is
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confirmed by the usage on the Blaeu map, where names are often given in both Dutch
and Latin—e.g. Niev Nederland and Novvum Belgivm or Niew Engeland and Nova
Anglia.

The Blaeu map, which is a personal favorite of mine, used much the same sources as
the De Laet map, but the two differ significantly in details. In many respects, Blaeu’s
work follows the Block chart more closely than the De Laet map. This is particularly
evident on the northern portions of the map, in which the depictions of the St. Lawrence
River and Lake Champlain are almost identical to those on the Block chart. On both
maps, the upper St. Lawrence River is labeled Die Groote Rivier van Nieu Nederland
(The Great River of New Netherland), and Lake Champlain is displaced far to the east.
The coastline of Long Island and southern New England is also modeled very closely on
the Block Chart. However, Blaeu added an updated depiction of the Delaware River,
which very closely follows De Laet. Most of De Laet’s place names are also on the Blaeu
map, along with some additional names.

The Blaeu map is also notable for its fine engraving, and its extensive and attractive
iconography, which make it popular with collectors. Its drawings of Native Americans
and wildlife were widely copied in the seventeenth century, and many of its other
features appear on later maps. As progenitors of numerous cartographic offspring, such
maps are sometimes called “mother maps” by specialists in the history of cartography.

The animals and Native Americans on the Blaeu map were not purely decorative,
although they had a decorative function: the paintings of seventeenth-century Dutch
masters, particularly Vermeer, frequently show such maps on the walls of homes. These
drawings were also serious efforts to inform map users of conditions in the newly
discovered lands. There are no fanciful unicorns or dragons here. The Blaeu map tried, by
and large successfully, to depict the typical native animals of what was to become the
northeastern United States. In addition to showing such widely distributed species as
rabbits and bears, the map depicts such characteristic North American animals as otter,
elk (wapiti), beaver, and turkey.[11]

The accuracy of the depiction of Native Americans on the Blaeu map is more open to
question. The couple on each side of the cartouche look suspiciously like European
models dressed as fanciful Indians. More realistic are the drawings of boats in the ocean
to the south side of Long Island. These are labeled (in Latin) “canoe, or little boat made
from the bark of trees” and “boat made from a tree trunk hollowed out by fire.” Birch
bark canoes would probably not have been used along the coast, although they were
found on the inland waters of what is now upstate New York. Large log canoes were,
however, regularly used by Natives in the ocean off Long Island for communication with
the mainland and even for whaling. These paddling Indians closely resemble those that
appear in the earliest view of New York, which has been dated 1626-28.[12] The two
palisaded Indian villages labeled “manner of dwelling among the Mohegans” have
caused considerable controversy among archaeologists. The houses in the villages are
fairly good representations of Indian long houses, but the neat rectangular shape of the
larger village does not appear to be historically accurate. The smaller round village
labeled resembles what is known of actual Indian villages more closely, although many
Indian settlements were not fortified at all. At best, both drawings are highly idealized, as
one would expect, since they were made by engravers in Europe who had never seen an
Indian village. The artists might or might not have been working from crude sketches and
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written descriptions brought back by explorers or traders. Many of the illustrations on the
Blaeu map can be shown to have been copied from other sources. These methods of
compilation left much room in which the imagination could frolic, and such illustrations
should be used with caution.

By the early1640s, the Dutch West India Company realized that it would have to
attract more settlers if the colony was to survive. New Netherland lost much of its small
population between 1639 and 1645 in a disastrous Indian war under Director-General
Willem Kieft. The Dutch colony was also rapidly being overshadowed by the rival
English settlements in New England and Virginia. After 1647, the colony’s new director-
general, Peter Stuyvesant, made considerable efforts to bring in settlers and help them to
get started. His efforts met with some success, but even at the end of Dutch rule, in 1664,
the population of New Netherland was only about 9000, including some 2000 English-
speaking settlers on Long Island. At the time of the fall of New Amsterdam, the
population of New England was around 50,000. The disproportion between these
numbers made the eventual fall of New Netherland all but inevitable.[13]

The landmark map for this later period of New Netherland is the famous Jansson-
Visscher map, which was reprinted with minor changes at least 31 times between 1650
and the middle of the eighteenth century (Figure 2.3).[14] The earliest map in this series
was published by Jan Jansson, and usually dated 1651, although it is now thought to have
appeared in 1650.[15] Recent research has shown that this map is based on a manuscript
drawn for Adriaen Van der Donck, probably by Augustin Herman (or Hermann).[16] Van
der Donck was an important figure in the political life of New Netherland, as well as the
author of a Description of New Netherland (1655), which is an important source for the
history of the period. Van der Donck is more than anyone else responsible for the
intellectual content of the map, which makes his role is remarkably similar to that of de
Laet vis a vis the Garritz/de Laet map. Augustin Herman himself is an interesting person.
An associate of Van der Donck, he was official surveyor of New Netherland, and
apparently the first Czech immigrant to America. He later went on to acquire a large
grant of land in Maryland, and drew an early (1670) map of Virginia and Maryland.
Probably we should now speak of the Van der Donck/Herman/Jansson/Visscher series of
maps, but I will continue to follow general usage and refer to it as the Jansson-Visscher
series. All of the maps in this series are very similar, and most of the features I will be
describing appear on all of the versions of the map. The most important changes in the
later maps in this series are the addition of new settlements, such as Philadelphia, and of
place name changes, including the change from New Amsterdam to New York. When a
feature is confined to only part of the series, it will be noted here.
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Figure 2.3 Jan Jansoon, Belgii novi (1651). New York State Library.

The famous Jansson-Visscher maps reveal much about New Netherland towards the
end of Dutch rule. By this time the Dutch had a reasonably good knowledge of the
geography of their domain. The major rivers and their tributaries are clearly shown. The
Catskill Mountains and the Hudson Highlands are sketched in. Some fortifications, and
various Dutch and English towns are depicted. Characteristically, boundaries are not
shown, and only two large land holdings are named (Rensselaerswyck and the abortive
“Colonie van de Heer Nederhorst™). Instead, numerous Indian villages and tribal names
are given, which makes this map an important resource for students of Native Americans
in the Northeast. Since the fur trade remained vital to the economy of New Netherland, it
was important for the Dutch to know who their Native customers were, and where they
were to be found.

Remarkably, the overall framework of this map is still based, directly or indirectly,
to a large extent on the two figurative maps. This is particularly evident in the treatment
of northern New York, which is clearly derived from the Block chart via the Blaeu map.
The depiction of the St. Lawrence River is little changed from the Block Chart, and it is
still labeled “De Groote Rivier van Nieu Nederlandt.” There is scarcely a hint of the
Great Lakes, and Lake Champlain is still displaced to the east of the Connecticut River.
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There is no indication on this map of the important trade route between Albany and
Montreal via Lake George, Lake Champlain, and the Richelieu River. Lake Oneida,
which was badly misplaced on previous maps, disappears completely from the vicinity of
the headwaters of the Mohawk River. There remains a small lake flowing into the St.
Lawrence far to the west that may or may not represent Lake Oneida. The Seneca and
other Iroquaois tribes are still shown living in the vicinity of the headwaters of the
Susquehanna River. All of this indicates the extent to which the rulers of New Netherland
were focused on water born trade supplemented by some farming along the Hudson River
and Long Island. No real effort was made to explore the hinterland and build up a land-
based empire, in spite of their extravagant territorial claims.

Dutch map makers were not shy about borrowing from each other. The Janszoon-
Visscher maps lifted most of their iconography from the Blaeu map. Blaeu’s whole
menagerie of animals is here, as well as the two palisaded Indian villages. There is an
interesting change in the way the villages are labeled in some of the later maps in this
series, which may be of interest to archaeologists and anthropologists. On the Blaeu map,
both villages were labeled “manner of living of the Mohegans.” On the third state of the
Visscher version, that description applies only to the larger rectangular village. The round
village is labeled “another manner that of the Minnesinks.”

The most significant feature in the iconography of the series is the inclusion in most
versions of a view of Manhattan. The best known of these views appeared for the first
time in the earliest edition published by Visscher, usually dated ca. 1655, but possibly
produced as early as 1650. This view has been shown to be based on a drawing by Van
der Donck recently discovered in the Austrian national archives. In some versions of the
map issued after the Dutch recapture of New York from the English in 1673, this view is
replaced by another view of Manhattan, known as the “restitutio” view, which shows the
growth of the city in the intervening years. These views will be discussed in greater detail
in the final section of this chapter.

The Jansson-Visscher maps make their most important contribution in depicting the
areas between the Connecticut and Delaware rivers, particularly along the Hudson River
and on Long Island. These are the areas in which there was a strong Dutch presence, and
it is possibly significant that in the versions of the map that were printed in Van der
Donck’s book, it was cut down to show only these areas. This is the part of New
Netherland that VVan der Donck and other members of the Dutch elite knew at first hand.

The depiction of Long Island is in most respects greatly improved from previous
maps. The island is now assembled in one piece instead of broken up by channels,
although the name Gebroken Landt is retained to the west of Hempstead. Long Island is
now labeled “t’Lange Eylandt alias Matouwacs.” A number of Dutch and English town
names appear on Long Island. The Dutch place names on western Long Island include
Brooklyn (Breukelen), Maspeth (Mispat), Amersfort, and Flushing (Vlissingen). Named
English settlements include Jamaica, Greenwich (Greenwyck), Gravesend (Gavesant),
Hempstead (Heemstee), Southold (S. Holt), East Hampton (Hampton), and Gardiner’s
Island (Garners Eylant). Other Long Island features on this map series | have discussed
elsewhere.[17]

The Hudson Valley region is likewise sprinkled with familiar features and names.
The Hudson Highlands and the Catskill Mountains are clearly sketched in. Although
there were still practically no Dutch settlements between Manhattan and Fort Orange
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(Albany), numerous creeks and other features bear names that can still be found (often
with some variation in spelling) on modern maps These include Catskill or Cat Creek
(Kats Kill), the Esopus River, Wappinger Creek, Rensselaerswyck, Kinderhoek, and
Roeloff Jansoons Kill. The Mohawk River is shown, including on later editions the
settlement of Schenectady. Numerous Indian tribes and village sites are shown along both
the Mohawk and the Hudson Rivers, as well as in New Jersey. There are so many of them
that they seem to overshadow the Dutch settlements, and they constitute a valuable
resource for anyone interested in Indian settlement patterns.

The Jansson-Visscher maps are the only general purpose maps of New Netherland
that make an attempt to give some idea of where people actually lived. Dutch and English
villages, individual farms, and a few Indian settlements are marked by symbols
resembling tiny houses with pitched roofs and chimneys. A few places are indicated by
hollow circles, which may show proposed settlements. Individual farms along the
Hudson River are sometimes depicted with one of these house symbols, accompanied by
a square symbol, which might indicate one or more outbuildings. Some attempt is made
to show the size of settlements by repeating these symbols. (Hempstead, for example, has
eight of them.) Nobody appears to have attempted a detailed analysis of these symbols,
which might repay additional work. As things now stand, it is often unclear whether
individual symbols are meant to indicate Indian or European or settlements, and to what
extent they can be relied upon to represent the actual number of houses at a particular
location. Nonetheless, they are valuable for giving us some idea of the distribution of
settlements in New Netherland around 1650. In a nutshell, the land was practically
uninhabited by Europeans, except on Manhattan, Long Island, and in the immediate
vicinity of Fort Orange.

The Jansson-Visscher maps contain a few remarkable errors or omissions. There is
no indication of the barrier beach on the south shore of Long Island, or of the Great South
Bay, although they are mentioned in contemporary written sources. Thus, Adrian Van de
Donck, whose role in the creation of this map has been noted, wrote: “Along the seacoast
of Long Island there are also several safe, commodious inlets for small vessels, which are
not much frequented by us. There are also many spacious inland bays, from which, by the
inlets (at full tide), the sea is easy of access; otherwise those are too shallow.”[18]
Another striking mistake is that the Delaware River is erroneously shown joining the
Hudson River. This error is corrected on some later maps in the series. This may be
another example of misapplication of information obtained from the Indians, who
traveled from the Delaware River to the Hudson River via the Walkill River with the aid
of portages (along the later route of the Delaware and Hudson canal). Another error in the
course of the Delaware was to underlie a land dispute between New York and New
Jersey, which listed until nearly the time of the American Revolution, and will be
discussed in subsequent chapters. Many of these errors result from the map having been
engraved in Amsterdam, and serve as reminders that people who actually lived in New
Netherland may have known more about their surroundings than appears on maps.

The Dutch maps in this series still reflect the expansive Dutch claims to control the
entire region between the Delaware and Connecticut Rivers, and even show Dutch names
as far up the coast as Cape Cod. Recently a good deal of attention has been paid to the
propagandistic aspects of Dutch and English colonial maps of the seventeenth
century.[19] There can be no doubt that the Dutch, like the English and the French,
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fortified their claims to vast areas of land by renaming them in their own language. The
name “New Netherland” itself, plastered over thousands of square miles of forests
unexplored by Europeans, is an extreme example of this practice. | doubt that this war of
names had very much practical impact either on the Indians, who were thus on paper
made subjects of the Dutch, or on other European powers, which were more concerned
about actual settlement and military power than with names on maps. Although the maps
did succeed in irritating the English, they did nothing to prevent the eventual English
takeover of New Netherland. However, these maps would have had considerable effect in
the Netherlands. Maps like those in the Jansson-Visscher series were often published
with books describing the new colony, or hung on the walls of merchants and statesmen.
The familiar names would have helped to persuade settlers that “New Netherland” would
have been a good place to call home, and served to convince investors or politicians to
support the infant colony. As is the case with most propaganda maps, they seem to have
been most effective at home. It may also be that the widespread use of this map helped
ensure the continued use of many Dutch place names in New York and as far south as the
mouth of the Delaware River, where we can still find Cap May (named after Captain
Cornelius Mey) and Cape Hinlopen (now Henlopen).

In spite of their errors, omissions, and propagandistic distortions, the Jansson-
Visscher maps were reasonably accurate for their time and place, and are rightly
considered to be among the finest products of the golden age of Dutch cartography.
Because of their intended audience of statesmen and merchants, they were of limited
practical use to navigators or administrators in New Netherland. These users needed more
detailed and specialized maps. For example, one would not want to sail into New York
Harbor and up the Hudson River using one of the Jansson-Visscher maps. For this
purpose one would need a more detailed nautical chart, and these were also supplied by
Dutch cartographers.

Navigational Charts

The Dutch trading empire depended on shipping, and consequently it should come as
no surprise that many of the most important maps of New Netherland are nautical charts.
It is not always possible to distinguish nautical charts from general reference maps. Even
a regional map like the Jansoon-Visscher map could be of some use to the captain a ship.
It provides a general outline of the coast, and even includes some shoals and soundings in
New York Harbor and the mouth of the Delaware River. Viewed in this broad sense, the
two figurative maps could be considered the first nautical charts of New Netherland. The
second figurative map (the Cornelis Hendricksen map) even includes named “reaches” on
the Hudson River. (A reach is a length that can be sailed without tacking when the wind
is coming from one direction.)

Maps that are primarily intended to serve as nautical charts are quite distinctive.
They focus on such things as soundings, shoals, channels, islands, and landmarks, which
can help a sailor ascertain his position and avoid hazards. Other information is
minimized—particularly most details on the shore other than such things as hills or
mountains that might serve navigators as landmarks. In the seventeenth century, most
nautical charts also featured elaborate patterns of “rhumb lines.” Rhumb lines, which
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usually coincide with compass points, were intended to aid navigators in following a
course in a particular direction.

The first true nautical charts of New Netherland are two anonymous manuscript
maps drawn around 1630. Both are in the Harrisse Collection at the Library of Congress.
The more general of the two (Figure 2.4) bears the title Pascaert van Nieuw Nederlandt
Virginia, ende Nieuw-Engelandt... (Chart of New Netherland, Virginia and New
England...).[20]. A high- resolution color image of the chart has been made available by
the Library of Congress as part of its project The Atlantic World: America and the
Netherlands.[21] At first sight, it looks a good deal like the Gerritsz/De Laet map of
1630, which is its primary source, but a close examination shows significant differences.
As one would expect on a nautical chart, it has rhumb lines, and it depicts shoals, rocks,
and other features not found on the de Laet map. For a nautical chart, it shows an
unusually large number of inland place names, including those of many Indian tribes. It
improves in several ways on earlier maps of New Netherland. Long Island is shown in
one piece, although it is distorted in a peculiar way. Many English place names are
shown in red ink (other names are in black). There are major improvements in the way
the Delaware and Susquehanna rivers are depicted, although the Mohawk River is still
not shown as connecting to the Hudson. The misplaced Lake Oneida on the de Laet map
is removed from this map. The depiction of the area around the St. Lawrence River is
closer to that on the Blaeu map than it is to that on the de Laet map, and Lake Ontario is
shown (labeled Lac de S. Louis, as on Champlain’s maps). In spite of the improvements,
Manhattan is still shown as a squat triangle, which is barely detached from the mainland.
In short, this chart presents a rather odd mixture of improvements and errors, which will
likely make it the subject of much discussion now that it is more widely available.

Figure 2.4. Joan Vinckeboons, Pascaert van Nieuw Nederlandt (1639?). Library of
Congress, Geography and Map Division.
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The second chart in the Harrisse collection (Figure 2.5) bears the title Noort Rivier in
Niew Neerlandt (The North River in New Netherland).[22] This map was probably
prepared for Peter Minuit around 1630, and is sometimes known as the Minuit Chart. |
will refer to it as the North River chart (the Dutch usually called the Hudson River the
North River). It is remarkably detailed and carefully drawn. In addition to showing the
“reaches” along the Hudson, it provides a careful depiction of shoals, islands, headlands,
and soundings in the river. These are accurate enough to provide useful information to
anyone interested in tracing changes in the configuration of the river. It has been claimed
that this is actually the first map to show a continuous line of soundings in a river.[23] As
one would expect from a nautical chart, it provides little information about features on
the land, although landmarks useful to sailors, such as the Catskill Mountains and the
Hudson Highlands, are shown. It includes the names of several Indian tribes, but these
can also be found on other maps. Nonetheless, like other Dutch nautical charts of this
period, it does occasionally provide bits of information that cannot be found elsewhere.
Shirley Dunn has pointed out that two Mohican villages on this chart were labeled
“vasticheyt,” indicating that they were palisaded.[24] The North River chart also provides
limited amounts of information about the types of vegetation on individual islands in the
Hudson River.

Figure 2.5. Joan Vinckeboons, Noort Rivier in Niew Neerlandt (1639?). Library of
Congress, Geography and Map Division.

The history of printed nautical charts of New Netherland is particularly difficult to
disentangle. Many of the published charts appeared in atlases, and clearly depict
conditions a number of years prior to their actual date of publication. In some cases these
maps may have been issued separately long before their appearance in an atlas, and
without any date on the map. In other cases, the maps may have existed as manuscripts
for years before their publication. Many of these charts were republished several times,
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sometimes without change, and sometimes with major or minor revisions. All of this
makes it difficult to construct a precise chronology of the published nautical charts.

The earliest published nautical charts of New Netherland were basically adaptations
of previously published general-purpose maps. The first printed nautical chart of New
Netherland is now thought to be Jacobs Theunis’ Pascaerte van Nieu Nederlandt,
Virginies, Niewu Engelant, en Nova Freancia, van C. of Faire tot C. Forchu (ca.
1650).[25] It is based on a 1636 map of New Netherland by Jansson, which is very
similar to the De Laet map, and not separately discussed in this book. The Theunis chart
follows its prototype closely, but bears the typical appearance of a nautical chart,
including a dazzling display of rhumb lines and a picturesque drawing of a Dutch sailor
preparing to take a sounding.

Until Burden established the priority of the Theunis chart, the earliest printed
nautical chart of New Netherland was thought to have been published by Arnold Colom
in 1656.[26] This chart exists in several states, with later editions being published by
Hendrick Doncker.[27] Doncker was another map maker with close ties to the West India
Company, and he published the chart in an atlas called The Sea-Atlas, or the Water-
World. Bearing the title Pas caarte van Nieu Nederlandt (Chart of New Netherland), this
map covers the whole area from Cape Cod to Cape Hatteras. Although it has the typical
appearance of a nautical chart, it appears to be an adaptation of the coastal features from
the Jansson-Visscher series. It contains little additional information, and it is not
especially accurate. For what it is worth, it does seem to be the first map of New
Netherland to include the place name Oyster Bay, but overall one would do at least as
well using the Jansson-Visscher map for navigational purposes as the Colom chart, even
though the latter was sold specifically as a nautical chart.

The Colom chart was followed by a similar, but somewhat improved, chart by
Johannes Van Loon in 1661.[28] The next printed charts of New Netherland appear to be
a pair published by Pieter Goos in a sea atlas in 1666. The first of these covers the area
from Cape Cod to Cap Hatteras, and appears to be identical with VVan Loon’s chart of the
same area.[29] The Van Loon/Goos charts are noteworthy mainly for the additional
information they provide about shoals, particularly around the entrance to New York
Harbor, and for showing the rocks in the East River at Hell Gate. They show Jamaica Bay
as being much more open than in more recent times—apparently there was only a shoal
in the seventeenth century where there is now a barrier beach. Like many Dutch maps of
this period, they sport handsome engravings of sailing ships approaching New York
Harbor. Ocean going ships were the jet aircraft or space shuttles of their day, and they
were both the primary tools and the symbols of Dutch maritime power. Their frequent
appearance on maps is not only decorative, but also served to celebrate and assert the
might and glory of the Dutch republic.

The other chart in Goos’s sea atlas is more original and innovative. It covers the
coastline from Delaware Bay to the western part of Long Island, and it is more detailed
and larger in scale than its companion chart.[30] It includes extensive soundings and
carefully delineates shoals in the mouth of the Delaware River and in New York Harbor.
This chart is most noteworthy for its depiction of the Delaware River and New Jersey, but
it is also of interest for what it shows about the New York harbor area and western Long
Island. Manhattan and the East River are depicted much more correctly that on previous
maps, and this chart provides a picture of the western Long Island coastline that differs



31

somewhat from that shown on the previously discussed chart in the same atlas. Coney
Island (Knynen Eylandt) is shown as still an island detached (just barely) from the
mainland. Jamaica Bay is labeled Rechkewach (Rockaway), and is given a different
configuration than on the previous chart, although it is still not shown as being fronted by
a barrier beach. This second chart, which marks an important advance in the mapping of
the New York area, gives the impression of having been created later than its companion
chart.

The next nautical chart of New Netherland to be published appears to be Arent
Roggeveen’s 1675 Pascarte van Nieu Nederland streckende vande Zuydt Revier tot
Hendrick Christians Eylandt (Figure 2.6).[31] This chart is very different from its
predecessors, and appears to be compiled from materials gathered in the 1650s or 1660s.
Roggeveen obtained permission to publish a sea atlas called The Burning Fen in 1668,
but the earliest known edition of the atlas using Roggeveen’s plates was published by
Goos in 1675. It is possible that an earlier edition of this atlas was published, or that some
of the maps were published individually. A later edition by Jacob Robijn appeared in
1685.[32]

Figure 2.6. Detail of Arent Roggeveen, Pascarte van Nieu Nederland streckende
vande Zuydt Revier tot Hendrick Christians Eylandt (1675). Library of Congress,
Geography and Map Division.

The remarkable Roggeveen chart covers all of Long Island, along with New York
Harbor and the Coast of Connecticut. The section of the chart dealing with New York
Harbor and western Long Island resembles the more detailed of the two Goos charts,
although the maps are not identical. The Roggeveen chart is most notable for its unusual
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(and very strange) depiction of eastern Long Island. As can be seen in the illustration, the
shape the island is very distorted. It seems that there is almost a backwards evolution in
the overall depiction of the shape of Long Island on seventeenth-century Dutch maps of
New Netherland. The Block Chart and the Blaeu map (which was derived from the Block
Chart) do a fairly good job of capturing the overall shape of the island. The Jansoon-
Visscher map and the charts by Donckers and Goos are somewhat less successful at
presenting the shape of Long Island, although they do show more details and contain
many more names than the earlier maps. Some of the nautical charts published at the end
of the seventeenth century verge on the bizarre. Part of the explanation for this lies in the
difficulty of mapping a large island from the water using the technology of the age.
Distances had to be calculated from the speed of a ship, which was usually estimated or,
at best, measured by throwing a piece of wood into the water (known as a chip log). Such
a method of measuring speed and distance could easily be thrown off by offshore
currents, of which there are many around Long Island. The method worked fairly well on
a straight reach, such as along either the north or the south shores of Long Island. Hence
approximate distances on early maps between landmarks on such stretches can usually be
relied on. But the offshore currents could wreck havoc with the charting activities of any
ship that circumnavigated the island. Consequently, the overall shape of Long Island and
the alignment of opposing coasts were often distorted. The situation was not helped by
these maps being engraved in Holland, which made it difficult for publishers to check on
the accuracy of their information.

In the case of the Roggeveen chart, Long Island is somewhat stylized and
compressed, making it appear a bit too thick. The most dramatic error is that Peconic
Bay, which on some earlier maps is tilted considerably too far to the north, is now rotated
to an almost north-south direction, instead of being properly oriented east-west. As a
result, there was no place for the North Fork, which completely disappears from the map.
To find room for Southold (“Zuyt Hol”), Roggeveen moved it westward along the North
Shore to an embayment, which is unnamed on earlier maps, and probably originally
represented modern Huntington Bay or Port Jefferson Harbor. In addition, the East End
of Long Island has several place names, which appear on no other printed maps, and
seem to be derived from Spanish or Portuguese sources. These are “Cabo Baya,” “Cabo
Sinhoes,” and “Cabo Peeck.” These names seem to be in accord with Koemen’s
observation that Roggeeveen used Spanish and Portuguese maps, which he could have
found in the archives of the West India Company.[33]

In spite of its peculiarities, the Roggeveen chart contains some information about
central and eastern Long Island that cannot be found on previous maps. It includes
soundings along the South Shore of Long Island, and for the first time provides
considerable hints of shoals and the barrier beach in that area. Roggeveen also delineated
the strategic neck of land at Canoe Place on the South Fork (where the Shinnecock Canal
is now located). Another interesting and distinctive feature on the Roggeveen chart is the
depiction of the area on the South Shore around “Suketewachly” (the Sickete Wachly of
the Jansson-Visscher map). Here are several clues to both the nature of SicketeWachly
and to one of the sources Roggeveen used to compile his chart. Note the name “Prinz
Mouritz Eylandt” given to one of the fragments of the barrier beach. This island must
have been named after the Prince Maurice, a Dutch ship bringing settlers to New
Amsterdam that was wrecked off the South Shore in 1657—one of the more dramatic and
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well-documented events in the history of New Netherland. Briefly told, the ship
foundered off Fire Island and its passengers were cast upon the barrier beach in late
winter. Nearby Indians brought word about the plight of the emigrants to Manhattan, and
Peter Stuyvesant himself directed a small fleet of boats that saved all of the passengers
and much of the cargo. These events were described in reports sent back to the
Netherlands, some of which survived to be translated and published.[34]

The section of the Roggeveen chart depicting the area around Sickete Wachly is
clearly based on information about the wreck of the Prince Maurice. Read in conjunction
with the surviving Dutch documents, the chart sheds considerable light on the identity of
Sickete Wachly. Judging from the nature of the rescue mission, the wreck must have
taken place far from the Dutch settlements on western Long Island, but well short of the
English at Southampton. This is consistent with the representation on the Roggeveen
chart. It is also clear, both from the map and the written sources, that there was a break in
the barrier beach and a river at Sickete Wachly. This break could not have been Fire
Island inlet, which is too far to the west to be the one shown on this map. Thus it seems
likely that the river at Sickete Wachly was either the Carmans or the Connetquot. Given
the configuration of the river on the chart (and the apparent depiction of a second river to
the west), it is almost certainly the Carmans River. The inlet would then have been in the
general area of Smith Point on Fire Island National Seashore. This is an unstable area of
the barrier beach, and at least two inlets existed there between 1750 and 1830. This
location agrees with that of “Sickete Wachly” on the Jansson-Visscher map, which also
shows an Indian village located nearby. The presence of small settlements of Indians
(ancestors of the Poospatucks) near the Carmans River is well documented, and this
agrees with contemporary reports that the stranded settlers were helped by local Indians.

The last in this sequence of nautical charts was drawn by Claes Janszoon VVooght,
and published by his partner Johannis van Keulen in 1685. It bears the title Pas-Kaart
Vande Zee Kusten van Niew Nederland Anders Genammt Niew York (Chart of the Sea
Coasts of New Netherland, Also Called New York).[35] As the title reveals, Dutch
mapmakers showed an understandable reluctance to acknowledge the finality of the
English conquest of New York.

This handsome chart combines on one sheet three separate maps: a chart of the
Hudson River, a chart of the Connecticut River; and a chart of the area around Long
Island and New York Harbor. The part depicting the Hudson River is apparently the first
published chart of that river. It does a fairly good job of showing the bends and islands in
the river, along with some shoals, but it lacks soundings and is overall much less detailed
than the previously discussed manuscript chart drawn around 1630. Many villages
inhabited by Native Americans are shown along the river, making the map potentially
useful for tracing shifting Indian settlement patterns.

Vooght’s depiction of Long Island is another partially failed attempt to grapple with
the island’s illusive shape. This part of the chart is clearly modeled on the Roggeveen
chart, but manages to correct some of its most conspicuous errors. Peconic Bay is given
its proper east-west orientation, the North Fork and “Zuyd Hol” are restored to their
proper places, and the strange Latinate names on eastern Long Island are removed.
However, Peconic Bay is too small, the North Fork is dwarfed, and the South Fork shows
symptoms of elephantiasis. Overall, the shape of Long Island is even more compressed
than on the Roggeveen chart, making it look exceptionally obese. In spite of these
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failings, Vooght’s chart manages to capture some shapes, such as that of the North Fork,
better than previous charts, and adds a few new names, including “Zuyd Hampton”
(Southampton). It also provides much more extensive soundings than its predecessors,
and does a better job of depicting shoals.

Town Plans and Property Maps

Relatively few maps of New Netherland tell us much about what the Dutch actually
did with the land. With the partial exception of the maps in the Jansson-Visscher series,
the regional overview maps provide us mostly with such information as the locations of
rivers, towns, Indian tribes, and fortifications; but they do not include land boundaries or
other property information. In this respect, as we shall see, they differ from many of their
Anglo-American counterparts. Moreover, the Dutch produced only a handful of
specialized cadastral maps, which show such things as property boundaries, the layout of
cities and settlements, or the location of buildings.

There are a number of reasons for this dearth of property maps. It should be
remembered that many maps have been lost, and there are references in written
documents to maps that have disappeared.[36] Also the low population of New
Netherland has to be taken into account. Even at the end of the Dutch period, there were
only a few small settlements beyond the immediate vicinity of New Amsterdam and the
area around Fort Orange and Beverwijk (later Albany). People sometimes inquire about
Dutch “patroonship maps,” forgetting that Rensselaerwijk was the only patroonship that
actually succeeded and survived the Dutch period. Several other patroonships were
created, but they failed to attract settlers, or were destroyed in the Indian wars that
plagued the colony. In comparison with the tiny population, land was so plentiful that
farms could be allocated without paying much attention to the formalities of surveying,
mapping, and registering the land. Indeed, prior to 1638, colonists were allowed to
simply “choose and take possession of as much land as they [could] properly
cultivate.”[37] It has been estimated that at the end of Dutch period there were only about
350 farms in present in modern New York State, excluding the English settlements on
eastern Long Island.[38]

Finally, there may be cultural reasons behind the Dutch disinclination to produce
property maps. These have been presented by historian Donna Merwick in Possessing
Albany.[39] The leaders of the West India Company and New Netherland were mostly
merchants or their employees. With a few exceptions, most notably Killian van
Rensselaer, they had little or no interest in building large landed estates in the New
World. They were also not able to attract large numbers of settlers interested in becoming
farmers. The inhabitants of New Netherland included a fair number of outcasts who could
not find a place in European society, along with company employees, and those
interested in making quick money in the fur trade; but the mix of settlers included few
would-be yeomen or freeholders. Unlike the Anglo-Americans, the Dutch settlers of all
social groups were not obsessed with improving their status by gaining land. Their aim
was to make money, preferably lots of it, and without too much work.

In spite of these constraints, the Dutch did a good deal of land surveying, especially
in the last ten years of their occupation of New Netherland. From1642 onward, there was
a succession of officials occupying a position comparable to the position of Surveyor
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General in English colonies.[40] The texts of many Dutch land patents have survived,
but, remarkably, it appears that not a single one of these surveys was accompanied by a
map.[41] Perhaps, as Merwick has suggested, property was seen as something so
personal that it was considered an invasion of privacy to be forced make one’s property
holdings publicly known, much less to produce maps of them.[42] However, Merwick’s
thesis seems questionable, since the Dutch were quite as capable of surveying and
producing cadastral maps as the English, and did so extensively in some of their colonies,
especially Brazil. In Virginia (unlike New England) the English also did not do much
detailed property mapping until the end of the seventeenth century. Even after 1664 in
New York, as will be seen, it was many decades before land patents were routinely
accompanied by maps. Thus, I am inclined to think that the exigencies of time and place,
rather than the mysteries of the Dutch psyche, are primarily responsible for the small
number of property maps from New Netherland.

New Amsterdam is the only city or town in New Netherland for which maps from
the Dutch period still exist that show individual buildings or property boundaries.
Although these materials have been analyzed extensively by Stokes and others, it is worth
reviewing them quickly here for the light they shed on Dutch mapping practices in New
Netherland. In this context, it is not altogether clear what to count as a map. Several of
the earliest images of the city are usually described as “views” rather than maps—they
are drawings showing the city from a particular vantage point, rather than schematic
representations drawn to scale. But the distinction between maps and views is not clear
cut—especially when one is dealing with seventeenth-century Dutch maps. Inset views of
New Amsterdam were frequently included in Dutch maps of New Netherland, and
several maps of specific areas within the colony have many of the characteristics of
bird’s-eye views. Generally speaking, the more “map-like” views resemble photographs
taken from a high elevation, whereas ordinary city views are taken from ground level or a
modest elevation. The pictorial quality of many Dutch maps reflects the influence of
Dutch landscape painting, which sometimes shows the countryside from a high aerial
perspective. It is worth noting that seventeenth-century Holland produced a number of
artist-cartographers, including Johannes Vingboons, whose studio produced maps,
perspective water colors, and full-fledged landscape oil paintings—often of the same
scene.[43]

The earliest view or map of New Amsterdam fits into this hybrid category. This is
T’Fort Nieuw Amsterdam op de Manhatans (known as the Hartgers View), which shows
the city as it existed around 1626.[44] Although this view was not published until 1651,
the printed version is almost certainly a copy of a drawing made by Crijn Fredricx (or
Frederycs) between 1626-28.[45] Fredricx was the military engineer who built the first
fort at New Amsterdam. He returned to the Netherlands after a brief stay in the New
World, and went on to pursue a distinguished career as military engineer and mapmaker
in his native country, where he was known by his proper name, Quirijn Fredericksz van
Lobbrecht.

The Hartger’s View functions very much like a map in that it shows us the buildings
and fortress of New Amsterdam from a sufficiently high perspective to give a clear
picture of the layout of the embryonic city and the appearance of its surroundings. The
impressive fortress that dominates the city is the one Friedricz wanted to build, rather
than the more modest structure that was actually constructed. The engraving also shows
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some Indians in canoes. They may look familiar, since they are a reversed image of an
illustration that later appeared on both the Blaeu and the Jansson-Visscher maps.
Friedricz was also sent out with detailed instructions from the Board of Directors of the
West India Company on how to lay out lots for farms and buildings in the new city. With
some alterations necessitated by the topography of Manhattan Island, these plans formed
the basis for the layout of the oldest part of New York City.

Later views give us a good idea of the development of New Amsterdam, although
they are drawn from a perspective closer to ground level, which makes them less “map
like” than the Hartgers view. The best- known view of New Amsterdam is the one that
was first published in the Visscher edition of the Jansson-Visscher map, which is usually
dated ca. 1655, but which probably dates from 1650 or 1651. This view bears the title
Nieuw Amsterdam op t Eylant Manhattans. Only recently has the remarkable history of
this view come to light. The original version was drawn for Adrian Van der Donck—
most likely by Augustin Herman, who probably also drafted the manuscript used as the
basis for the Jansson-Visscher maps. The original of this view makes New Amsterdam
look like it is falling apart. The houses are ramshackle, the walls and fort appear to be
melting into the ground, no people can be seen, and the windmill has only two arms. This
view was apparently intended to go along with the map to illustrate VVan der Donck’s
“Remonstrance” to the Dutch West India Company, indicting Stuyvesant’s alleged
misadministration. Once this view had served its original purpose, it was polished up to
serve other purposes. Johannes Vingboons, who worked for the West India Company,
made a beautiful watercolor based on this view, in which the fort is repaired, the city is
populated, and the windmill is provided with a full complement of arms.[46] Johannes
Blaeu also made an engraving of the view, which was similar to the Vingboons drawing,
and which was then re-engraved for the 1655 Visscher map of New Netherland. This
pattern of reworking maps and views for different purposes and users was not unusual in
seventeenth-century Holland, and serves as a reminder of the extent to which maps are
often anything but “objective” representations of reality.

The final view of Dutch Manhattan is the so-called “Restitutio view,” which
appeared in some editions of the Jansson-Visscher map published after 1673 to celebrate
the brief Dutch recapture of the city. This view bears the title Niuw-Amsterdam onlangs
Nieuw Jorck genaemt en nu hernomen bij de Nederlanders op den 24 Aug 1673 (New
Amsterdam erstwhile called New York and retaken by the Netherlanders on August 24,
1673). The rapid growth of the city in the previous thirty years is evident in this view.

The most detailed and impressive plan of New Amsterdam was produced by Jacques
Corteljou, the last surveyor general of New Netherland. It will be discussed below along
with other works by Corteljou. No maps showing street plans or buildings of cities in
New Netherland other than New Amsterdam have come down to us from the Dutch
period. This is mainly because the other settlements were so small that they scarcely
needed to be mapped. The only other settlement with more than a few buildings is the
town that later became Albany, which grew out of a group of houses huddled around Fort
Orange. This settlement was only separated from Rensselaerswyck and formally
organized as a town in 1652, when Stuyvesant gave it the very appropriate name of
Beverwijck (Beaver-town). The town was informally known to its residents as “the
Fuyck.” This name, which comes across to Anglophones as singularly inelegant, means
“animal trap,” and refers to the unusual funnel-like shape of the town within its walls,
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which resembles the converging stockades sometimes used to drive large animals
towards hunters (see Figure 4.2 in Chapter 4 of this book) . There were, however, two
maps that showed property ownership in larger geographic areas.

For a birds-eye view that more closely resembles a map, let us turn to the view of the
colony of Rensselaerswyck drawn for Kiliaen van Rensselaer around 1630 (Figure
2.7).[47] Van Rensselaer had purchased this land in 1630, and the map was made to give
him and his associates a picture of their new holdings along the Hudson River near
Albany. Most of the surveying for the map was done on the spot by Bastiaen Janz Krol.
Recent research has shown that the map was drafted in Amsterdam by Gillis Van
Schendel, who was paid six rixdollars by van Rensselaer to produce a map on vellum
with four additional copies on paper.[48] The carefully drawn vellum map is now in the
New York State Archives. It provides us with an unusually detailed view of the islands in
the Hudson River, and of the topography of the east bank of the river, where van
Rensselaer wanted to locate his colonists. It also shows several farms which van
Rensselaer was in the process of establishing, and also fortified villages of the Mohican
Indians. The map needs to be interpreted with particular caution. All maps present
selective views of reality, but this one is particularly selective. As Merwick puts it: “First,
it was what van Rensselaer wanted to see, modified by what he wanted others, especially
his partner Johannes de Laet, to see. Second, it was what the overseas surveyors and
draftsmen wanted van Rensselaer to see.”[49] Among other things, it contains odd
omissions in the area of the Mohawk River, and accentuates the desirability of the lands
along the east side of the Hudson River for settlement.

Figure 2.7. [GilisVan Scheyndel, ?], Renselaerswyck, [ca. 1632]. New York State
Archives.

This same pictorial “birds-eye” quality is also evident on the well-known “Manatus”
map (Figure 2.8).[50] This manuscript map, which exists in three variant copies, is dated
1639, and was probably made for the West India Company. The author of the original
map is unknown, but the copies were very likely made by the studio of Johanness
Vingboons. As previously noted, Vingboons maintained a kind of “picture archive” of
maps, which he used to produce everything from simple copies to elaborate oil paintings.
This type of high-altitude aerial perspective watercolor is a characteristic production of
the Vingboons studio, and it is quite possible that he modified a simpler sketch to give it
a more artistic appearance.[51]
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Figure 2.8. Joan Vinckeboons, "Manatvs gelegen op de Noot [sic] Riuier" (1639?).
Library of Congress, Geography and Map Division.

The original Manatus map was clearly created as an administrative tool for the West
India Company. Its chief purpose seems to have been to provide the directors of the
company with information about the Dutch settlements; attracting new settlers was
possibly a secondary purpose. New Amsterdam itself is not shown in detail, although the
Dutch fort at the foot of Manhattan is depicted, along with two windmills. The map
focuses on farms in the vicinity of Manhattan, and the names of landowners are provided.
In a few cases, property boundaries are also indicated by dotted lines. Several of the
farms are shown with associated hayricks, which resemble belfries. These may provide a
clue to the meaning of the symbols associated with some of the farms shown on the
Jansson-Visscher maps. Several Indian villages are shown on Long Island, and are
symbolized by drawings of long houses. Not to be overlooked is the presence of a slave
camp on Manhattan Island. Labeled with the letter “F,” it is located opposite present-day
Blackwell’s Island. The legend reads in translation “Quarter of the blacks, the Company’s
slaves.” A more detailed analysis of the Manatus map can be found in Stokes, who
describes almost everything he could find out about every feature on the map.

During the final years of Dutch occupation, property mapping became more
prominent. As previously noted, the first Dutch Surveyor-General (Andries Huddle) was
appointed in 1642. The modest surge of population under Peter Stuyvesant after 1644
prompted an increase in land ownership and surveying. We know enough about the
personality and activities of the last Surveyor-General of New Netherland (or Sworn
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Surveyor as he was called by the Dutch) to gain some insight into the life of a surveyor
towards the end of the Dutch period. His name was Jacques Corteljou. He was a French-
speaking Fleming, who arrived in New Netherland in 1652, and was appointed to his
office in 1657.[52] Corteljou continued as Surveyor General until 1671, several years
after New Netherland passed into the hands of the English. He continued to make his
living as a farmer on Long Island and as a surveyor until his death in 1692 or 1693. He
was one of the founders of New Utrecht (now part of Brooklyn), and had seven children,
one of whom, Pieter Corteljou (ca. 1665 —1757), was also a professional surveyor. Both
names appear frequently in New York colonial land records.

Some intriguing comments on Jaques Corteljou’s life and character have come down
to us from Jaspar Danckaerts, who made a tour of several of the British colonies in search
of a place to found a settlement for a religious sect to which he belonged (the Labadists).
In 1679, Dankaerts wrote in his journal: “Jaques is a man advanced in years. He was born
in Utrecht, but of French parents, as we could readily discover from all his actions, looks
and language. He had studied philosophy in his youth, and spoke Latin and good French.
He was a mathematician and sworn land-surveyor. He had also formerly learned several
sciences, and had some knowledge of medicine. The worst of it was, he was a good
Cartesian and not a good Christian, regulating himself, and all externals, by reason and
justice only; nevertheless, he regulated all things better by these principles than most
people in these parts do, who bear the name of Christians or pious persons.”[53]
Rationalists and religious skeptics were not common anywhere in the middle of the
seventeenth century, and Corteljou would have been one of very few in North America at
the time. His background in mathematics and science would have served him well as a
surveyor; it was not uncommon prior to the twentieth century for surveyors to have wide-
ranging scientific interests.

We also know something about Jaques Corteljou’s activities as a land surveyor. A
number of his property surveys are recorded in the state Land Papers.[54]. None of the
surveys he made during the Dutch period were accompanied by maps, although a sketch
map appears in one of his later surveys. Toward the end of the Dutch period, he was also
involved in surveying cities and new settlements. In 1664 he was sent by Stuyvesant to
survey for a land patent the small settlement that had grown up at Schenectady.[55] It
was not until 1684 that an actual patent for Schenectady was granted by the English.

Corteljou’s most important achievement is a detailed map of New Amsterdam,
which is preserved in a copy known as the Castello Plan. Corteljou is reported to have
conducted four surveys of New Amsterdam between 1657 and 1661. The Castello Plan,
which was made around 1665-68, is thought to be a copy of his 1660 map. It is contained
in an atlas of manuscript maps that includes one of the copies of the Manatus map, and
other maps similar to those in the Harrisse collection. It is therefore likely that this copy
comes from the studio of Johannes Vingboons. The Castello Plan is quite detailed. It is
carefully drawn to scale, and shows streets and fortifications, along with individual
houses and lots. It was declared by Stokes to be “the most complete and accurate of any
map of any city in the New World north of Mexico, at that Period, not excepting French
and Spanish maps.” One of the most important maps in the history of New York City, it
also has been described extensively elsewhere.[56]

Dutch Mapping under English Rule
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Dutch mapping of present-day New York did not come to an end in 1664. Not only
was there a brief restoration of Dutch rule in 1673-74, but the province of New York
remained predominantly Dutch well into the eighteenth century, and Dutch influences
continue to the present. The area continued to maintain trading relations with Holland,
and Dutch map makers continued to produce maps of New Netherland. After about 1680,
most of the maps of New York published in the Netherlands were reprints, or were based
on English sources. It was many years before Dutch publishers could bring themselves to
remove the name “Nieu Nederlandt” from their maps of the New York area.

Students of New Netherland should not neglect to study some of the maps made
during the English period, which often throw light on earlier conditions. This particularly
applies to property maps. As will be seen, the English were generally much more
meticulous than the Dutch about surveying and recording property boundaries.
Consequently, in order to defend and maintain their holdings, Dutch landowners in the
English period often had to commission surveys of their properties. These were
frequently made by Dutch surveyors and written in Dutch. Some of them reveal
characteristic features of Dutch map making, and they are useful for such purposes as
studying patterns of Dutch Settlement.

Although there are no maps from the Dutch period for cities other than New
Amsterdam, this lack is partially remedied by maps that were produced by English
surveyors towards the end of the seventeenth century. Albany, Schenectady, and Esopus
(Kingstown) were mapped by Wolfgang Rémer and John Miller. These maps, which
show characteristic Dutch settlement patterns, will be discussed in Chapter 4.

Finally, it should be noted that Amsterdam financiers did not entirely lose interest in
New York after 1664. In the first part of the nineteenth century, a group of Dutch
investors, much like those who stood behind the West India Company, created the
Holland Land Company. As we will see, the Holland Land Company played a major role
in the settlement of western New York, and was much more profitable for its backers
than the Dutch West India Company ever was. One of its legacies is the city of Buffalo,
which was the second city in New York State to start its career under the name of New
Amsterdam.
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Chapter 3
French Maps, 1633-1760

Introduction

The early mapping of New York State includes maps produced by three of the
leading colonial powers of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Both the similarities
and the differences between the Dutch, French, and British maps of the area are
remarkable. During this period, these three nations were in the forefront of European
mapping. They participated in a common mapping culture—i.e. their maps were based on
shared conventions, such as uniform scale, the use of mathematical projections, and the
use of latitude and longitude to specify place locations. By and large, they also used the
same conventions for map symbolization. However, there are appreciable differences in
the ways the map makers of these countries went about depicting the region that was to
become New York, and these differences reflect the culture, political systems, and
priorities of each nation. Studying the maps they produced tells us much about the nature
of their colonial enterprises.

Less attention has been paid to the French mapping of New York than to that of the
Dutch and the British. There are a number of reasons for the neglect of the French
contribution. Linguistic barriers and the fact that the French never established a
permanent colony in New York help explain why their maps have often been overlooked.
Nonetheless, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the French maps of northern and
western New York generally excelled those of both the Dutch and the British. And, as
was seen in the first chapter of this book, even in the early phase of exploration, French
explorers, such as Verrazano and Champlain, played important roles in charting out the
new landscape. The French continued to make pioneering and important contributions to
the cartography of New York through the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.

In the first chapter, we left off the story of French mapping of the area that was to
become New York with Champlain's map of 1632. In spite of thirty years of struggle,
New France was scarcely viable as late as that date. In 1629 the English had actually
seized Quebec, and it looked as though the short career of New France was over, but it
was returned to France a few months later under the treaty of St.-Germain-en-Laye. After
the fall of Quebec, Champlain returned to France where, among other things, he prepared
the 1632 version of his map of New France. In 1633 he returned with three ships and
again took charge of a colony now consisting of slightly more than 100 people.[1]

This feeble colony had two things working in its favor. The first was the
geographical advantage that came from its position on the corridor leading down the
Saint Lawrence River to the Great Lakes. This allowed the French to control much of the
valuable fur trade, and eventually enabled them to build a tenuous empire over a large
part of inland North America. The exploits of the French on the Great Lakes and in the
Mississippi Valley fall largely outside of the framework of this study, although they are
reflected in several landmark maps of eastern North America, which will be discussed
below.

The other major support of New France in the middle of the seventeenth century was
its missionary activities, which were largely carried out by the Company of Jesus. The
determined and partially successful attempts of the Jesuits and other religious orders to
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convert the Indians had no real parallel among the Dutch or the English. The first Jesuits
arrived in 1625, and in the following decades they were quite active in attempting to
introduce the natives to Christianity. Although most of the efforts of the Jesuits focused
on areas that are now in Canada, they also established missions among the Iroquois south
of Lake Ontario. In the process, they made important contributions to the exploration and
mapping of northern and western New York.

Maps by Missionaries

The Jesuit fathers were among the most educated men in Europe, and their skills
sometimes included surveying and cartography. At the very least, they knew how to read
a map and use a compass, how to measure distances by pacing, and how to put their
observations down in writing and in crude maps. Some of them possessed more
specialized skills, such as the knowledge of how to measure latitudes using the sextant or
cross staff. A few even made estimates of longitude using spherical trigonometry or lunar
eclipses.[2] Probably their basic literacy and familiarity with the use of maps is more
important than any specialized knowledge individual Jesuits may have had. It is easy to
overlook the importance of the ability to read and write for explorers, especially in the
context of the seventeenth century. The Jesuits were sometimes preceded in their
discoveries by illiterate or semi-literate explorers and fur traders, such as Champlain’s
assistant Etienne Brdlé and later the fur trader Pierre Radisson, but such people were
unable to make maps or even provide useful geographical descriptions of their
discoveries.[3] Thus, the Jesuits were largely responsible for the earliest detailed maps of
northern and western New York. Many of their maps were sent to an institution in Paris
usually referred to as the Dépot de la Marin, which served as the central repository for
French colonial maps.[4] Some of the most detailed and interesting of them exist only in
manuscript, and are little known. Others were used later together with other sources to
produce superb manuscript and printed maps of New France.

For those Jesuits who wished for martyrdom—and some of them did so fervently—
Iroquoia was truly a land of opportunity. As was seen in the brief discussion of
Champlain earlier in this book, the French and the Iroquois got off on a bad footing from
the start. Some conflict was probably inevitable because it was underlain by the
economics of the fur trade. To obtain furs, the French needed to cultivate good relations
with Indians to their west, most notably the Hurons and the Ottawas. These nations were
traditional enemies of the Iroquois, and they looked to the French for arms and other
support. In addition, the interests of the Iroquois were challenged by the French efforts to
control the fur trade, by the cultural challenge posed by French missionary activities, and
by the efforts of the French and their Indian allies to control lands claimed by the
Iroquois.[5] The Iroquois were closely allied with the Dutch, and exchanged furs with
them for trade goods (including arms) at Fort Orange. The introduction of firearms made
warfare between groups of Indians much more deadly, and enabled the Iroquois to fight
effectively against the French. The formidable Iroquois were spectacularly successful
against other Indians (they nearly annihilated the Hurons as a tribe), and they brought
New France to the brink of disaster.

Several Jesuits became acquainted with the Iroquois through being taken captive and
tortured. Those who survived sometimes returned to found missions. The French
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missionary effort to the lIroquois was an intermittent affair, which depended on the
politics of the moment, but it helped give the Jesuits a good geographical knowledge of
the Iroquois lands. One of the first Jesuits to visit New York was Father Isaac Jogues,
who was captured in Canada by the Mohawks in 1643. He was brought down to the
Mohawk villages via the Lake Champlain route. Upon arrival he was horribly tortured,
and then held captive. Eventually Father Jogues escaped from his captors, and with the
help of the Dutch at Fort Orange returned to France.[6] He almost immediately returned
to Canada, and, in 1646 (after a brief peace had been made between the French and the
Iroquois) he returned to the scene of his torments and began the mission to the Mohawks.
On his second trip from Canada to the Mohawk River, Father Jogues once again traveled
by way of Lake Champlain, accompanied by a surveyor named Jean Bourdon. He may
have been the first European to see Lake George, which he named Lac Saint Sacrement
(Lake of the Holy Sacrament).[7] This name appears on many British as well as French
maps of the colonial era. Only in the middle of the eighteenth-century did the British
honor their reigning monarch (George I1) by giving the lake the prosaic name it bears
today.[8] Jogues’ career as a missionary ended later in the same year when was killed by
the Indians, who suspected him of witchcraft.

In 1653, the French and the Iroquois signed another peace treaty, and Jesuit
missionaries were allowed to establish themselves in the villages of the Five Nations.[9]
In 1658, war broke out again, and the Jesuit mission at Onondaga was abandoned. In
1667, the missions were reopened after the Iroquois decided to conclude peace again
following French raids against the Mohawk (described below).[10] The period of
intensive Jesuit missionary activity lasted only until around 1680. The Jesuits made a
practice of encouraging their converts to move to Canada where they could be better
controlled and be less tempted to relapse by pagan Indians. This emigration particularly
affected the Mohawk, almost half of whom moved to Canada. This practice did not
endear the Jesuits to the remaining Indians, who were concerned about the loss of
population. An alliance between the English and the traditional Indians gradually forced
the Jesuits to withdraw their missions. In 1679 the last Jesuits and their converts left the
Mohawk country for Canada.[11] Some Jesuits remained among the Seneca and
Onondaga until about 1710, and they continued to have considerable influence among the
western Iroquois until the fall of New France.[12]

The French produced a number of manuscript maps of central and western New
York between 1640 and 1690. Many of them were drawn by Jesuit missionaries, or were
based on information derived from Jesuit sources. Most remained in manuscript form,
although they often influenced later printed maps. These maps are not often reproduced,
but photographs or copies of most of them can often be found in large research
libraries.[13] Many of them were used by nineteenth-century historians, such as Francis
Parkman and Justin Winsor, but have since been largely neglected. Some of them are
anonymous and undated, and there is a good deal of uncertainty concerning their dating,
and how they and relate to each other. One of the purposes of this chapter is to make
them more readily available, and to relate them to each other and to the context in which
they were made.

One of the earliest of these manuscript maps is an anonymous work that bears the
title Chemin des Iroquois (path of the Iroquois).[14] It is fairly certain that this map,
which is shown in Figure 3.1, was drawn in 1646 by Jean Bourdon, a surveyor who
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accompanied Father Jogues on his trip to the Mohawks in that year. It shows the entire
region from Montreal to Manhattan. Parts of it are inaccurate, and its scale is best
described as “variable,” but for a first effort it gives quite a good impression of the
corridor between Montreal and the Mohawk Villages. It shows Lake Champlain, Lake
George (which is not named), and “Fort Orange or Nassau, inhabited by the Dutch.” One
of the most interesting features on the map is a dotted line, labeled “chemin des
Iroquois,” running from the base of Lake George to three villages of the Mohawks
(Agnié). It also shows a path running between the Hudson River and Wood Creek (which
flows north into Lake Champlain). This is labeled “route by which the Canadian
Algonguians (Montaignez) sometimes go to war.”[15]

Figure 3.1. [Jean Bourdon], "Chemin de Iroquois,” [16467?]. Photograph from
Karpinski Collection.

The geographical knowledge acquired in the early period of missionary activity prior
to 1653 is best summarized in a map entitled Novae Franciae Accurata Delineatio
(1657).[16] This map, part of which is shown in Figure 3.2, was almost certainly
prepared by Father Francesco Bressani, the only Italian Jesuit active in New France, for
inclusion in a book he published describing his work as a missionary.[17] Although the
map was engraved on copper, it was not published in Bressani’s lifetime. Bressani was
primarily active as a missionary to the Huron in what is now Canada. At one point he was
captured by the Mohawks, and suffered horrific tortures, which he was lucky to survive
with the loss of three fingers on one hand. The account of his sufferings has come down
to us, and it is not recommended reading for the squeamish.[18]
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Figure 3.2 West sheet of Francisco Bressani, Novae Franciae Accurata Delineatio
(1657). National Archives of Canada.

The parts of Bressani’s map dealing with the area around Georgian Bay on Lake
Huron, where he worked for many years, are considered to be outstanding in their detail
and accuracy. The portions dealing with western New York are also quite carefully
drawn, although they do not reflect such an extensive geographical knowledge of the
area. Nonetheless, the map shows a much more wide-ranging knowledge of the
geography of New York than one would expect from the limited contacts between the
Jesuits and the Iroquois. The Five Nations are shown in approximately their correct
locations. Such important features as the Finger Lakes, Niagara Falls, and the Oswego
River already make their appearance. The courses of the Genesee River and its tributary
Honeoye Creek are clearly shown, along with the Seneca villages in their vicinity. Even
the northern edge of the Appalachian Mountains near the present Pennsylvania border is
sketched in, along with the headwaters of the Delaware River, and the map includes a
clear indication of the Ohio River. Nonetheless there are some serious errors in
geography—showing that the area had yet to be systematically explored. Although
Bressani was taken captive by the Mohawks, he misplaces the Mohawk River and has it
running almost directly north rather than west. The headwaters of the Delaware River are
misplaced far to the north and west, and the Delaware seems to be confused with both the
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Susquehanna and the Mohawk rivers. Finally, Lake Oneida is shown far to the west of its
correct location—reflecting a general lack of knowledge of the area between the Mohawk
River and the Finger Lakes.

In spite of its errors, Bressani’s map shows that as early as 1650 the French already
had a fairly good working knowledge of the geography of central and western New York.
Many of the features shown on this map were unknown to contemporary Dutch and
English map makers. Most of the information on the Bressani map could not have been
based on his own experiences. Aside from his involuntary trip to Mohawk country in
1644, he did not visit New York. His sources seem to have been completely unknown
manuscript maps, which must have been in the possession of the Jesuits. Much of the
information available to the Jesuits might have been obtained from Indians, or possibly
from fur traders, for the map includes many areas where French missionaries or explorers
are not known to have visited. In the following decades, as we will see, the French were
to further expand and improve on their knowledge of the geography of New York.

Before proceeding to other maps, something should be said about the iconography of
the Bressani map, which makes it an impressive example of a propaganda map. A
propaganda map is not necessarily false or distorted; its purpose is to convey a
motivational message. In this case, the message is to support the Jesuit missions, and it
achieves its purpose by depicting the cruelty and barbarism of the pagan Indians, and
contrasting them with the redemptive sacrifices of the Jesuit fathers. This message is
conveyed most obviously through the depiction of a family of praying Indians in the
upper-left corner. This engraving is counterbalanced by another on the eastern sheet (not
shown here), which shows the martyrdom of Fathers Brébeuf and Lalemant at the hands
of the Iroquois. The smaller details on the map subtly reinforce the basic message,
besides which they are true to life and convey interesting information about the New
World. On the upper-right is a good representation of a moose, along with a bear and an
Algonkian Indian on snowshoes. Rather less successful is a drawing of buffalo or “wild
cows”(vaccae silvestres). Several drawings show details of Iroquoian life, including a
longhouse, food preparation, and women carrying babies on their backs, as well as
dancing, and men at a council fire. Some of the other drawings are more pointed. There is
a drawing of an Indian carrying a gun in the section of the map covering New
Netherland: a none-too-subtle reminder of where the Iroquois obtained their arms, which
they put to such effective use against the French and their Indian allies. This Indian is
wearing a remarkable suite of armor made of twigs bound together. At the bottom of the
map there is a rather disturbing drawing of mummified Indians in Virginia.

After 1654, when semi-permanent missions were established among the Iroquois, a
new chapter opened in the Jesuit mapping of New York. The first European to visit the
western Adirondacks was probably Father Antoine Poncet, who was captured by the
Mohawks in 1653, and also taken on an involuntary journey from Canada to the Mohawk
River via the Lake Champlain route. After a brief captivity and a relatively mild bout of
torture, Father Poncet was released, as peace negotiations were underway between the
French and the Iroquois. Because of the season of the year, he was returned to Canada by
a different route. This route has been plausibly reconstructed as leading from West
Canada Creek to Cranberry Lake, and from thence down the Oswegatchie River, which
joins the Saint Lawrence at Ogdensburg.[19]
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In the following year (1654), Father Le Moyne ascended the Saint Lawrence River to
found the first French mission among the Iroquois of central New York. Ascending the
river, he saw the Adirondacks, which he named after Saint Margaret.[20] He crossed the
Salmon River and made his way overland to the chief village of the Onondagas. There he
sampled the salt springs at Lake Onondaga, and returned via the Seneca and Oswego
Rivers. In the following years, other missionaries expanded on his discoveries and
founded missions among the Seneca farther to the West. By 1680, the Jesuits had
obtained a good working knowledge of the geography of much of northern, central, and
western New York.[21]

A good overview of the geographical knowledge acquired by the early Jesuit
missionaries is contained in a map of northern New York that first appeared in the Jesuit
Relation of 1664-65. This map bears the title “Plan of the Forts Constructed by the
Carignan Salieres Regiment...” (Figure 3.3).[22] Although somewhat schematic, it
provides a reasonably good picture of the major features of northern and western New
York. It presents the villages of the Iroquois in approximately their correct locations—
showing considerable improvement in this respect over Father Bressani’s map. Reflecting
the adventures of Father Poncet, the Oswegatchie River is shown, approximately where it
belongs; it is labeled “River that comes from the direction of the Mohawks.” A second
river—apparently the Salmon—~bears the same inscription. The Jesuits were uninhibited
by modern ideas concerning the separation of church and state, and most of their maps
served the French army, as well as provided information useful to missionaries and their
friends. This map is fairly typical in its intermingling of military and religious purposes.
In addition to sketches of forts, it shows the route that the French were to use in their
invasion of the territory of the Mohawks in the following year—an adventure that will be
touched upon below. This is essentially the same route as that followed by the Mohawks
in conducting Father Jogues and other French captives to their villages.



48

Figure 3.3. Map of Northern New York Published in the Jesuit Relations for 1664/65.
Courtesy of the Norman B. Leventhal Map Center at the Boston Public Library.

Somewhat later developments in the French exploration and mapping of this area are
summarized in the so-called “Great Lakes Map.” This is an anonymous map of uncertain
origins dating from about 1680, which resides in the Archives of the Marine in Paris. It
was a favorite of Francis Parkman, and a copy of it can be found in the Parkman
collection at Harvard. Its eight sheets cover the entire area from the coast of New
England to the Mississippi River. Regardless of who drew it, it is a work of synthesis that
draws on a number of earlier maps and reports by explorers and missionaries.[23]

The easternmost sheet of the Great Lakes Map covers present-day New England and
northeastern New York (Figure 3.4), and shows how extensive was the knowledge the
French had gained of this area by the fourth quarter of the seventeenth century.[24] It
clearly shows both the Green Mountains in Vermont and the Adirondack Mountains,
which are named for the first time on a map as “the Mountains of St. Mary.” (This may
be an error in copying, since on later French maps the Adirondacks are consistently
called the Mountains of Saint Martha.) A note on the Green Mountains reads “here one
can find veins of lead, although not in great abundance,” which indicates that the French
were active enough in this area to engage in prospecting.[25] Northern New England is
shown as inhabited by “savages called Mahingans or Socoquis.” The depiction of the
Lake Champlain corridor is not particularly noteworthy, but it is interesting that the
Hudson River is labeled “the North River, or of Traders (traittes), or of Maurice"—
echoing the Dutch names for the river and the name assigned to it by Champlain, but
ignoring the name favored by the British. The mapmaker showed more willingness to
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acknowledge political reality in naming “Albanie ci devant Fort d’Orange.” This sheet
also shows quite clearly the Black River, which is shown flowing from the “Country of
the Iroquois” in northern New York into the St. Lawrence, and is here called the Soegansi
River.

Figure 3.4. Eastern portion of “Great Lakes Map.” Photograph from Pinart, Recueil de
cartes.

The second sheet of the Great Lakes Map continues the first, and shows the region
around Lake Ontario (Figure 3.5).[26] This sheet focuses primarily on the area north of
the lake, but it includes some information in what is now New York. The Iroquois
villages south of Lake Ontario are shown, as well as some of the paths connecting them.
Niagara Falls is described (with a bit of exaggeration) as a “waterfall 120 toises high, by
which Lake Erie drops into Lake Ontario.”[27] The Salmon River is shown with the
annotation: “Cahihonolagé, the place where most of the [Canadian] Iroquois and the
Algonquin disembark and set forth to trade in beaver with New York, following the paths
marked by double rows of dots.”[28] This same route is shown on the previously
discussed “Plan of the Forts Constructed by the Carignan Salieres Regiment....”,
although there the Salmon River is called “La Famine,” and there is no annotation.
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Figure 3.5. Western portion of “Great Lakes Map.” Photograph from Pinart, Recueil
de cartes.

Maps produced a few years later reflect greatly improved knowledge of the Finger
Lakes Region. A summary of French knowledge of upstate New York made several years
after the “Great Lakes Map” is provided by a map entitled “Lake Ontario with its
Surroundings, and Particularly the Five Nations of the Iroquois, 1688 (Figure 3.6).[29]
This map is a reworking, probably by Jean-Baptiste Louis Franquelin (of whom more
later), of a somewhat more crudely drawn map with a similar title by the Jesuit
missionary Pierre Raffeix, who was active in much of this area between 1666 and 1680.
This map appears to draw on a variety of sources, including (along with missionary
accounts), the explorations of La Salle, and records from Denonville’s expedition against
the Seneca in 1687.

The Lake Ontario map shows both shores of the lake, and the entire Iroquois country
from the Mohawk River to Lake Erie. It shows the location of a short-lived Sulpition
mission to emigrant Cayugas on the Quinte Peninsula on the north shore of Lake Ontario,
along other villages north of Lake Ontario where Iroquois were living at the time. The
locations of the Five Nations in present-day New York are carefully depicted, along with
the Finger Lakes and trails connecting the Iroquois settlements. A trail is also shown
leading from the Salmon River (here called, as on most French maps, “La Famine”) to
the villages of the Oneidas and the Onondagas. Near the Senecas (Sonnontouans), the
Genesee River can be seen with a waterfall (saut) at its head, as well as Irondoquoit Bay
with its surrounding wetlands (Marais des Sonnontouans). Along with more conventional
information, the map shows favorite Indian fishing locations along the Oswego River,
and the location of a salt spring near Onondaga Lake. The map does not neglect military
affairs. It shows the site of Fort Niagara, “to be constructed soon.” (The beginnings of a
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fort were built at this location by La Salle in 1679, although it was not until 1725 that a
permanent fort was constructed.)[30] Also shown is the “Grand portage of 30 leagues by
which the Senecas go to war against the Illinois”—a path from the Seneca villages near
the Genesee River to Lake Erie.[31]

Figure 3.6 "Le Lac Ontario auec les lieux circonuoisins™ (1688). Probably by Jean-
Baptiste Louis Franquelin. Photograph from Karpinski Collection.

At about the same time as the Lake Ontario map, the French produced two
remarkably detailed maps of the Finger Lakes area. The first of these is a polished and
accurate "Carte du pays des Irroquois"” (Map of the Country of the Iroquois), which was
drawn by Jean-Baptiste Louis Franquelin, probably around 1688 (Figure 3.7).[32] Its
depiction of the area around the Finger Lakes is so detailed and precise that it excels
anything else produced prior to the American Revolution. The Finger Lakes themselves
are carefully depicted, along with surrounding rivers and the shore of Lake Ontario. In
addition, Lake Oneida is shown, along with the Seneca and Oswego Rivers, Wood Creek,
and the headwaters of the Mohawk River. The Iroquois villages appear, complete with
counts of the number of longhouses in each. Finally, trails connecting the villages are
shown, along with some topography, hydrology, and other information. This map should
be of great interest to anthropologists and students of Iroquois history.
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Figure 3.7. Large detail from Jean-Baptiste Louis Franquelin, "Carte du pays des
Irroquois,” [ca. 1688]. Photograph from Karpinski Collection.

An even more detailed map of a portion of western New York has been given the
title “Map of Route from Villages of La Conception and St. Jacques to Lake
Ontario.”[33] This map has been dated between 1670 and 1688, but the latter date is
almost certainly correct, since the it clearly reflects information collected shortly before
or at the time of Denonville’s expedition against the Seneca in 1687. It shows in careful
detail the area between Iroquois villages and Irondoquoit Bay (near present-day
Rochester). In addition to fortified villages and Indian paths, it shows topography,
wetlands, and a sandbar at the mouth of the bay. It is so carefully drawn that it could be
used to study changes in streams and shorelines in the area since the end of the
seventeenth century.

All of these maps are summarized to some extent in Franquelin’s relatively well-
known manuscript map of North America, which is a masterly synthesis contemporary
French geographical knowledge of the new continent (Figure3.8).[34] It is appropriate
that Franquelin should have made this map, for he is the most important single figure in
the seventeenth-century mapping of New France. As a summary of the geography of New
France, this work was unsurpassed until the publication of the Delisle’s map of 1703
(which will be discussed below)—and even the Delisles failed to equal Franquelin’s
depiction of northern and western New York. Franquelin had first-hand experience of his
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subject, having lived in Canada between 1671 and 1692, and having produced maps for
the governors and intendants of New France. Although he never visited central New
York, he had access to maps produced by the Jesuits and other explorers and missionaries
who were active in that region. In 1693 he returned to France, where he continued to be
employed by the King, and had access to the manuscript maps at the Dép6t des Cartes et
Plans de la Marine.[35]

Figure 3.8. Jean-Baptiste Louis Franquelin, "Carte de I’Amerique Septentrionnale,”
[1685 or 16867]. Detail showing New York Area. Library of Congress, Geography and
Map Division.

The maps discussed above represent a high point in the cartography of western New
York that was not reached again for over 100 years. The decline in the quality of the
mapping of this area has much to do with the expulsion of the Jesuits from the territory of
the Five Nations, and it underlines an important lesson in the history of cartography.
Under pre-modern conditions, there was often no reliable way for European
cartographers to evaluate the accuracy of individual maps of distant places. This was
especially true for areas like the Iroquois lands, which were on the fringe of European
colonization, and in which there was no literate population able to inform distant
mapmakers of errors on particular maps. Under these circumstances, mapmakers usually
examined whatever maps they had available, and based their works on what they
perceived as a rough average of the features found in several examples. This method
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almost guaranteed the perpetuation of errors. The occasional gems that might come under
their purview often could not be recognized as such.

French Military Maps, 1660-1713

The distinction between military maps and maps made for civilian purposes is not
clear cut even today. This certainly applies to maps made for the centralized French
monarchy, where civilian administrators, military leaders, explorers, and missionaries all
acted as servants of the king. Individual maps could simultaneously serve to further
exploration, to guide missionaries to the scene of their labors, to provide fur traders and
their employers with information useful for their business, and to help in the planning of
military campaigns. Several maps that have already been discussed show the locations of
fortifications and routes for the movement of troops, which are among the most important
identifying characteristics of military maps. Nonetheless, it is worthwhile to single out for
special attention some maps that were made primarily for military purposes.

Maps made specifically for military use became prominent shortly after1660, when
New France entered a more dynamic and aggressive phase. By this time France had
recovered from the Thirty Years War and from the civil war known as the fronde. Louis
XIV’s position was by then firmly established in France and in Europe, and he and his
minister Jean Baptiste Colbert were able to devote more attention and resources to their
struggling colony. In 1660, New France was made a royal province. Its finances and
administration were reorganized, and it was strengthened by several companies of regular
troops, including the famous Carignan Saliéres regiment.

The stage was thereby set for French military intervention in what is now New York.
At this particular time, the French were not so much concerned with strengthening their
position against the Dutch and the English as with fending off the Iroquois. In 1665 The
French began construction of their first forts on the Richelieu River and at the northern
end of Lake Champlain. In 1666, the Carignan Saliéres regiment accompanied by
Canadian militia launched two expeditions against the Mohawk Villages west of Albany.
The first expedition, launched in January, did the French more damage than the Natives,
and several wounded French soldiers had to be saved by the Dutch at Fort Orange. A
second expedition, which took place that autumn, was more successful. Although it
caused no Mohawk casualties, their villages were burnt and crops destroyed. The
Iroquois decided to sue for peace, and the French claimed possession of the Mohawk
lands by right of conquest. When the first of these expeditions set forth, the French were
not aware of the English takeover of New Netherland, although they found out about it in
the course of their campaign. Needless to say, the English were thoroughly alarmed by
these incursions, which mark the beginning of the struggle between the two nations for
the control of New York and North America.

These military activities were duly recorded by mapmakers. Under Louis XIV, the
French were the leading producers of military maps, and when the French troops arrived
in the New World they brought their cartographers with them. Several maps connected
with the military campaign of 1666 have come down to us—all of which are very similar.
It is not unusual for such maps to have been made in multiple copies for use in the field
and by headquarters. Many of them appear to update or correct information found on
earlier maps of the region. These maps are worth examining carefully because, in spite of
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their overall similarity, each provides unique information about the critically important
route between Montreal and the Mohawk Villages via Lake Champlain.

A map mentioned in the previous section of this chapter records the earliest French
military activities in the Lake Champlain corridor. This is Bourdon’s map of northern
New York, which was published in the Jesuit Relations for 1664-65 (Figure 3.3). It
presents, among other things, an overview of the corridor between Albany and Montreal
at that time. It includes ground plans for the three forts the French had recently
constructed along the Richelieu River (then called the Riviére des Iroguois), and it
reflects improved and updated geographical knowledge of the area. Lake Champlain is
shown with considerable accuracy, and Lake George appears bearing the name given to it
by Father Jogues, Lac du Saint Sacrement. The alignment of the Hudson and Mohawk
rivers is considerably improved in comparison to Bourdon’s Chemin des Iroquois of
1646, and the Dutch settlement at Schenectady is shown in addition to the three Iroquois
villages.

A more elaborate depiction of this area is contained in a manuscript map dated 1666,
which may also be by Jean Bourdon.[36] This new map contains a much more accurate
delineation of the lakes and rivers between Montreal and Albany than its predecessors,
and its military purpose is more explicit. Like the “Route of the Iroquois” map it shows a
path from Lake George (Lac du St Sacrement) to the Iroquois villages, which are here
labeled “habitations Iroquois que les troupes du Roy doivent attaquer” (Iroquois
settlements which the troops of the King are to attack). This map appears to show Lake
Saratoga and two other lakes north of Albany. The Dutch fort on the site of Albany is
identified (Orange), as is Schenectady (Petit village Hollandais).

With the outbreak of King William’s War (1689-1697), the rivalry between the
French and English in North America erupted into open conflict. By this time the French
had developed definite plans for seizing the province of New York. From a strategic
point of view, the French would have gained much from the possession of New York: it
would have given New France a warm water port, largely cut off the English from the fur
trade, separated New England from the southern colonies, and generally deprived the
English from access to the interior of the continent. In practical terms, the population
difference between New France and the English colonies probably made this program
impractical, but the seizure of Albany was a real possibility. After 1689, the French tried
to realize these ambitions, which had brewing since at least the 1660s. In 1690, a small
party of French and Indians destroyed Schenectady. Albany was in serious danger of
being taken, and the French even entertained plans for seizing New York City. With a
brief interruption between 1697 and 1702, warfare between the French and the British
continued until Queen Anne’s War (The War of the Spanish Succession) was ended by
the treaty of Utrecht in 1713.

Few manuscript maps have been uncovered that show French military activities in
New York during these years. Most of them come from the early part of King William’s
war, when the French posed the most serious threat to New York. Most of the fighting in
the latter part of King William’s War and in Queen Anne’s War took place in eastern
Canada, and neither side had sufficient resources to engage in extensive aggression along
the New York frontier. Fur traders and merchants in Albany continued to do business
with Montreal during most of Queen Anne’s War, and for all practical purposes there
existed a state of undeclared neutrality between New York and New France.[37]
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One of the most detailed maps produced during this period of war shows the entire
strategic corridor between Boston and New York City. It has been attributed to the
French military engineer Robert de Villeneuve, and dated to 1693 (Figure 3.9).[38] It
shows the area between Montreal and Albany, and for much of this area it is more
detailed and accurate than any of its predecessors. It also includes a fairly good
delineation of the Hudson Valley, including the settlements in the vicinity of Kingston,
which are labeled “Les Villages D’Isope” (which at that time would have included
Hurley, Marbletown, and New Paltz along with Kingston). Villeneuve’s map makes an
unabashed claim for the French to the area around New York City, labeling what is now
known as New York Bight as the “Mer de la Nouvelle France” (Sea of New France).

Figure 3.9a. Robert de Villeneuve?, [Region from Montreal to New York, 16937?].
Map photographed in two parts. Photographs from Karpinski Collection.
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Figure 3.9b. Robert de Villeneuve?, [Region from Montreal to New York, 1693?].
Map photographed in two parts. Photographs from Karpinski Collection.

An interesting manuscript map showing southern New York was compiled in 1693
by J.B.L. Franquelin—the same cartographer who produced the remarkably accurate
maps of northern New York discussed in the previous section. This map, however, is
more notable for its errors than for its accuracy. It bears the title: “Map of the Coast of
New England from Cape Ann to Neversink Point, Including the Route by Land and Sea
from Boston to Manhattan.”[39] Franquelin compiled this map shortly after his return
from Canada, at the time when the French were seriously contemplating an invasion of
New York. This map appears to have been put together from information supplied by a
spy, who was probably a double-agent, since some of the details on the map appear to be
deliberately misleading. The map’s focus on roads and harbors is understandable, since
such information is always useful for invading armies, but at least one of the roads was
imaginary. The map shows “a great road” running down the center of Long Island. This
road is presciently located where the Long Island Expressway is now found, but no such
road existed in the seventeenth century. This map also includes an inset showing
Manhattan, which has been reproduced recently by Cohen and Augustyn in Manhattan in
Maps.[40] As Cohen and Augustyn remark, this inset shows New York as a “veritable
fortress,” equipped with much stronger defenses than it actually had.
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Many of the military activities that took place in New York during this period are
summarized in an anonymous manuscript map drawn around 1710.[41] It shows the
entire passageway from Canada to Albany via Lake Champlain. Both British and French
fortifications are depicted, as well as well as portages and other information useful for
military planning. Similar sketch maps were prepared by the British and French armies
throughout the period of their conflicts—field maps of this type were a staple of military
cartography.

Small-Scale Maps of New France, 1650-1720

Before proceeding further in our discussion of specialized maps, it would be
worthwhile to consider some of the less detailed (small-scale) maps of New France.
These show much or all of New France, or even the eastern half of North America, and,
unlike the manuscript maps discussed above, all of them were published. Because of their
small scale, they do not contain as much information specific to New York as do more
narrowly focused maps, but they can nonetheless be quite informative. Occasionally they
contain bits of information that are not found elsewhere. Because they were published
and therefore widely distributed, they give us a good idea of the overall development of
French knowledge of New York and North America. Many of them were distributed
throughout Europe, and were sometimes used to assert French claims vis a vis the
English. Thus, they often functioned as propaganda maps, and throw light on the English
and French rivalry in the area.

Because most of the information relating to New York presented on these maps has
already been discussed, I will go through them selectively and in relatively little detail. A
complete list of French maps published prior to 1700 covering North America can be
found in Philip Burden’s useful Mapping of North America.

Several maps that appeared around the middle of the seventeenth century updated
earlier maps by Champlain. Until around 1650, Champlain’s 1632 map of New France
remained the best published map of New France. In 1643, Jean Boisseau published a
slightly amended edition of Champlain’s 1632 map.[42] In 1653 Pierre Du Val provided
an interesting update of Champlain’s work. Du Val obtained a plate that Champlain had
prepared in 1616 for a map of New France that was never published. Du Val amended the
plate with additional information for his 1653 map, which he republished with further
additions in 1664, 1667, and 1677.[43] None of these maps contain new information
about New York, but Du Val’s are among the first to show the boundaries claimed by
New France against New England and New Netherland.

Several maps published between 1650 and 1660 resemble the Bressani map, and are
clearly based on similar sources. At the time of its publication, the best widely available
synthesis of French knowledge of northeastern North America was contained in Nicolas
Sanson’s map of “Canada or New France,” which was published in 1656 (Figure
3.10).[44] Sanson (1600-1667) was Geographer to the King of France between 1630 and
1665, and therefore had access to the manuscript maps arriving from New France. The
Sanson map, which closely resembles Bressani’s, shows how much French knowledge of
the Great Lakes region had improved since Champlain’s time. In the maps of Champlain
and Duval there is only a hint of Lake Erie. Here Lake Erie is clearly shown, and the
other great lakes make a recognizable appearance. Sanson’s depiction of modern New
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York also closely resembles Bressani’s, but Sanson does a somewhat better job of
handling the geography of central New York. Like Bressani, Sanson was confused by an
error appearing on early Dutch maps (including De Laet’s map of 1630), which showed a
large lake as the source of both the Mohawk and Delaware Rivers. But Sanson partially
corrected this error by placing the lake closer to the position of Lake Oneida, and by
having the Mohawk River flow westward into it. He also did not extend the Delaware
River into the Finger Lakes region. Sanson seems to have been working with more recent
Dutch maps than Bressani, and his work is an excellent synthesis of contemporary
French, British, and Dutch sources. It should be remembered that it is almost exactly
contemporary with the Visscher map of New Netherland, and as an overall depiction of
northern New York, Sanson’s work is superior to Visscher’s.

Figure 3.10. Detail of Nicolas Sanson, Le Canada ou Nouvelle France (1656).
Courtesy of the Norman B. Leventhal Map Center at the Boston Public Library.

Sanson’s map went through several editions, and it shows the boundaries that the
French claimed between their territory and New England and New Netherland. As do
later French maps of North America, Sanson’s 1656 map of New France minimizes
English and Dutch possessions, and shows New France sprawling off indefinitely toward
the west. Of course, these claims constitute audacious and extravagant propaganda, since
at this time the French had no settlements or fortifications whatsoever in present-day
New York (to say nothing of the Ohio Valley and other regions further to the west). All
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of these territories were still firmly in the hands of their original Native American
possessors, and at best French missionaries and fur traders visited them at their
sufferance. The effectiveness of maps as vehicles for propagandistic territorial claims is
shown by the fact that even today people looking at these maps are drawn into regarding
the tenuous French empire in North America as much more of a geographic reality than it
actually was.

In 1664 Francois du Creux (1596-1666), another Jesuit missionary, published a map
of New France, which closely resembles those of Bressani and Sanson.[45] It also has a
fairly detailed depiction of present-day New York State, which differs in some details
from the other two maps. These differences make the map potentially useful to historians
and archaeologists interested in studying the Jesuit missions or Iroquois settlement
patterns.

Among best-known maps of New France published in the last half of the seventeenth
century are those of Vincenzo Coronelli (1650-1718).[46] Coronelli’s maps are carefully
crafted, and are important for their depiction of the western Great Lakes and the northern
Mississippi Valley, but they do not present substantial new information about New York.
Coronelli was a Venetian map maker, who worked for only two years in France, and
appears to have had fairly limited access to the many unpublished maps of New France.
And by the 1680s, the focus of French exploration and missionary activity had already
shifted to the west.

One family of map makers that deserves particular attention is that of the Delisles (or
Delisles). Claude Delisle (1644-1720) and his son Guillaume Delisle (1675-1726) are
considered to be among the founders of modern “scientific mapping.”[47] Such claims
need to be examined carefully, since there is little agreement among historians of
cartography as to what constitutes scientific mapping, or even if the concept is valid at
all. On the surface, the maps of the Delisles do not look very different from those of
Sanson or Coronelli. And, in fact, the Delisles put together their maps in much the same
way as their predecessors—mainly by collating and updating earlier manuscript and
printed maps. Their maps of North America are not derived from surveys based on
triangulation, like those their near contemporary Giovanni Domenico Cassini (1625-
1712) made of France, and this type of survey-based mapping was considered (at least in
the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries) to be the hallmark of “scientific”
cartography. On the other hand, the Delisles did make particular efforts to evaluate their
sources, to avoid placing on their maps information that they could not confirm, to cite
their sources, and to obtain from others accurate longitudes and latitudes. Thus, their
work might be said to be scientific in the same way that a work of history can be
described as scientific when it is based on the careful evaluation of verifiable sources.
Another characteristic of the Delisles’ maps is their stylistic simplicity. Rather than fill
their maps with pictures of animals, Indians and sailing ships, the Delisles left out most
art work, which might detract from the purity and scientific seriousness of their
cartographic message. In this respect the Delisles started a trend that is also seen in
subsequent scientific cartography.

Claude and Guillaume Delisle’s 1703 Carte du Canada ou de la Nouvelle France
(Map of Canada or of New France) summarizes much of the French mapping of North
America in the seventeenth century.[48] Another work of synthesis, it updates Sanson’s
map and has much more accurate estimates of latitude and longitude than previous maps
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of the area. As far as its depiction of New York is concerned, it does not constitute a
radical improvement over the work of Sanson, although it finally did away completely
with the fictitious lake at the headwaters of the Mohawk and Delaware Rivers.

In 1718, Guillaume Delisle published an even more important landmark map, which
is entitled in its English edition A Map of Louisiana and of the River Mississippi (Figure
3.11).[49] This map shows the tenuous French empire extending over most of the eastern
two-thirds of what is now the United States and much of Canada. It is indeed a notable
production. Its depiction of the Mississippi River system was remarkably accurate for its
time—so much so that it was consulted as late as the beginning of the nineteenth century
by Thomas Jefferson in preparing his instructions for the Lewis and Clark Expedition.
Delisle’s map was not merely a brilliant work of cartography, but it was also a bold piece
of propaganda. When Governor Burnett of New York saw the French version of this map
in 1720, he noted that the French were claiming huge swaths of territory that the English
considered to belong to themselves: “Particularly all Carolina is, in this new Mapp, taken
into the French Country, and in words there said to belong to them, and about fifty
leagues all along the edge of Pennsilvania & this Province taken into Canada, more than
was in their former Mapp.”[50] In other words, the French were already claiming on
paper territories in the Ohio Valley and elsewhere that they would actually to try to
occupy militarily only later in the eighteenth century. This map was the opening salvo in
a lively exchange of cartographic artillery that continued until the end of the French and
Indian War.
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Figure 3.11. Detail of Guillaume Delisle, Carte de la Louisiane et du cours du
Mississipi (1718). Library of Congress, Geography and Map Division.

In spite of its smaller scale, the depiction of New York on Delisle’s 1718 map of
Louisiana is considerably better than on his 1703 map of Canada or New France. It
appears that Delisle had consulted Franquelin’s unpublished maps in the interim. Lake
Oneida is finally shown in its correct position close to the headwaters of the Mohawk
River. The depiction of the Finger Lakes, which is clearly copied from Franquelin, is
better than on any published map made prior to the end of the American Revolution. The
courses of the Hudson, Delaware, and Susquehanna Rivers are all shown closer to their
correct locations than on any earlier map. Delisle also shows Lake George (Lac du Saint
Sacrement), which is not identified on his 1703 map, or on earlier published maps. The
boundary between New France and New York is shown running through the middle of
the Mohawk River and bending east well south of Lake George. The British, who
claimed sovereignty over the Iroquois and everything south of the St. Lawrence River,
were predictably upset. In spite of their political objections, the British recognized the
cartographic superiority of this map. Cadwallader Colden, Surveyor General of New
York from 1720 to 1763, complained for decades that there were no British maps of
interior North America comparable to those of the French. As will be seen in the next
chapter, he paid Delisle’s depiction of central and western and central New York the
compliment of copying it and publishing it at as his Map of the Country of the Five
Nations Belonging to the Province of New York.[51]

One oddity on Delisle’s 1718 map illustrates the limitations of his version of
scientific mapping. The portion of the Hudson River north of Albany (called here as on
some other French maps “R. du Cayeux”) is shown flowing westward almost as far as
Lake Ontario. In fact, there is just a short portage (“Portage d’ Anwuenre”) connecting the
Hudson with Lake Ontario near Sacketts Harbor. This particular feature does not appear
on Franquelin’s maps, and is most likely derived from one of the written sources that
Delisle consulted. Apparently De Lisle read an account of someone who had traveled up
the Hudson River and reached—after several long portages—the Black River, which
flows into Lake Ontario at approximately the location shown on the map. This
description could have come from a French explorer, or possibly from an Indian account.
Such dramatic errors can easily arise when one attempts to convert vague travelers’
reports into the precise imagery of a map. On the 1703 Carte du Canada, the Delisles
famously fell into the same kind of trap when they added a good deal of fictitious
geography to the Great Plains, which they had derived from the later discredited
“explorations” of Baron Lahontan.

In spite of its limitations, Delisle’s 1718 map is an outstanding summary of more
than a century of French exploration in and around New York. It continued to dominate
the depiction of northern and western New York until the middle of the eighteenth
century.

From Delisle to the Fall of New France, 1714-1760

During the eighteenth century, the French did not produce such spectacular
contributions to the mapping of the New York area as they had in the previous century.
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Surveyors and map makers were not inactive in New France during this period, but their
efforts were directed mostly to the west of our area. This period can be broken down into
two phases. During the first phase, which runs roughly from 1714 to 1744, there was an
uneasy peace between France and Great Britain. The lack of military activities, combined
with the exclusion of the Jesuits from most of Iroquoia, led to a reduction in French
activities in present-day New York, and consequently few maps of the region were
produced. After 1744, the military rivalry between the two powers heated up and led to
open war, which culminated with the fall of New France in 1760. Not surprisingly, the
last fifteen years of New France saw a resurgence of military mapping, as well as the
production of many general-purpose maps displaying the competing claims of the French
and the British

It was more than twenty-five years before Delisle’s 1718 map of French North
America encountered any serious competition from published maps. However, some
important regional explorations and surveys took place between 1720 and 1740. Many of
the manuscript maps produced during this period are associated with the name of
Gaspard-Joseph Chaussegros de Léry, which was shared by a father-son team of
mapmakers. The elder de Léry, a French military engineer, arrived in New France in
1716, and made maps until his death in 1756. His son, who became his assistant, started
work in the 1730s. Since both shared the same name, and they did not always sign their
maps, or signed them only “de Léry,” there is much confusion concerning the authorship
of their maps.

In the 1720s, the elder de Léry was involved in surveying the south shore of Lake
Ontario.[52] He also made many plans of fortifications, including drawings of the French
Fort Niagara, and of the British fort at Oswego, which was established on what the
French regarded as their territory in 1727.[53]

Starting around 1730, the French moved to strengthen their hold on the strategic
Lake Champlain corridor. In 1731 they began construction of Fort St. Frederic (Crown
Point), which is about two-thirds of the way down the lake. This fort was designed by the
elder Chaussegros de Léry, who also helped fortify Québec and Montreal. During time of
war, the fort at Crown Point was used effectively by the French to launch raids against
the British settlements in the Connecticut River Valley. In 1755, the French pushed even
further south with the construction of Fort Carillon (later Fort Ticonderoga). As was
usually the case with fortifications, both French and British military engineers lovingly
drew numerous maps of these structures and their surroundings. These military maps and
plans will be discussed at the end of this chapter.

The French also drew a number of regional maps of the Lake Champlain area,
several of which show French land grants in the vicinity of the lake (Figure 3.12).[54]
This is the only area in what is now the Northeastern United States that the French
attempted to settle. In New York, the French, like the Dutch, produced little in the way of
property maps, since they had few settlements in the region. Again like the Dutch, they
were primarily oriented towards fur trading, and the population of New France was small
in comparison to that of the British colonies. The French attempted to settle their colony
using a system of seigniorial grants. This system was only slightly more successful for
the French than it had been for the Dutch or the English, and almost all of the French
settlements were in the Saint Lawrence River Valley. When the attempt was made to
extend settlement to the vicinity of Lake Champlain, the area was divided up into estates,
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as shown on Figure 3.16. Most of these estates were never populated, and the grants were
eventually withdrawn because of a clause requiring settlement. French settlement in this
area was inhibited not only by of the small population of New France, but also because
the incessant warfare with the English and their Indian allies discouraged people from
living in this border area. The few seigneuries that lasted for more than several years
were in the vicinity of the French fort at Crown Point, where they enjoyed some
protection.[55] Several of the French land grants survived the French and Indian War,
and were acknowledged by the British. They appear on some of the British maps made
between 1763 and 1775, and created legal problems for the British settlement of the area.
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Figure 3.12. Gaspard-Joseph Chaussegros de Léry, Carte du Lac Champlain depuis
le fort Chambly jusquéu fort St. Frederick. Facsimile from the Documentary History of
New York.

In addition to their work along the shores of Lake Ontario and Lake Erie, military
surveyors explored some inland parts of western New York, especially around the
headwaters of the Allegheny branch of the Ohio River. This region was important for
communication between the Great Lakes and the Ohio Valley, where the French founded
Fort Duquesne on the site of Pittsburgh.

Materials from these surveys were used in 1744 by Jacques Nicolas Bellin (1703-
1772) in his map of the area around the Great Lakes (Carte des Lacs du Canada).[56]
This map is an important work of synthesis, and it opens the final phase of the mapping
of New France. It was later largely incorporated in Bellin’s Partie occidentale de la
Nouvelle France ou Canada (1745), which was accompanied by a Partie orientale de la
Nouvelle France ou Canada, covering eastern Canada and New England.[57] On the
whole, the depiction of New York on these maps reflects only a modest improvement
over Delisle’s rendition, and Bellin’s delineation of the Finger Lakes is actually less
accurate than that of Delisle. By this time the Iroquois had wisely become cautious about
letting either English or French surveyors make maps of the region around their villages,
which largely explains the inaccuracy of the Bellin map in this area.

On the other hand, Bellin makes up for this weakness by a much more careful
rendition of the shoreline of Lake Ontario, along which all the major rivers and inlets are
carefully detailed and named—reflecting the previously mentioned military surveys. The
map also shows the strategically important British fort at the mouth of the Oswego River
(labeled Fort de Chougen), as well as the French fort near Niagara Falls, which served to
cut off the British from the western Great Lakes. Several new features in southwestern
New York make their first cartographic appearance here. Lake Chautauqua is clearly
shown, along with a portage to it from Lake Erie. The sources of the Ohio River in New
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York also appear in approximately their correct location. The explorations of the French
in this area mark the beginnings of their efforts to build a chain of forts from Lake Erie to
modern Pittsburgh, and thereby prevent the English from expanding into the Ohio Valley.
The Genesee River is shown to its headwaters with the note appended to its upper
regions, “river unknown to geographers which is full of waterfalls and cascades.” The
lower reaches of the Genesee were shown on many maps reaching back to the middle of
the seventeenth century, but this map apparently reflects the first attempts to explore the
scenic middle and upper reaches of “the Grand Canyon of the East.”

In 1755 Bellin issued a revised edition of his Partie occidentale de la Nouvelle
France ou Canada (Figure 3.13).[58] The revised edition is significantly different from
its predecessor. It is on a smaller scale and omits many of the details in western New
York found on the earlier version. However, it provides us with a drastically revised view
of Lake Ontario, which is presumably based on the new surveys mentioned above. The
new version captures more successfully the correct shape of the lake, but it is tilted to the
northeast. (This may be the result of using surveys that failed to correct for the magnetic
declination of the compass.) The new edition also provides a better rendition of the
British colony of New York (except for most of Long Island). For the portion of the map
showing areas controlled by the British, Bellin clearly relied on British and American
sources, particularly on Lewis Evans. Bellin shifts the line of demarcation between the
British and the French colonies slightly to the west from where Delisle placed it. Here it
passes just to the west of the headwaters of the Mohawk River and arcs slightly to the
west before passing through the middle of Lake George and the southern portion of Lake
Champlain.
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Figure 3.13. Detail of Jacques Nicolas Bellin, Partie occidentale de la Nouvelle
France ou Canada (Paris?, 1755). Library of Congress, Geography and Map Division.

One other map by Bellin from this period deserves special notice. This is his 1757
map of the St. Lawrence River region from Quebec to Lake Ontario.[59] It is notable for
its relatively detailed depiction of northern New York, including the Adirondack
Mountains, and the rivers flowing into Lake Champlain, Lake Ontario, and the St.
Lawrence River. Here is another example of a French map that is considerably more
detailed than anything produced by the British or the Americans until after the American
Revolution. This map also reflects the status of military activities in the opening years of
the French and Indian War. The British fort at Oswego is noted as being destroyed. The
French Fort Carillon (Ticonderoga) is shown at the foot of Lake Champlain; the nearby
British forts Edward and George are shown at the base of Lake George. The small French
fort at Ogdensburg (“La Présentation”) also makes an appearance here, which is unusual
on maps. Among the new fortifications depicted is “Fort Toronto, francois,” making it the
earliest printed map I have seen that shows the existence of a European settlement on the
site of the present city of Toronto. (The French Fort was destroyed by the British a few
years after its construction in 1755, and a permanent settlement was established only after
the American Revolution.)

After 1755, both the French and the British published numerous maps of their North
American colonies. Bellin himself published several more maps, and he was joined by
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such famous competitors as Jean Baptiste Bourgiugnon d’Anville (1697-1782), Phillippe
Buache (1700-1773), Jean Baptiste Nolin (1686-1762), and Didier and Giles Robert de
Vaugondy (another father and son team).[60] Many of these maps are beautifully
engraved and quite detailed, which makes them popular with collectors. They were
mostly works of compilation, in which French mapmakers copied freely from each other
and from their British counterparts to produce the best possible synthesis. British and
French mapmakers continued to make outrageous claims on each others territory,
although it is doubtful whether anybody took them very seriously, or if they had much
effect on diplomacy. However, except for those of Bellin, the published French maps of
this period do not show very much that is new in regard to New York. At this time, the
French and British armies were too busy fighting each other for them to engage in
extensive new surveys or explorations. For new information from this final phase of
French North America, we need to return again to more specialized military maps.

French Military Maps, 1714-1760

The peace concluded between France and Great Britain in 1714 was never very
stable. As we have seen, the French continued to annoy the British by incursions into the
Champlain Valley and along the south shore of Lake Ontario. If the British had good
reason to be alarmed by the French incursions into upstate New York, other activities by
the French were even more upsetting. After 1714, the French followed a policy of trying
to pen in the British colonies behind the Appalachian Mountains. While the British
settlements remained huddled along the Atlantic Coast, the French, with a much smaller
population, were developing a far-flung empire that embraced the Great Lakes and the
Mississippi Valley. However tenuous their occupation of most of this area may have
been, the French had effectively encircled the British colonies and were in a position to
launch raids and invasions along the entire frontier.

Armed conflict between the French and the British in North America finally broke
out between 1744 and 1748 with King George’s War (the American counterpart of the
War of the Austrian Succession). Most of the fighting in this war took place in eastern
Canada, but when war broke out again in 1755, the region around New York was at the
center of much of the fighting. This final conflict is known in the United States as the
French and Indian War (1755-1760), and was part of the world-wide Seven Years War
(1755-1763).

As one would expect, these wars produced the usual outpouring of military maps,
ranging from those covering the entire “theatre of war” to detailed plans of individual
fortifications. The French mapping of New York during this period is not as extensive as
the British, and relatively few of the French maps achieved publication. By this time the
British military had caught up with the French in its cartographic capabilities, and the
British had much more extensive economic resources to put into the North American war.
The British maps are better known than the French in part because so many of the British
maps were published. This is partially a consequence of the natural tendency of victors to
celebrate their triumphs. Nonetheless, the French maps produced around the time of the
French and Indian War are often quite detailed and informative.

A good overview of the “theatre of war” during the French and Indian Wars is
provided by a map published in 1781 in Pierre Pouchot’s memoirs, which shows
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fortifications, battlefields, and communications routes.[61] It typifies the type of general
purpose military map that commanders in the field and headquarters would use to orient
themselves. A copy of this map is available on the Web from the John Carter Brown
Library, and is linked to the endnote for this paragraph.

A remarkable and little-known map serves to illustrate the high quality of some of
the French military mapping in the years after 1755. This is an anonymous manuscript
map held by the Séminaire de Québec, and assigned the title Riviére Richelieu, lac
Champlain, lac Saint-Sacremont et riviere Connecticut (1758).[62] It shows in great
detail the rivers, streams and paths between the Montreal-Albany corridor and the
Connecticut River. The possession of such a map would obviously have been invaluable
in planning and conducting the guerilla style raids which the French and their Indian
allies conducted against the English settlements in the Connecticut Valley.

The French plans of fortifications and their surrounding areas are too numerous to
discuss individually. They are invaluable to military historians, and sometimes provide
unique information about landscape features, roads, and structures near the forts. Two
examples will serve to illustrate the general characteristics of these maps. The engravings
presented here show Fort Niagara (Figure 3.14) and Fort Carillon (Figure 3.15).[63] Note
that both show a good deal of the topography of the surrounding area. The map of Fort
Carillon (Ticonderoga) also shows the positions of the French and British troops at
Montcalm’s famous defeat of the British General Abercrombie in 1758.

Figure 3.14. Anonymous, Detail of “Plan de Niagara et des fortifications faites en
1755 et 1756”. National Archives of Canada (NMC 0026647)
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Figure 3.15. Anonymous, Detail of “Plan du Fort Carillon, 1758.” National Archives
of Canada (NMC 0007792).

The involvement of the French military in mapping New York did not, of course,
end with fall of New France in 1760. During the American Revolution, the French army
along with its mapmakers returned to fight the British, and we will have occasion to
examine their work in the context of the mapping of the Revolutionary War. Even after
the conclusion of the War of Independence, individual French and French-Canadians
continued to participate in the mapping of New York, but they no longer did so in an
official capacity as representatives of the French government.
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Chapter 4
Anglo-American Mapping, 1664-1750

Introduction

When the English took possession of New York in 1664, they knew little about the
geography of their new province. Initially, their knowledge was derived largely from
Dutch maps. Even the boundaries of the colony were quite uncertain. Shortly after
seizing New Netherland, the British carved out New Jersey as a separate province,
although it was only in 1769 that the land boundary between New York and New Jersey
was finally determined. The lands granted by Charles Il to the Duke of York (the future
King James Il of England) also included, on paper, all of Connecticut up to the west bank
of the Connecticut River, much of Maine, Martha’s Vineyard, Nantucket, and other
islands. The boundaries of northern and western New York were completely
indeterminate. Only after the American Revolution did the boundaries of New York take
on something close to their modern form.

The English (officially British after the Act of Union in 1707) brought with them a
new set of priorities and cartographic traditions. Like both the French and the Dutch, they
were interested in profiting from the fur trade. They shared with the French an impulse
towards empire building, but they went about it in a much less systematic fashion. There
was no state-sponsored missionary activity on a scale similar to that of the Jesuits in New
France, and military intervention and efforts at political control by the central
government were more sporadic. On the other hand, the English were considerably more
successful than their rivals in populating their new province. From the beginning, the
growth of New York under English and British rule owed more to private enterprise than
to state initiatives.

English mapping activities took place against the backdrop of a complex and,
initially, unstable ethnic and political situation. The English hold on the colony was at
first quite tenuous, and there was a brief restoration of Dutch rule in 1672-73. Prior to
about 1690, the English in New York were too busy consolidating their rule, establishing
a government, and dealing with Leisler’s “Rebellion” to engage in extensive mapping.
The political and cartographic problems of the new rulers were complicated by the ethnic
diversity of the province: even under the Dutch, the colony had been very much an ethnic
mix. In 1664, Dutch settlers predominated in the Hudson Valley, with the English
occupying eastern Long Island, and Manhattan being a mix of nationalities. Native
Americans and African Americans (both slave and free) could be found everywhere. As
the colony moved into the eighteenth century, this mixture became even more varied.
English speaking settlers moved in larger numbers into Westchester County and the
Hudson Valley, and there were significant settlements of Germans in the Hudson and
Mohawk River Valleys. French Protestants (Huguenots) settled in such places as New
Rochelle and New Paltz. This complex mosaic created a unique set of problems for
imperial administrators and for cartographers, especially those engaged in property

mapping.

Defining New York—English and American Manuscript Maps, 1664-1720
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Initially after their seizure of New York, the English were almost completely
dependent on Dutch maps. The Jansson-Visscher maps (described in the previous
chapter) seem to have been the primary source for the English picture of their new
province in the years after 1664. As previously mentioned, one of these maps was
consulted when New York was divided from New Jersey, and an English version was
printed by John Speed in 1676.[1] The famous early map of Manhattan known as “The
Duke’s Plan” (1664) was also essentially an adaptation of Jacques Corteljou’s Castello
Plan (described in chapter two).[2] The Duke’s Plan is accurate and highly decorative, as
befits a map that was probably prepared for the new master of the province James, Duke
of York. It was not until the mid-1670s that the English started to publish their own maps
showing New York in any detail, and not until the 1730s did British printed maps
significantly improve over the Jansson-Visscher map.

However, during the seventeenth century Anglo-American mapmakers produced
some remarkable manuscript maps of all or parts of New York. Through them we can see
how the English struggled with the problem of conceptualizing their new province in
maps, and gradually came to refine the detail and accuracy of their image. From the very
beginning the English were aware of the strategic importance of maps. They not only had
to be concerned about a possible restoration of Dutch rule, but after the French incursion
of the Mohawk Valley in 1666, the possibility of French invasion was constantly on their
minds. To defend their province, the English needed a working knowledge of its rivers,
roads, fortifications, and topography. Although the English lagged behind the Dutch and
the French in publishing their maps, some of the English surveyors did excellent work,
and left behind a number of important manuscript maps.

The interesting English manuscript maps from the seventeenth were mostly filed
away in British archives and forgotten. Shortly after taking control of New Netherland,
the English produced an important manuscript survey of Manhattan and its vicinity. This
is known as the Nicolls map, after Richard Nicolls, the first governor of New York, who
may have ordered the map to be made. It appears to be the work of a military surveyor
and was probably made for official purposes. It is less polished than the “Dukes Plan,”
but it shows a larger area, and it provides a good overview of the region at the time of the
English conquest. It shows significant details of the topography of Manhattan Island and
surrounding areas that cannot be found on any Dutch maps.[3]

Less well known is a fairly detailed map of western Long Island that was produced at
about the same time. This map bears the title “A Plott off ye Situation of the towns &
places on ye western end of Long Island to Hempstead,” and was drawn in 1666 by a
Long Island surveyor named Sergeant James Hubbard.[4] The appearance of this map is
deceptively crude, and the overall picture of the landscape it presents is quite distorted.
Nonetheless, parts of it appear to reflect careful surveying, and it provides a revealing
picture of western Long Island as seen through the eyes of an early colonist. The map
shows the layout of several towns, including Gravesend, Flatbush, Flushing, and
Newtown. It also provides detailed information about roads, property boundaries,
streams, and tidal estuaries. The glacial moraine running the length of Long Island is
sketched in with the note “These hills run from one end of the Island to the other.” Other
topographic features labeled include meadows and sand dunes. A field of the Canarsie
Indians is identified, as are individual houses of European settlers. A close look at the
map also reveals an interesting mixture of Dutch and English geographic terminology.
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Estuaries and creeks are labeled using the Dutch terms kill and fly. An area near Jamaica
Bay that is broken up by tidal estuaries is labeled “broken lands”—a reminiscence of the
Dutch term gebrokene land, which appears in this general area on some of the early
Dutch maps showing Long Island.

Nothing is known for certain about why this map was made, but it has the
appearance of being another overview map drawn to acquaint English officials with the
overall lie of the land. Prior to its destruction by fire in the early twentieth century, it
formed part of the Surveyor General’s records in Albany.

A few years later, sometime around 1668, another Long Islander, John Scott, drew
an unsigned and untitled map of New York and New England, which is quite
revealing.[5] Scott himself is one of the most colorful and controversial figures in the
early history of New York.[6] Although much about his career is in doubt, it appears that
he was deported as a very young royalist from England to Massachusetts. After serving
as an apprentice in Massachusetts, and following a stint as a pirate in the Caribbean, he
made his way to Long Island in the 1650s, where he became involved in real estate
speculation and politics. He also worked as a surveyor and an attorney for several towns.
As a speculator in Long Island real estate he compiled a record unmatched by any of his
talented successors. Through dubious purchases from the Natives, he succeeded in
obtaining title to about one-third of Long Island (most of the area between the English
and Dutch settlements). He also managed to find time to lead an unsuccessful coup
attempt against Peter Stuyvesant.

After the English seized control of New York, Scott continued to engage in political
intrigue, and eventually got himself in so much trouble with Governor Winthrop of
Connecticut that he was forced to flee to England—Ieaving his wife behind. Fortunately
for him, his royalist background gave him good connections with the royal court, and
eventually he came to hold the unsalaried position of Royal Geographer to King Charles
I of England. In this position he made a number of maps, including the one which
concerns us here, which now resides in the British Library.

For its time and place, John Scott’s map is remarkably well done. Scott’s depiction
of Long Island is vastly better than that of any of his Dutch predecessors. He provides,
for the first time, a reasonably accurate picture of the South Shore barrier beaches, the
harbors and estuaries along the North Shore of Long Island, and the glacial moraine
running the length of the island. The major rivers of Long Island can be identified on this
map, as well as such features as the Hempstead Plains and Lake Ronkonkoma. His
depiction of the area around Jamaica Bay confirms the impression—also given by the
Hubbard map—that the shoreline was quite different from what it is today. Scott clearly
shows Jamaica Bay as being open to the ocean, with only a sandbar partially closing its
mouth.

Scott’s depiction of the Hudson Valley is not nearly so original and impressive, and
appears to be largely copied from Dutch maps. It does show major features, such as the
Hudson and Mohawk Rivers, the Hudson Highlands, Esopus Creek, and the Catskill
Mountains in approximately their correct locations, but his treatment of this area is rather
uneven. He shows some features—such as tributaries to the Mohawk River—that do not
appear on printed maps until much later. On the other hand, there is no indication of the
Tappan See, or the narrowing of the Hudson River at the Hudson Highlands. The
depiction of human features in this area is also rather perfunctory. He shows Albany and
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a settlement at Kingston, along with a few other place names. But, on balance, his
depiction of the Hudson valley is less detailed and interesting than his delineation of
Long Island, or even of the Connecticut River Valley, where he shows palisaded Indian
villages and cleared fields. There is also no hint of Lake Champlain, Lake George, or
Lake Otsego on this map, although it extends far enough to the north and west to include
at least parts of these features. This map confirms that at this time the English still knew
little about the Hudson Valley, where the European population was almost entirely
Dutch, and almost nothing about features further to the north and west. Only after about
1690 did English maps start to reflect first-hand knowledge of the Hudson Valley and the
regions beyond it.

The final manuscript map from the early period of English occupation of New York
to be discussed here is Robert Ryder’s relatively well-known map of Long Island and its
vicinity, which bears the title Long Island Sirvaide by Robartte Ryder (ca. 1675).[7] This
work (Figure 4.1) bears the distinction of being the first map of any sizable part of British
North America that was based on an actual survey. Robert Ryder (16?7 - 1681) was a
professional surveyor, who lived in Gravesend on western Long Island, and served as
New York’s deputy surveyor general in the 1670s. He also carried out surveys of
individual parcels of land on Staten Island, Westchester County, and elsewhere in New
York. Ryder was clearly highly respected professionally: he was recruited to take part in
astronomical measurements to determine the longitude of New York, and may have been
involved in surveying the boundary between New York and Connecticut.[8]
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Figure 4.1. Robert Ryder, Long Island Sirvaide by Robartte Ryder (ca. 1675). John
Carter Brown Library at Brown University.

We know something about the background of the Ryder map. In 1670 Ryder had
made a preliminary version the map, which can still be seen at the New York Historical
Society.[9] The final version was apparently made for Governor Edmund Andros, who in
1675 asked his officials to aid Ryder “to Survey and make a Draught of the Coasts,
Harbours, Creeks, and Townes of Long Island.”[10] The resulting map is remarkably
accurate for its time, and one would like to know more about how the survey on which it
is based was made. Most likely Ryder measured distances by pacing or on horseback,
although it is possible that he used chains. Certain features of the map, such as the way
irregular promontories are delineated, suggest that he may also have used some
triangulation, which would have been a very advanced surveying technique for his time
(more will be said about triangulation when we get to late eighteenth and early
nineteenth-century mapping). Although not widely used, triangulation had been known as
a technique since the sixteenth century, and Ryder appears to have had the expertise to
use it.

Here again we have a map that was designed to provide administrators with a useful
overview of a major portion of their new colony. This is confirmed by its inclusion in an
atlas that was assembled by William Blathwayt (1649-1717), who had a long association
with the Board of Trade, and was later Commissioner of Trade and Plantations under
William and Mary.[11] The Ryder map is carefully finished and handsomely decorated,
as befits a map prepared for an aristocratic audience. It is likely that its polished
appearance owes something to another hand. According to Jeanette Black, the map in the
Blathwayte Atlas was made in England by “an unidentified Thames School copyist.”[12]

The Ryder map shows, in addition to Long Island, the area around New York
Harbor, and the north coast of Long Island Sound in Westchester County and
Connecticut. A major focus of the map is on political boundaries. New York, New Jersey,
Staten Island, and Connecticut are all colored differently. Although easily overlooked,
there are even faint dotted lines on Long Island indicating town boundaries. This
boundary information is supplemented by the names of towns and harbors. With the
exception of the Hempstead Plains on Long Island, almost no information is included
about inland features. However, the carefully delineated coastlines are supplemented by
some additional information useful to navigators, including soundings and shoals near the
entrance of New York Harbor.

It is difficult to assess the actual extent of English knowledge of northern and
western New York in the first decades of their rule. Even the Dutch had a better
knowledge of these areas than is reflected on Dutch maps. There was constant trade
between Albany and Montreal from an early date, and the Dutch knew that it was
possible to make most of the journey between the two cities by water. We also know that
the Dutch agent Arent VVan Curler was drowned in Lake Champlain in 1667 on a voyage
to Canada undertaken at the behest of Governor Nicolls.[13] It is probable that individual
Dutch traders followed in the footsteps of Harmen Meyendertsz van den Bogaert’s
expedition to the Oneidas in 1634, and made visits to trade in various Iroquois villages,
but such trips were discouraged by the West India Company, and they were not
documented. It is also known that in the 1670s and 1680s English messengers paid visits
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to Iroquois villages, including those of the Seneca in western New York. These early
travels culminated in a trading expedition led by Johannes Roseboom (or Rooseboom),
which paddled through lakes Ontario and Erie to Mackinac, Michigan (much to the
consternation of the French).[14] However, none of these explorations are reflected on
contemporary maps.

Only after 1690, did the English start to produce maps of the Hudson Valley and
upstate New York. By this time, the English had a considerably firmer hold on the
colony. Small garrisons were posted at Albany and Kingston, and there was a gradual
increase in English influence and settlement throughout the region. The accession of
William 111 to the English throne ushered in a period of warfare with France, which
continued with some interruptions until the conclusion of the War of the Spanish
Succession in 1714. These wars had their counterparts in conflicts between the English
and French colonies in North America (King William’s War and Queen Anne’s War),
and the frontier regions of northern and western New York were involved in these wars.
It is a general rule that military activity stimulates the production of maps, and such was
the case in this instance.

A revealing set of maps of towns and fortresses was produced by one John Miller,
the dyspeptic author of New York Considered and Improved (1695).[15] Miller was a
clergyman of the Church of England who served as chaplain for two companies of
soldiers sent to New York in 1691. Miller, who remained in New York until 1695, was
the only Episcopal clergyman in the province at the time. His book combines insightful
observations alongside denunciations of the “wickedness & irreligion” of the inhabitants,
and expressions of pious regret at the failings of the dissenting churches. The reverend
served under a military commission, and took considerable interest in military affairs—
going so far as to devote a section of his book to a scheme for the conquest of Canada. It
seems likely that his drawings of towns and fortifications reflected both his own interests
and the desires of his military superiors. Both his book and his remarkably detailed
drawings were reconstructed from memory, for he was forced to throw all of his papers
overboard when he was captured by a French privateer on his return to England in 1695.

Miller is best known for his plan of New York City, which others have analyzed at
length.[16] Miller’s map of New York was the first plan of the city produced since the
Nicolls Map some thirty years earlier, and it provides accurate drawings of the fort and of
the city itself, which had nearly doubled in size under English rule. Equally interesting
are Miller’s drawings of upstate cities and fortifications. Except for a very crude sketch
dating from around 1659, Miller’s drawing of Albany is our first map of that city, which
had changed little since the final years of Dutch rule (Figure 4.2)).[17] It is easy to see
from Miller’s plan why the Dutch nicknamed Beverwyck/Albany de Fuyck (a funnel-
shaped animal trap): its streets form the shape of a funnel running from a broad base at
the river to a narrow “spout” at the fortress.[18] Equally interesting is Miller’s drawing of
Kingston (formerly Esopus, then Wildwyck), which appears like a fortress huddled
defensively behind its palisades. The town had been moved to this location and fortified
by the Dutch after the original Dutch settlement near the river had been largely destroyed
by the Indians.[19] This map, and to a lesser sense the map of Albany, give a strong sense
of how isolated and threatened European settlements along the Hudson River still were:
they appear as tiny footholds barricaded against the threatening wilderness and its
“savages.”



76

Figure 4.2. John Miller, Plan of Albany (1695). University of Nebraska-Lincoln
Digital Commons.

Those interested in Native Americans will want to take particular note of Miller’s
drawing of “The Indian Fort at ye Flats,” which was located north of Albany near
Watervliet. Miller’s plan of this fort shows five longhouses, along with a house for the
use of British soldiers. Miller’s maps also include a drawing of the fort at Schenectady,
which was rebuilt following the town’s destruction by the French and their Indian allies
in 1690. His plan of the fort includes two longhouses, as well as accommodations for
Europeans and “styes for hoggs.”

An even more important group of maps was produced around 1700 by a military
engineer named Wolfgang William Rémer (1640-1713).[20] Colonel Rémer was the first
of a succession of British military engineers to survey the province of New York. A
talented builder of fortifications and cartographer, he was typical in one respect of British
military engineers in America—he was not very English. The aristocrats who dominated
the British army regarded the work of engineers as beneath their dignity, and hence the
army frequently had to look to people with foreign antecedents to staff the Royal
Engineers.

Romer was son of the ambassador to the Netherlands of the Elector of the Palatinate.
He was born in The Hague, and received his military education in Holland. Eventually,
he entered into the service of the Prince of Orange, whom he accompanied to England in
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1688, when he became King William 1. Among his many activities in English service,
he had served, in 1693, under Lord Bellomont (Richard Coote) on an expedition to the
Mediterranean. Bellomont formed a high opinion of Rémer, and when Bellomont was
appointed governor of New York in 1697, he made certain that Rémer accompanied him
across the Atlantic. In New York, Romer not only made maps (of which more below) but
constructed fortifications and served as a member of Bellomont’s council and that of his
successor, Lord Cornbury. Between 1701 and his return to England in 1706, Rémer was
involved in fortifying Boston Harbor. On his return voyage he suffered the same fate as
Miller: he was captured by a French privateer and threw all of his maps and papers
overboard. One wonders what maps may have been lost as a result of that incident.

Four maps of New York made by Romer are known to exist (originals of all are in
the British Public Record Office). Two of the maps predictably focus on fortifications.
One of these is a skillfully executed map of Albany bearing the title Plan de la Ville
d’Albanie (1698).[21] This map is a kind of bird’s-eye view, which shows only the bare
outlines of the city, and focuses on its military situation. It shows very clearly the
topography of the city and how the fort is dangerously overlooked by higher terrain—a
feature that made it vulnerable to an enemy equipped with artillery. ROmer was very
concerned about the weakness of the fort, as well he should have been, for at this time the
capture of Albany by the French was a real possibility. Romer’s map of Albany also
shows with great precision the streams, roads and fields surrounding the city—features
which also would be important for anyone contemplating military activities. At about the
same time, Romer also drew a similar map of Schenectady, which bears the title Plan de
Sconectidy frontiere dan le conté d’Albanie et province de la Nouvelle Yorck en
Amerique.[22] Unlike Miller’s plan of the fort at Schenectady, RGmer’s map provides us
with a detailed portrayal of the whole town. Both of RGmer’s maps are more accurate
than Miller’s, as one would expect, since Romer did not have to reconstruct his maps
from memory, and he was trained as a surveyor.

In addition to these important town plans, RGmer produced two masterpieces
covering larger areas. The first is a map of lower New York Harbor and surrounding
areas that bears in Romer’s shaky English the astonishing title: A new mappe of part of
Hutson’s, or the North River, Rareton River, which have their aiet lett [outlet] in to the
sea by Sandy Hoocke, where the comming in is from sea to go up to New Yorck, north
throw the narrows betwin Staaten Island and Long Island, and west up towards Amboye;
survoyed in the year 1700, by Col. W.W. Romer.[23] This map covers much the same
area as the Dutch Manhatus map (discussed in chapter two above), and it is worth
comparing them to observe the changes that had taken place during the intervening
period. Unlike the Manhatus map, the primary focus of Romer’s New York Harbor map
is navigational. It includes many soundings and delineates shoal areas in considerable
detail. It is accurate enough so that its depiction of such shoreline features as Sandy Hook
and Coney Island (which was then still very much an island) should be of considerable
interest to students of New York’s changing shoreline.

The most notable in this series of four remarkable maps covers western New York
and bears the title, A mappe of Colonel Romers voyage to ye 5 Indian Nations.[24] This
map was produced to document an expedition to the Iroquois, which RGmer undertook at
the request of Lord Bellomont, the instructions for which have survived.[25] This map
covers the entire area south of Lake Ontario and east of Lake Erie as far as the Hudson
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River and Lake Champlain. Although no match for contemporary French maps of the
area, Romer’s map captures the main features of western New York. Lake Erie is called
here Cadragqua Lake, and Lake Champlain is called Corlars-Lack (after Arnt van Curler,
who drowned in its waters). Also shown are Niagara Falls and two of the Finger Lakes.
Great detail is devoted to the route along the Mohawk River to Lake Oneida and the
Iroquois villages in central New York. Individual Indian villages are shown and named,
and the route connecting them is indicated by a dotted line. The map also shows the
French Fort Frontenac on the north shore of Lake Ontario. A peculiar feature is another
fort shown at the mouth of the Oswego River on the south shore of the lake. No fort
existed at this time, but clearly Rémer was suggesting that it would be a good idea to
construct one here! Romer was well ahead of his time. The British finally constructed
Fort Oswego at this site in 1724, and it was instrumental in their efforts to compete with
the French for control of the Great Lakes. It took even longer for the British to catch up
with Rémer’s cartography, and no better map of western New York was produced by the
British until the 1750’s.

Another important map made around the same time shows in considerable detail the
routes from Albany to Canada.[26] This little-known map was presented to the Board of
Trade by John (“Fitz-John) Winthrop (1638-1707), a soldier and later governor of
Connecticut.[27] Winthrop led New York and Connecticut troops in an unsuccessful
invasion of Canada in 1690, and he would have been in possession of the best available
intelligence concerning routes to Canada. Given the time when this map was made, his
information was remarkably good, and it gives a better rendition of some areas than
Romer’s map of upstate New York. Winthrop’s map shows the route from Albany to
Montreal and Quebec, including such features as the portage from the Hudson River to
Lake Champlain, and the locations of French fortifications at the northern end of Lake
Champlain and on the Richelieu River. It is surpassed by the best contemporary French
maps of the area, but nonetheless presents a very serviceable guide to the roads and
waterways needed to move troops through this corridor. Winthrop’s map also shows with
equal accuracy the route to Lake Ontario via the Mohawk River and Lake Oneida. In
addition, it depicts many settlements in New York and Canada, including the Iroquois
villages south of Lake Ontario, and shows a number of roads and Indian paths. It even
includes a scale of distances for the route between Albany and the French settlement of
Chambly, south of Montreal on the Richelieu River.

Also indicative of British interests in what is now northern New York is a little-
known map prepared by New York surveyor Samuel Clowes. Drawn in 1701, it roughly
sketches out the territory in New York and Ontario claimed by the Five Nations of the
Iroquois. This map, which probably is based on information provided by the Indians
themselves, is historically important, since it accompanied a deed putting this territory
under the protection of the English, although providing for continued Iroquois occupation
of the land. We will see that this treaty is reflected in later British claims to this area.[28]

The last of this group of manuscript maps was made by Augustin Graham in
1698.[29] Graham was for many years Surveyor General of New York (starting at least in
1691 and continuing until his death in 1719).[30] We will meet him again in the
following chapter on property maps. Graham’s map of New York, which was prepared at
the request of the Board of Trade, appears to be the earliest surviving English map of the
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entire province, although an earlier map of New York (now lost) had been sent to the
board by Governor Dongen in 1687.

Graham’s map shows most of the features found in the more detailed regional maps
described above, and thereby reveals how the Province of New York appeared at that
time to any British or colonial official who cared to contemplate it. What is new on this
map is its delineation of the boundaries of large landed estates in the Hudson Valley and
elsewhere in upstate New York. This preoccupation with landed property is a
characteristic feature of British mapping throughout the colonial period, and more will be
said about its significance in the next chapter.[31]

Considering these manuscript maps as a group, it is evident that by 1710 the British
had constructed a reasonably good picture of New York, including its northern and
western frontier areas. It is equally remarkable how little the British actually did with
these maps. For the most part, they seem to have been filed away at the Board of Trade
and forgotten. With a few partial exceptions, which will be discussed below, they had
little influence on published maps. Probably because of the rapid turnover of colonial
officials, copies of most of these maps do not appear to have been kept in New York. For
most practical purposes, they might as well not have been drawn. Only after 1750 were
maps of comparable accuracy published, and then they were constructed from entirely
different sources. In partial exculpation of the British map publishing industry, it should
be pointed out that map makers in London had no way of knowing which of these maps
were most accurate: lacking first hand knowledge of the geography of New York, they
had no basis for comparing maps and deciding which were best.

Cadwallader Colden Surveys New York, 1720-1750

Following the spate of activity around 1700, there was a slowdown in the British
mapping of New York. Not much was done in the twenty years after the death of Lord
Bellomont. His successor, Lord Cornbury, seems to have had little interest in maps, or
perhaps he was too distracted by virulent political opposition to manifest any interest.[32]
The end of Queen Anne’s War, signalized by the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713, ushered in a
thirty-year period of peace with the French, which relieved the pressure to undertake
mapping for military purposes.

A significant turning point in British efforts to map New York occurred in1720,
when a young Scottish physician named Cadwallader Colden (1689-1776) was appointed
as New York’s surveyor general. Colden occupied this post until 1763, when he passed it
on to his son Alexander (1716-74). After Alexander’s death, the dynasty was continued
by Cadwallader’s younger son David (1738-84). After ceasing to be surveyor general,
Colden was active in New York politics as deputy governor, and occasionally as acting
governor until his retirement in 1775. During most of these years, he was heavily
involved with the mapping of his adopted province.
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Figure 4.3. Portrait of Cadwallader Colden. Wikipedia Commons.

Colden was no ordinary surveyor general. He was one of the leading intellectual
lights of eighteenth-century colonial America. An early member of The American
Philosophical Society, he was a friend and correspondent of such men as William
Douglass, James Alexander, David Rittenhouse, John Bartram, and Benjamin Franklin.
In addition to geography and maps, his wide-ranging interests included botany, physics,
medicine, and education. He is best known as the author of The History of the Five Indian
Nations Depending on the Province of New York (1727), a pioneering work on Iroquois
ethnography.[33] Politically, he was an outspoken Tory with a taste for confrontational
politics. Early in his career, he took on most of New York’s large landowners for failing
to pay reasonable taxes on their huge estates. In 1747, his activities so infuriated the
Provincial Assembly that it passed a resolution declaring him “an Enemy to the
Colony.”[34] Later, as acting governor during the Stamp Act crisis, he was hanged in
effigy by the Sons of Liberty, and his carriage was destroyed. His opposition to American
independence helps explain why his intellectual accomplishments are not more widely
celebrated in this country.[35]



81

Colden’s interest in surveying and map making was not unusual for an early
eighteenth-century physician. At that time, scientific specialization had not progressed
very far, and physicians often took an interest in a wide range of scientific subjects. At
least two other medical doctors in eighteenth-century North America also engaged in map
making: William Douglass (Colden’s friend and counterpart in Massachusetts) and John
Mitchell.

When Colden took office as surveyor general in 1720, the British had still made
remarkably little progress in mapping New York. Important manuscript maps, such as
Ryder’s map of Long Island and the maps of Wolfgang Rémer, never made it into print,
and seem to have been almost completely forgotten. The situation was no better in New
York than in London. Colden himself complained that when be first became surveyor
general, he could not find a single map in his office.[36]

In 1723 and 1724, Colden, together with Governor Burnet and James Alexander,
undertook to determine the longitude of New York City by making a series of
observations of the eclipses of the first moon of Jupiter—a technically difficult procedure
pioneered by Galileo. This procedure involved ascertaining the exact times when a moon
was eclipsed by the planet, and then comparing the times with those in tables established
for London. The time difference between the two locations was then used to calculate the
longitude. The calculations made by Colden and his friends were almost a degree off
from the modern figure. As reported in the Philosophical Transactions of the Royal
Society, the longitude of the fort at the tip of Manhattan island was calculated to be 74°,
57' 30" seconds.[37]

As surveyor general, Colden was much preoccupied with the interconnected
problems of surveying the boundaries of New York’s land grants, and of establishing its
borders with neighboring colonies. These subjects will be discussed in the next chapter.
But Colden also wanted to create a reliable map of New York as a whole, and even hoped
to construct a map of the northern British colonies in North America. His involvement in
these more ambitious projects will be considered next.

Colden’s efforts to create an improved map of New York tell us a lot about the
problems of mapping the British colonies in the eighteenth century. That he was starting
off from a very low point is revealed by the title of his first published map, which
appeared in 1724: A Map of the Country of the Five Nations Belonging to the Province of
New York and of the Lakes Near Which the Nations of Far Indians Live, with part of
Canada Taken from the Map of the Louisiana done by Mr. De Lisle in 1718 (Figure

4.4).[38]
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Figure 4.4. Detail from Cadwallader Colden, Map of the Country of the Five Nations
Belonging to the Province of New York (1747). John Carter Brown Library at Brown
University.

It must have been mortifying for Colden to have to copy his depiction of upstate
New York from Delisle’s map, which along his friend Governor Burnett he regarded as
an unvarnished piece of French propaganda. In spite of its other merits, the Delisle map
did not even provide a particularly good picture of northern and western New York. It
was on such a small scale that the information it gave on upstate New York was sketchy,
and it was none too accurate. Colden would have done better if he could have taken his
information from the manuscript maps produced by the French in the seventeenth
century, although he nonetheless used the best information available to him. As late as
1738, Colden wrote to the Board of Trade that the geographic situation of New York
“cannot be sufficiently understood, without a Map of North America,” and lamented: “the
best which | have seen is Mr. Delisle’s Map of Louisiana, published in French in the year
1718. For this reason | frequently use the French names of places, that | may be better
understood.”[39] As late as 1750 he wrote: “All the English Maps of the Inland parts of
the Continent are either absolutely erroneous or servily taken from the French even as far
as to set bounds to the English Colonies from the French maps.”[40]

Colden managed to improve slightly on Delisle’s map by noting the location of the
portages between the Hudson River and Lake Champlain, and between the Mohawk
River and Wood Creek. It is thought that his Map of the Country of the Five Nations is
the first map actually printed in colonial New York.[41] In an effort to refute the
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cartographic claims of the French to vast areas of upstate New York, Colden pointedly
referred in the title of his map to the territory of the Iroquois as “belonging to the
Province of New York.” This claim was based on the 1701 deed and map discussed
above, and was recognized by the French in the Treaty of Utrecht. The British
persistently used this claim in their maps and documents to assert their sovereignty not
only over western New York, but over all the Indian tribes and territories that the
Iroquois had ever conquered or managed to intimidate into paying tribute. This is why
Colden notes on his map over what is how southern Ontario: “The Countries conquer’d
by the Five Nations.” Of course this claim reflects a very partisan interpretation and
extension of the British alliance with the Iroquois.[42]

Colden’s admiration for Delisle provides an important clue about how he tried to
construct his maps of the New York region. Both Delisle and Colden were exemplars of
early Enlightenment cartography. They prized accuracy and “correctness” in their maps,
and thought of their work as being in some sense “scientific.” Their unspoken ideal was a
map that somehow replicated reality on paper, but on a smaller scale. However, their
style of mapping was necessarily limited by the materials they had at hand, and by the
conditions under which they worked. As was noted under the discussion of Delisle, the
hallmark of scientific mapping for the nineteenth century was triangulation (which will
be described in chapters six and ten). Although the basic principles of triangulation were
known in the early eighteenth century, and were already being applied by the Cassinis in
France, this type of labor-intensive cartography was out of the question in colonial North
America. In their striving for accuracy, both Delisle and Colden had to resort to less exact
methods. They both attempted to construct an overall framework for their maps by
ascertaining accurate longitudes and latitudes of specific locations. This would enable
them to establish the distances between important points on their maps. The details were
then filled in with whatever information they had at hand. This might include travelers’
reports, route surveys made for military or navigational purposes, boundary surveys, and
maps of large estates. The quality of these materials varied greatly, and a cartographer
had to exercise judgment in selecting these materials, evaluating them, and fitting them
together.

There is some evidence about how Colden tried to apply these procedures. A letter
survives from William Douglass to Colden, written in 1724, about their joint interest in
producing better maps of the British North American colonies, especially New York and
New England.[43] Douglass was in many respects Colden’s intellectual counterpart in
Massachusetts, and much later (in 1753) his estate was to publish an important map of
New England that may have been pirated by Thomas Jefferys (see chapter six). In this
letter, Douglass advised Colden to proceed along lines similar to those outlined above. In
the words of Douglass: “I presume the most natural easy and exact method of beginning a
draught or Map is by first laying down some certain fixed points accurately determined as
to Lat. And Longitude, and the other principal parts laid down according to their exact
distances and bearings from those invariable points will prevent any gross mistake.”[44]

In practice, this “natural easy and exact method” was not as simple as it appeared to
Douglass. In 1738 (some fourteen years after the letter quoted above), Colden sent to the
Board of Trade quite a good written geographical description of New York, which
included a table giving the latitude and longitude of a number of places in the province
and in neighboring areas.[45] Still, he was able to supply the Board with only a very
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limited number coordinates for places in New York. These were (in degrees and
minutes): New York City (40.42N x 74.37W, modern: 40.47N x 73.58W); Albany
(42.48N x 74.24W, modern: 42.39N x 73.45W); Oswego (43.35N x 76.50W, modern
43.27N x 76.30W); and Crown Point, 44.10N x 74.00W, modern: 43.57N x 73.26W). As
has been seen, it was relatively easy to measure latitudes in the early eighteenth using
sextants or similar instruments, although many of these measurements were inaccurate by
modern standards. In fact, the only astronomically calculated longitude reading Colden
had for anyplace in New York was his own estimate for New York City, which he still
obtained “from the Immersions & Emersions of Jupiter’s first Satellite, and the
Calculations made from Dr. Pound’s Tables of that Satellite.”[46] This reading was about
20 minutes more accurate than the one Governor Burnet had reported using the same
technique in 1724. In addition to New York City, Colden had available longitudes that
others had calculated astronomically for Boston, Philadelphia, Montreal, and Quebec. His
estimates of the longitudes of the remaining places in New York were “computed from
their distance & situation, with respect to some one or more of these that are determined
by Observation.”[47]

All things considered, Colden’s estimates of longitudes and latitudes were
remarkably good, considering the time and place in which they were made. Colden’s
estimate of the latitude of New York City was within 5 minutes of the modern figure (it
was off by about 5.75 miles); his estimate of the longitude was off by 39 minutes
(approximately 34 miles). Interestingly, Colden’s estimate of the longitude of New York
City, is appreciably less accurate than those made by others for Montreal, Boston, and
Philadelphia. Probably as a result of chance, Colden’s estimate of the coordinates for
Albany was slightly better than his estimate for those of New York City. Even in the case
of remote Oswego, his estimate of latitude is off by only 8 minutes, and his estimate of
longitude by 20 minutes. Oswego at that time was a trading post with a small military
garrison, although it would have been visited by competent military surveyors.

In spite of their flaws, Colden’s measurements were adequate to serve as a
framework for a serviceable map of much of New York, at least by eighteenth-century
standards. Thus, Colden overestimated the north-south distance from New York City to
Albany by 4.6 miles. Although this error would be unacceptable today, it would hardly
have been noticed by anyone making the two-day trip up the Hudson by boat or
horseback. It is remarkable that Colden’s distance estimates are as good as they are—
especially for remote locations like Oswego and Crown Point, where no astronomically
measured longitudes were available. It would be interesting to know more about how
these distances were obtained, but no records appear to have survived indicating who
made these distance estimates, or how they were made. We can be certain that the
distances were not obtained by triangulation, but only by some form of direct
measurement. Because of their relative accuracy, it is likely that most of these distances
were measured along roads by chains, with a compass being used to record changes in
direction. Otherwise, they would have been estimated by such primitive means as
counting paces and using a compass.[48] A major weakness of Colden’s table of latitudes
and longitudes is the small number of places he records. Most conspicuously, no
coordinates are recorded for eastern Long Island, which apparently meant that Colden
could only guess at its length. And, of course, he had to rely on the French for the
geography of most of New York north of Saratoga and west of Oswego.
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Although Colden never published a map of New York other than The Country of the
Five Nations, he made at least two pen-and-ink sketch maps, which went a considerable
distance toward his goal of producing an improved map of the province. One of these,
which at least until recently was preserved at the Huntington Library in California, covers
the entire state from Long Island to the Saratoga area, and as far west as the German
settlements on the Mohawk River. Significantly, it omits the eastern part of Long Island,
and much of northern and western New York. A similar map was in the New York State
Library prior to its destruction in the catastrophic fire of 1911, but fortunately much of it
was reproduced by Justin Winsor in his Narrative and Critical History of America.[49]
These two maps are so similar that they can be treated as copies or variants of a single
map, which has been dated to 1726. Although not polished, it is accurately plotted, and
was certainly an improvement over Augustin Graham’s somewhat similar 1698 map of
the province. Colden’s map provides carefully drafted outlines of coasts, rivers, and
streams—including such details as islands and shoals in the Hudson River—along with
the location of numerous towns and fortifications. It depicts the boundaries of major land
grants, and is extensively annotated with information about land patents and quit rents.
The focus on land patents and rents reflects the administrative concerns of Colden and his
superiors—illustrating another way in which maps reflect the agendas of their
makers.[50]

Colden believed that he was never provided the resources to complete his project of
producing a detailed map of New York. In 1756 he complained, with considerable
bitterness, to a correspondent:

What surveys we have are in parts of the country distant from each
another in detached pieces which it was impossible for me to join or to lay
doun [sic] in their proper places on one general map of the province
without having those large tracts previously surveyed which I am not able
to bear & | have not one farthing from the Croun for any services | do in
my office. The charts which my son has of surveys in detached pieces are
on such various scales and these generally so large that it will give a great
deal of trouble to reduce them & place them in any general map.[51]

Colden had good reasons for his complaint: the extensive surveying he thought
necessary to produce an accurate map of New York could not have been done without
considerable government resources. Still, there is a somewhat self-serving note to his
complaint, which was made to excuse himself for not being able to provide the British
army with a better map at the time of the outbreak of the French and Indian War. If it
were not for his numerous other interests and responsibilities, he probably could have
created a map similar to the one that William Douglas made of New England. Colden
himself also produced a number of manuscript maps of specific areas within the province,
but the only map he actually published remained The Country of the Five Nations.

In spite of the frustration of Colden’s plans to map New York, the information he
gathered eventually found its way onto several maps that did provide relatively good
information about the province. In particular, Colden played an important role in the
creation of two of the most important maps of colonial America published in the first half
of the eighteenth century—Henry Popple’s Map of the British Empire in America (1733),
and Lewis Evans’ A Map of Pensilvania, New Jersey, New-York, and the Three Delaware
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Counties (1749). Colden’s role in the making of these two maps will be considered in the
next section of this chapter.

It was only in the years between 1755 and 1775 that Colden’s plans for producing a
better map of New York were partially realized. At this time, as will be seen in chapter
six, military needs finally motivated the British to commit money and people to
surveying the province in greater detail. Although Colden remained active and
conspicuous during these years, neither he nor his sons seem to have played much of a
role in this final phase of the mapping of colonial New York.

Published Maps Showing New York, 1680-1750

British map publishing in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries lagged
behind that of the Dutch or French. It was not until Henry Popple’s Map of the British
Empire in America (1733) that the British published a map that included a significantly
better depiction of New York than the Jansson-Visscher maps (described above in
chapter two). Even then, British cartographers continued to copy their depictions of
northern and western New York from French sources, such as the maps of Delisle and
Bellin.[52]

The initial years of English rule saw the production of few printed maps—in part
because the English map publishing trade was undeveloped in comparison to that of the
Dutch, and the English monarchy did not have the financial resources that enabled Louis
X1V to subsidize systematic surveying and map making. The maps published in England
prior to 1730 were largely adaptations of Dutch maps, although there were some
significant modifications. As with Dutch and French maps, the information contained in
published maps lagged behind that in manuscript maps, and for this reason our review of
the published maps will be relatively brief. It is also worth noting that only at the very
end of the colonial period (after 1775) did any printed maps appear that depicted only the
Province of New York by itself. Earlier maps showed New York as part of North
America, or at best as part of the Middle Atlantic or New England regions.

The first English map to show the province of New York in any detail is a very rare
chart by Joseph Moxon of the East Coast of North America entitled Americae
Septentrionalis Pars (1664).[53] There is only one known copy of this map, which
appeared in the very year of the English takeover, and seems to have been rushed out to
celebrate that event. It bears the distinction of being the first printed map to show New
York by its present name. Moxon’s map is an adaptation of an earlier chart by Theunis
Jacobsz, but it shows some notable improvements over Jacobsz” work, and constitutes a
very credible starting point for the English mapping of this area. Because of its small
scale, it shows little detail, but it presents a fairly good outline of Long Island, which
bears that name in English, as do “Westchester” and “Hudsons R.” The depiction of
upstate New York is vague and sketchy. The Hudson River is poorly depicted, and both
Fort Orange and the long-abandoned Fort Nassau are shown, as is Lake Champlain,
which is called here “Lake of ye East Hyraquois.” It is probable that most copies of
Moxon’s map were destroyed in the Great Fire of London in 1666. For a more detailed
and accessible map of New York, English readers had to wait until after 1675. As late as
1676, John Speed published a reworking of the Jansson-Visscher map in his Prospect of
the Most Famous Parts of the World.[54]



87

The first English printed maps that depart notably from Dutch prototypes appeared
in1675 or 1676 when John Seller published his Atlas Maritimus or the Sea Atlas. This
work includes two maps that contain rather similar information about New York. The
first is A Mapp of New England (Figure 4.5); the other is A Chart of the Sea Coasts of
New-England, New Jarsey, Virginia, Maryland and Carolina from C. Cod to C. Hatteras,
which is on a somewhat smaller scale.[55] Some of the information on these maps clearly
comes from Dutch sources, but both of them contain information from other sources,
including the John Scott map of New York and New England discussed earlier in this
chapter. Seller bore the title “Hydrographer to the King,” which may have given him
access to the map that Scott (the Royal Geographer) had recently drawn. The influence of
Scott on Seller is particularly noticeable in the peculiar depiction of Long Island on both
Seller maps. The Seller maps include a number of unusual Long Island place names,
which are first found on the Scott map. Among the names on Seller’s Chart of the Sea
Coasts is “Scot’s Hole,” which is a copyist’s error for “Scott’s Hall’—the name of a
manor house that Scott built near Port Jefferson and proudly placed on his map. Seller's
depiction of Long Island also includes several other features, such as oversized rivers and
estuaries, which are characteristic of the Scott map. Seller's Mapp of New England shows
other obvious signs of borrowing from Scott. In addition to many details being nearly
identical, the Scott map and Sellers' map of New England cover almost exactly the same
geographic area. Maps showing New England along with the settled parts of New York
(mostly Long Island and the Hudson Valley) were to become very common in the
colonial era. This particular shape was relatively easy to fit on a rectangular map, and it
also reflects the indeterminacy of New York’s boundaries. In 1688-89, New York was
even briefly incorporated within the Dominion of New England.
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Figure 4.5. John Seller, A Mapp of New England (1676). John Carter Brown Library
at Brown University.

In 1675 or 1676, Seller’s rival, Robert Morden, broke new ground with his Map of
New England, New Yorke, New lersey, Mary-Land & Virginia (Figure 4.6).[56] This
appears to be the first printed English map that made a serious effort to depict what is
now northern and western New York. The delineation of this area is undoubtedly derived
primarily from French sources. It bears a considerable resemblance to Champlain’s 1632
map of New France, although some of the information on it is more recent, and appears
to be derived from Dutch and English sources. Morden’s map succeeds in placing Lake
Champlain in approximately its correct location between the Hudson and Connecticut
rivers, rather than to the east of the Connecticut River, as on earlier Dutch maps. The map
also gives an easily recognizable picture of the St. Lawrence River, Lake Ontario, and
Lake Erie. It even provides crude representations of the Oswego River, some of the
Finger Lakes, the Green Mountains, the Catskills, and the Adirondacks. On the other
hand, its depiction of most of the lakes and rivers of upstate New York is hopelessly
confused (note the entanglement of the Delaware, Susquehanna, and Mohawk rivers), and
the location of the various Iroquois tribes is thoroughly muddled. The depiction of Long
Island on this map is also interesting: it attempts to combine features from the Seller
maps and the Jansson-Visscher maps, and succeeds in making a fairly successful
synthesis. The size of the rivers and waterways on Long Island, which are exaggerated by
Seller, are reduced on this map. The barrier beach on the South Shore, which is not
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shown at all on the Jansson-Visscher maps, is depicted as a stippled shoal (as on Seller’s
maps). All things considered, this map is a credible effort, and shows that the English
were making progress in defining the basic geography of their North American colonies.

Figure 4.6. Detail of Robert Morden, Map of New England, New Yorke, New lersey,
Mary-Land & Virginia (1675 or 1676). John Carter Brown Library at Brown University.

Between about 1675 and 1730 there was relatively little innovation or improvement
in English printed maps of New York. At this time, the British map publishing industry
was still in its infancy, and map publishers merged, collaborated and copied from one
another in bewildering patterns that are sometimes hard to trace. Maps like the Morden
map, described above, were repeatedly reissued for over 50 years, with varying degrees
of change. In addition to Seller and Morden, the most important English map publishers
during this period were John Thornton, Philip Lea, and (towards the end of this period)
Herman Moll. Many of the maps published during these years were basically inferior
editions of the Morden map, some of which appeared in inexpensive books and atlases. It
can be said in their favor that these maps mark the beginning of the diffusion of
cartographic knowledge beyond such traditional elites as government officials, ship
captains, and wealthy merchants. Such maps would have been available to just about
anybody who could read, including many potential immigrants.

One of the most notable of these later productions is a map jointly issued by John
Thornton, Robert Morden, and Philip Lea entitled A New Map of New England, New
York, New Jersey, Pensilvania, Maryland, and Virginia.[57] This map, which has been
dated to between 1685 and 1690 covers a smaller area than Morden’s map of 1675-76,
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which has a similar name. The Thornton-Morden-Lea map is largely based on the earlier
map, but omits its coverage of northern and western New York. On the other hand, it
shows marked improvement in its depiction of Long Island and the area around New
York Harbor. The depiction of Long Island is almost certainly influenced by Robert
Ryder’s manuscript map of 1675 (discussed above). It also contains an inset chart of New
York Harbor, which is carefully drawn with shoals and soundings, and is the first printed
chart of the harbor. The iconography of the Thornton-Morden-Lea map is also notable,
although it is mostly derived from yet another map in the same family attributed to
Richard Daniel, which was published by Morden in 1679 (Figure 4.7).[58] In addition to
the usual array of animals and sailing ships, this map depicts one of the first scenes of
whaling in British America. It shows several men in rowboats (most likely Native
Americans employed by white settlers) pursuing a spouting whale off the South Shore of
Long Island. Whaling at this time was already an important industry for Long
Islanders.[59]

Figure 4.7. Detail of Richard Daniel, A Map of ye English Empire in ye Continent of
America (1679). John Carter Brown Library at Brown University.

Both John Thornton and John Seller were important publishers of sea charts, and in
1689 the two collaborated with William Fisher in the publication of an important sea atlas
called The English Pilot: The Fourth Book. The “Fourth Book,” which covered the North
Atlantic, was actually the first volume in a series, which eventually covered the entire
world.[60] Historian William P. Cumming comments: “For British trading in North
America and for the colonists there, the publication of The English Pilot: The Fourth
Book must have been a godsend.... To modern eyes the charts are crude and sparse of
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detail; but to the navigator of American waters in that period it was his Bible. Whatever
its shortcomings, there was really no substitute, no real competitor, for over sixty
years.”[61]

Among the charts in The Fourth Book, the one covering coastal New York has long
been regarded as among the best, and Stokes and others have speculated about its
origins.[62] This chart, which was probably made by John Thornton, bears the title Part
of New England, New York, East New larsey and Long Island (Figure 4.8). There is
nothing mysterious about the origins of this chart, for (as | have pointed out elsewhere) it
is a fairly close copy of the Ryder map of Long Island and vicinity.[63] Although many
place names and some details on the two maps are different, the overall similarity is
overwhelming. They cover the same geographic area, and the outlines of the coasts are
virtually identical. Some of the distinctive peculiarities of the Ryder map, such as its
schematic treatment of the South Shore and the odd “crook” in the South Fork around
Canoe Place, are reproduced almost exactly by Thornton. Where the two maps diverge,
the Thornton map is almost invariably the less accurate—again, diagnostic of a copy of a
map made by a cartographer working far from the area depicted. Many of the details on
the coastline are also slightly simplified or distorted by Thornton, as one would also
expect on a copy. The involvement of Thornton in the publication of this map provides
confirming evidence that the depiction of Long Island on the roughly contemporary
Thornton-Morden-Lea map (discussed directly above) is also derived from Ryder.

Figure 4.8. Detail of [John Thornton?], Part of New England, New York, East New
larsey and Long Island (1689). John Carter Brown Library at Brown University.
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The English Pilot: The Fourth Book went through no less than 37 editions between
1689 and 1794.[64] New charts were added to the later editions, and two of them are
important for the cartographic history of New York. One of these is an improved chart of
New York Harbor made by Mark Tiddeman around 1731, which is much larger and more
detailed than the chart published as an inset in the Thornton-Morden-Lea map.[65] Later
editions of The English Pilot also included versions of a chart of the New England coast
by Cyprian Southack ( 1662-1745), which was originally created in 1718 (Figure
4.9).[66] Southack was a colorful Massachusetts sea captain, but an unreliable map
maker, as is seen treatment of the New York area on his charts. His maps and charts are
valuable mainly for their interesting descriptive notes and place names. His depiction of
Long Island omits the barrier beach, and his outline of the island resembles an eel more
than a whale (which Long Island is often said to resemble). Southack’s failure to produce
an accurate outline of the island reflects the difficulty of measuring distances from on
board a ship. In the early eighteenth century a navigator almost always calculated
distances based on the speed of his ship. That speed was, at best, measured by throwing
overboard a piece of wood (known as the “chip log” or simply “log”), and then
estimating the ship’s progress by the speed with which the log receded. The result was
entered, logically enough, into the log book. Such a method of measuring speed and
distance could easily be thrown off by offshore currents, of which there are many around
Long Island. This method of “dead reckoning” worked fairly well on a straight reach,
such as along either the north or the south shores of Long Island. Hence, distances on
early maps between landmarks on such stretches are usually approximately correct. But
the offshore currents could wreck havoc with the charting activities of anyone
circumnavigating the island. Consequently, the overall shape of the island and the
alignment of opposing coasts were subject to major distortions, as seen on most maps of
the area made in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.
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Figure 4.9. Detail of Cyprian Southack, The New England Coasting Pilot from Sandy
Point of New York, unto Cape Canso (1734). Library of Congress, Geography and Map
Division.

In spite of their flaws, Southack’s charts enjoyed a good reputation, which lasted
through much of the eighteenth century. Not only was his chart of the Northeast reprinted
several times in The English Pilot, but in some editions it even replaced the more
accurate Ryder-Thornton chart. Many other maps published in the eighteenth century
show an elongated Long Island, which appears to be derived from Southack’s
representation. These include John Mitchell’s important Map of the British and French
Dominions in North America (1755), and numerous French maps by Bellin and others
that appeared throughout the eighteenth century.[67] The reputation of Southack’s
charting was only slightly dented in the middle of the eighteenth century by Braddock
Mead (alias John Green), an important mapmaker who worked with Thomas Jefferys, and
who will be encountered again in Chapter Six. According to Mead:

It does not appear...that in making this chart he employed any instruments

excepting the Log and Compass. On which occasion | must observe, this is he

first time perhaps that ever a person bred to the sea undertook to make a chart of

so great an extent of coast, without ever taking a single latitude; and for the

honour of navigators, as well as safety of navigation, | hope it may be the

last.[68]
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Mead to the contrary, Southack was neither the first nor the last navigator to make
charts without measuring latitudes. But, if nothing else, the relative accuracy of the
Ryder-Thornton maps shows the importance of land-based surveying for accurately
measuring the proportions of large areas prior to the nineteenth century. It was only when
extensive surveys were once again undertaken on Long Island after the middle of the
eighteenth century that the Ryder map or the Thornton Chart were equaled or surpassed.

Between 1700 and 1730, British knowledge of New York’s geography as a whole, as
expressed in published maps, showed little or no overall improvement. Thus, in 1717
Southack published a map known as A New Chart of the English Empire in North
America, which was not primarily a nautical chart, but rather a crude map of what is now
the eastern half of the United States and southeastern Canada. It is thought to be the
oldest extant copper engraving published in America, and is notable for its peculiar
distortion of the Great Lakes, which was apparently done deliberately to exaggerate the
threat posed by the French to the British colonies.[69] Another map, also crude and
inaccurate, is Herman Moll’s popular New England, New York, New Jersey and
Pensilvania, which was first published in 1729 (Figure 4.10).[70] Moll was a respected
English map publisher, but his depiction of New York as a whole on this map is less
accurate than it is on Dutch maps produced 75 years earlier. Moll’s greatest claim to
fame, at least as far as New York is concerned, is a charming illustration, which shows
brigades of industrious beavers building a dam with Niagara Falls in the background
(Figure 4.11). This inset appears on a map of the British Colonies of North America,
which Moll seems to have first published in 1715.

Only one British map published prior to 1730 shows much improvement over the
likes of Morden and Seller in its depiction of New York. This is Daniel Neal’s A Map of
New England According to the Latest Observation (1720), which appeared in his History
of New-England.[71] Neal was an English Puritan clergyman who had direct access to
American sources. He used this locally derived information to produce an updated and
improved delineation of western New England, including a more accurate depiction of
the area around upper Hudson River and Lake Champlain. Otherwise, Neal’s map was
based on the Morden-Lea series of maps of New England and New York described
above.
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Figure 4.10. Large detail from 1732 edition of Herman Moll, New England, New
York, New Jersey and Pensilvania. David Rumsey Collection.
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Figure 4.11. . Industrious Beavers at Niagara Falls, as shown on a 1731 edition of
Herman Moll’s New and Exact Map of the Dominions of the King of Great Britain on ye
Continent of North America. Library of Congress, Geography and Map Division.

This parade of maps published between 1675 and 1730 does not show any consistent
pattern of improvement or progress, although some individual maps are quite impressive.
This lack of systematic improvement suggests that maps played a relatively unimportant
role in British and colonial life at this time. Neither the state nor private enterprise was
willing to make the long-term commitments of time and money required to produce more
detailed and accurate maps of the British colonies in North America. Although individual
officials, like Colden and some members of the Board of Trade, railed about the need for
better maps, their pleas went unheeded. The British government, content with its policy
of “benign neglect,” did not see fit to finance such efforts. Apparently, maps giving a
rather vague general impression of the colonies were regarded as adequate for most
purposes. This situation began to change after about 1730.

The first sign of an increasing demand for improved maps of North America is the
publication in 1733 of Henry Popple’s wall-sized Map of the British Empire in America
(Figure 4.12).[72] This semi-official map, which appeared with “the approbation of” the
Board of Trade, is essentially a work of compilation. Popple relied largely on French
sources for information about North America west of the British settlements. His
depiction of western New York seems to be based primarily on Delisle’s 1718 map, but
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he gives Lake Ontario a peculiar north-south orientation, which resembles that on some
of the later maps of Bellin.

Figure 4.12. Detail showing New York area from Henry Popple’s wall-sized Map of
the British Empire in America (1733). Library of Congress, Geography and Map
Division.

For the parts of modern New York controlled by the British, Popple derived his
information almost entirely from Colden. Popple was briefly a member of the Board of
Trade, and he was the brother of the Secretary of the Board, Allured Popple, who
corresponded directly with Colden. Henry Popple certainly used Colden’s Map of the
Country of the Five Nations, and he probably used the manuscript map of the New York,
which Colden had sent to the Board of Trade.[73] Although Popple’s map is not
impressive in comparison with several maps that appeared in the years between 1755 and
the outbreak of the American Revolution, its depiction of New York greatly improved on
any map published before it, and it remained the best map of the province available until
the appearance of a groundbreaking map by Lewis Evans in 1749.

Lewis Evans’ Map of Pensilvania, New Jersey, New-York, and the Three Delaware
Counties (1749) was the first of an important series of new maps delineating large parts
of British North America (Figure 4.13).[74] The maps of Lewis Evans (1700?-1756) have
received a good deal of attention—both because of their accuracy and originality, and
because of their American origin.[75] Evans was a Welshman whose activities are
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completely unknown prior to 1736 when, at the age of thirty-six, he was recorded as
purchasing a book on arithmetic from Benjamin Franklin’s shop in Philadelphia. In the
years prior to publishing his 1749 map, he taught himself surveying and worked as a
surveyor, mostly in the back country of Pennsylvania. His maps drew upon his own
surveys and explorations, as well as on manuscript maps produced by other American
surveyors. The 1749 Evans map and its successors (which will be discussed in Chapter 6)
were the first British or colonial American maps to provide extensive original
information about the region beyond the Appalachians.

Figure 4.13. Detail showing southern New York from Lewis Evans, Map of
Pensilvania, New Jersey, New-York, and the Three Delaware Counties (1749). Library of
Congress, Geography and Map Division.

Given the map’s justified reputation for accuracy and originality, Evans’ treatment of
New York is somewhat disappointing. Although Evans did a fair amount of traveling in
New York, the colony was not at the center of his activities. Most of the information
about the province on his 1749 map is actually derived from the ubiquitous Cadwallader
Colden. Evans was quite open about his debt to Colden, and acknowledged on his map
that “the greatest part of New York Province is owing to the honourable Cadwallader
Colden, Esqg.” On one of his trips to New York, Evans is recorded as paying a visit to
Colden at “Coldenham,” the surveyor general’s Ulster County estate. (Coldenham can
also be found on Evans’ map.) On this occasion, Evans gathered a large amount of
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information about the province.[76] Prior to publishing his map, Evans also sent Colden a
draft copy along with a request for corrections.[77] In spite of Colden’s participation, the
longitudes and latitudes used for locations in New York were often no better, and
sometimes even worse, than those on the Popple Map.[78]

Thus, in some respects, as far as New York is concerned, the Evans map is only a
modest improvement over Henry Popple’s map of 1733, which also benefited from
information from Colden. The relatively small scale of the Evans map (1:960,000)
limited the amount of information he could put on it. But within the limitations imposed
by its scale, Evans’ treatment of topography and his location of places in the Hudson and
Mohawk River valleys is greatly superior to that of Popple or his other predecessors.
Evans’ map has a cramped appearance because of the large amount of detail he included
on it. He successfully portrayed such features as the Hudson Highlands and the Taconic
Mountains, and even squeezed in the New Jersey palisades along the Hudson River
(which is quite unusual on a map of such a small scale). The Evans map also provides a
credible picture of the major roads existing at that time. An interesting feature of the New
York portion of the map is its depiction of the western half of Long Island, which is much
more accurately drawn than on other contemporary published maps, and is clearly based
on Colden’s unpublished manuscript map of 1726. Thus, in spite of its weaknesses,
Evans’ map of 1749 constitutes a significant advance towards meeting the need for a
“correct” map of New York.

Evans published a second edition of this map with some improvements in 1752. It
was reprinted numerous times throughout the eighteenth century, and it was widely used
and influential. Evans himself published another important regional map showing New
York in 1755, which will be discussed in chapter six of this book. Other important maps
of New York State, some more detailed and accurate than those made by Evans, were to
appear after 1755, but (as we will see) Evans 1749 map influenced the depiction of New
York on most of them.
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Chapter 5
Property and Boundary Mapping in Colonial New York

Introduction

The most distinguishing feature of British maps of colonial New York is their
preoccupation with land ownership. This interest, or obsession, reveals itself in many
ways. Numerous surveys of individual farms were carried out, many of which can still be
found at the New York State Archives, at local government offices, and at libraries and
historical societies. Maps were also produced showing larger land holdings, such as
manors and estates. Conflicting boundary claims between New York and neighboring
colonies were another favorite subject of British colonial mapmakers. To a lesser extent,
town and county boundaries are also featured on their maps. This focus on land
ownership and partition reflects the growth of population under British rule, as well as
the characteristically English desire of poor men to become independent farmers, and of
rich men to become landed gentry. Land was also the primary source of wealth during the
colonial period, and land speculation became a popular form of gambling in colonial New
York—playing much the same role as the stock market does today.

Much can also be learned about life in colonial New York through the study of the
politics of land ownership, and cadastral (or property) maps are of considerable
importance for—among others—genealogists, local historians, real estate specialists,
environmentalists, and regional planners. The history of land ownership in early New
York is murky, controversial, complex, and difficult to summarize. The related subject of
the contentions between New York and neighboring provinces over boundaries is only
slightly less complicated. The two subjects are interrelated—in part because some land
grants were made in areas disputed between two colonies. Both subjects were embroiled
in politics, charges of corruption, and conflicting special interests. Although a review of
these matters sometimes takes us rather far from cartography, land mapping cannot be
understood without some knowledge of the politics of land ownership in colonial New
York, which will be summarized in the first part of this chapter. For those who want to
study the subject in detail, several specialized works are available.[1]

The Development of New York’s Land Policies before 1720

The peculiar complexity of land policies in New York owes much to their Dutch
beginnings, as well as to the remarkable weakness of English colonial rule in
seventeenth-century New York. Unlike in New England or Virginia, the English in New
York did not start from scratch in developing their land policies, and they had to make
accommodations with what was already on the ground. This, along with other causes,
prevented them from adopting as coherent and clear-cut a land policy as they might
otherwise have done.

Something has already been said about land mapping under the Dutch. As we have
seen, the Dutch in New York were not strongly interested in farming or estate ownership.
Most of the Dutch farms that did exist were in the immediate vicinity of New
Amsterdam, and to some extent near Esopus (later Kingston) and Albany. Only one
patroonship (Rensselaerswyck) survived the Dutch period. Because the Dutch were
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primarily interested in the fur trade, they did not develop a system of land taxation
comparable to the English quit rents, which stimulated the production of property maps in
the Anglo-American period. In fact, the Dutch produced very few cadastral maps of any
kind.

A different situation existed in areas that had been settled by the English during the
Dutch period—mainly eastern Long Island, but also parts of Westchester County near
Connecticut. Here the characteristic New England land system of small independent
landholdings under town control prevailed. The township system continued to
predominate in these areas throughout the colonial period, and was strongly defended by
the English settlers. Even under Dutch rule, the New England model had considerable
influence throughout New Netherland. The English towns under Dutch jurisdiction on
western Long Island succeeded in obtaining most of the privileges of their New England
neighbors. Furthermore, many Dutch settlers envied the self-government and the
independent land holdings of their New England counterparts, and obtained from the
West India Company at least some concessions trending in the same general direction.[2]

Thus, there was already a good deal of tension and heterogeneity in land policies
under the Dutch. When the English took over New Netherland in 1664, they were unable
to make a clean sweep of things. In spite of its pretensions to autocracy, the government
imposed on the province by Charles 1, King of England, and his brother James, the Duke
of York (later King James II), was in reality quite weak. At home, the royal government
was poorly funded, and had to avoid policies that might reignite the flames of the recent
Civil War. Partially because of these circumstances, the royal governors in New York
were not backed by a strong administrative or military presence. Consequently, they were
unable to enforce unpopular measures, and could not afford to antagonize either the local
Dutch or the New England settlers.[3] Accordingly, they wisely adopted a policy of
compromise and conciliation. Existing Dutch land grants were confirmed, and the
troublesome New Englanders on Long Island were grudgingly allowed to keep their land
system, along with most of their independent ways.

The primary role of the royal government in matters of land policy was granting new
estates. The English adopted some of the Dutch practices for granting land, such as
requiring that it be purchased in advance from the Indians. The general procedure for
obtaining a land grant remained much the same throughout the British colonial period. In
theory, a land patent could be obtained by following these not-so-simple steps:[4]

1. Petition the Governor in Council for permission to purchase land from Indians and pay
fees; 2. purchase land from Indians (a representative of the state was supposed to be
present.) and pay another fee; 3. obtain a warrant from the governor directing that a
survey be made (fee again); 4. make the survey, and pay more fees; 5. obtain another
warrant from the governor directing the attorney general to prepare draft of the patent,
and pay yet another fee.

Predictably, things rarely worked out so neatly. To begin with, the requirement to
purchase the land from the Indians was frequently ignored, or else the purchase was
carried out by fraud, or it may have been disputed by different groups of Indians. The
boundaries of purchases were often so vaguely defined that nobody knew what they were.
In some cases, newly granted estates had already been sold to somebody else. Or else
they may have been in an area under dispute by two colonies. Sometimes no survey was
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made—or it was incomprehensible. On many occasions, the necessary fees were not paid.
Most early land titles had several of these flaws.

Nonetheless, granting land could be lucrative for the governor and other royal
officials. It was also a way to buy or reward political allies. In theory, land was also a
continuing source of income for the crown and its servants. After purchasing land,
owners were expected to pay an annual “quit rent.”[5] Although quit rents were in part a
symbol of feudal subordination, they were mainly a kind of land tax, and a potential
source of income for the provincial government. The quit rent was fixed under the so-
called “Duke’s Laws” (promulgated by Governor Nicolls in 1665) at 2s.6d annual rent
per hundred acres, but this provision was rarely enforced.[6] Actual quit rents were set
arbitrarily and at various levels; some huge tracts of land were charged nominal rates,
which might be measured in bushels of wheat or animal skins. The most notorious
example was the Dellius Patent, in which the minister of the Dutch reformed church at
Albany received a grant of 620,000 acres in exchange for a quit-rent of one raccoon skin
per year. Quit rents were often ignored and went uncollected for years. The setting and
collection of quit rents was a major bone of contention throughout colonial period, and a
significant cause of the American Revolution. If properly enforced, the collection of quit
rents could have destroyed New York’s large landed estates. Since they could be
collected without the approval of the provincial Assembly, they were also a form of
“taxation without representation,” which could be used to fund the royal government. As
we will see, the efforts of royal officials to assess and collect quit rents were a driving
force behind their efforts to draw up accurate property maps.

It should be noted that quit rents and processing fees may have significantly inhibited
the settlement of colonial New York. Armand La Potin has calculated that “the
surveyor’s fees alone could amount to well over two pounds on the average five hundred
acre tract,” and that the total cost of confirming a land patent on a farm of that size would
probably have been over seventeen pounds, which is approximately twice the annual
income of such a farm.[7]

Some of the early land patents theoretically conveyed manorial privileges, such as
the right to maintain courts leet and baron, but by and large these privileges remained a
dead letter, and there was little practical difference between manors and other large
estates. Entail never became firmly established in New York. Nonetheless, large land-
owners often preferred to lease out their lands to tenants, rather than sell land outright.
This system of land ownership contrasted with that of New England, and has been the
subject of much criticism and controversy from colonial times to the present. Many
historians have attacked the system for discouraging settlement, and for being aristocratic
and un-American.

In spite of the widespread criticism of New York’s manors, the situation was much
more complicated than it at first appears. Critics of New York’s land system included
royal officials like Cadwallader Colden, who saw the large estates as threats to the royal
prerogative.[8] Some recent writers, especially Sung Bok Kim and Armand La Potin,
have pointed out that there were other reasons why colonial New York had difficulty
attracting settlers: much of the farm land in New York was of poor quality; it was often
exposed to Indian attack; and it was difficult to purchase because of the cumbersome
procedures and expensive processing fees. These same authors have maintained that
manorial rents were quite reasonable, and that the system of tenant farming allowed
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farmers without capital to establish themselves. Furthermore, it appears that the difficulty
of buying small farms in colonial New York has been greatly exaggerated—farms that
were for sale often went without takers for the reasons noted above.[9]

Whatever one’s evaluation of the overall consequences of New York’s land system,
it was certainly chaotic, and it opened the door to various problems and abuses. Usually
patentees were expected to settle their lands within a specified period of time, or else
forfeit their property. This provision was also frequently ignored, and huge tracts of land
went both untaxed and uninhabited for decades. Some of these land patents were vacated,
but serious abuses continued throughout the colonial period because of a mixture of
political opposition, patronage, corruption, and bureaucratic sloth. Land grants offered
many opportunities for corruption and for litigation. Surveyors’ commissions, processing
fees, and legal fees provided lucre for surveyors, attorneys, and government officials. A
number of New York’s colonial governors were impoverished aristocrats sent out to the
colonies to recoup their fortunes. It was generally expected that they and other officials
would use their offices to make profits required to support the expansive life style of a
gentleman, and they found many opportunities to do so in New York’s land system.

The land policies followed by individual governors varied greatly. Their grants
ranged in size from small parcels a few acres in extent to huge manors covering hundreds
of thousands of acres. These grants were made at irregular intervals and for various
reasons. The prevalence of very large estates is characteristic of colonial New York. With
the exception of Rensselaerswyck, none of these are real “patroonships” dating back to
the Dutch period, although several of the largest estates were granted to people of Dutch
descent. There are a variety of reasons why many of New York’s colonial governors
tended to favor large land grants. Several governors sincerely believed that large estates
would be better able to attract settlers to the under-populated province than small parcels
of land offered to individuals. They reasoned that estate owners could pay for the
transportation of new settlers, provide land on easy terms, and make available such
infrastructure as roads and grist mills. Placing land grants in unpopulated frontier areas
was also a way to shore up New York’s boundaries against neighboring provinces and the
French. In other cases, liberal land grants were seen as a way to win friends and influence
people. Political allies could be rewarded with estates, and foes could be bought off with
the same reward. In some areas—especially on Long Island—estates seem to have been
created as a way to develop countervailing powers to keep in check troublesome town
governments. Last, and usually not least, land grants offered numerous opportunities for
royal governors to feather their own nests through such devices as processing fees and
“gifts” of land from grateful grantees. Let us take a chronological look at how this system
operated.

The first land grants were made by governors Richard Nicolls (1665-1667) and
Francis Lovelace (1667-1674). They show a distinct geographical pattern, being
concentrated on eastern Long Island and in Westchester County. They were clearly
intended both to reward friends and supporters, and to serve as political counterweights to
the independent communities of settlers from New England in these areas. Another
function of these early manors appears to have been to provide a form of government for
English settlers that did not live in established townships. They also served to fend off
land claims by Connecticut to parts of both Westchester County and Long Island. Most of
these early land grants were relatively small. Nicolls granted manorial rights to
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Gardiner’s Island, Fisher’s Island, and Shelter Island off eastern Long Island; and to
Pelham Manor in Westchester County. Lovelace created Fordham Manor in Westchester
County and Fox Hall near Kingston.[10]

Following the brief Dutch restoration, the next royal governor was Edmund Andros
(1674-1682). He made no land grants whatsoever. Andros was one of the more capable
and autocratic royal governors. Although his motivation is unclear, he seems to have
been aware of the risk to royal authority of creating a class of powerful landowners,
which made him the first of several “imperialist” governors who endeavored to
strengthen the central government at the expense of the large landowners. He allied
himself with the New York City merchants, who at this time were distinct from the estate
OWners.

Andros’ successor, Thomas Dongan (1682-1688), reversed course, and was
responsible for setting up or strengthening some of New York’s most important grants.
The status of Rensselaerswyck (about 850,000 acres), which was uncertain, was clarified
and confirmed by Dongan, who also granted the Rensselaer family the 250,000 acre
Claverack Manor for good measure. Along the east side of the Hudson River, the
Rumbout Patent was given out in 1685, and Livingston Manor (160,000 acres) was
patented in1686. In Northern New York, the Saratoga Patent (150,000 acres) was given
out in an effort to strengthen the frontier against the French. In addition, Dongan made
grants for a number of smaller manors and estates, including Lloyd’s Neck on Long
Island. Dongan was one of the governors who charged only trivial quit rents for his new
patents. He received a variety of fees and kickbacks, as well as several “voluntary gifts,”
in return for at least some of his patents, and he was willing to turn a blind eye to some
spectacular frauds. A notable case in point is Livingston Manor. In words of Robert
Livingston’s historian: “Dongan took two widely separated tracts—the Jansen’s Kill
patent for 2,000 acres on the Hudson and the Taconic grant of 600 acres on the
Massachusetts border—and treated them as contiguous, converting them into a unified
manor. The new patent granted no additional lands; it merely confirmed the earlier titles.
Yet when the Manor was finally surveyed years later, 2,600 acres had mysteriously
become 160,000![11]

In addition to enriching himself, Dongan’s purpose was clearly to win friends and
gain political influence. Many of his grants went to wealthy merchants or to others with
political connections. His policy was to strengthen and ingratiate himself with the local
men of property. Characteristically, he increased quit rents for the townships on Long
Island in exchange for confirmation of their land patents, while he charged the large
estates only trivial quit rents. It is possible that his policies were also designed in part to
control the newly formed General Assembly, which was created in 1683 following
instructions from the Duke of York. Several of the manors were represented in the
Assembly, and people of wealth were in various ways able to dominate that body (which
met three times between 1683 and 1687, and was then revived permanently in 1691).[12]

The year 1688 marked a significant turning point both for Great Britain and New
York. Britain experienced the “Glorious Revolution,” in which James Il (the former Duke
of York) was deposed and replaced by the Protestants William and Mary. This far-
reaching event, which has been seen as a victory for political liberalism and constitutional
government, was attended by the birth of the Whig and Tory factions in British politics.
An event of this magnitude was bound to have repercussions in British North America,
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and it did. In New York, it became intertwined with a curious happening known as
“Leisler’s Rebellion.” To simplify a complex story, the followers of Leisler saw
themselves as supporters of the new order in Britain. They were mostly smaller
merchants, and were also opponents of the owners of large estates in New York.
Although their leader, Jacob Leisler, was executed in 1691, his followers continued to be
a major force in New York politics. Respectably middle class, they had many ties with
New England and with Whig politicians in Britain. Leisler’s rebellion marks the
beginning of a period of bitter and vindictive strife between the owners of large estates
and their Whigish opponents. It is against this background that the gyrations in land
policy of the next few decades need to be viewed.

The next royal governor, Benjamin Fletcher (1692 to 1697), was a political ally of
the large estate owners, and his policies resembled those of Dongan. Fletcher saw the
Leislerians as a threat to royal control of the province, and was pleased by the willingness
of several of the estate owners to provide loans to help finance New York’s role in a war
with the French (King William’s War), which broke out after the Glorious Revolution.
He rewarded his friends generously with major land grants, including: the Evans Grant
(300,000 acres in Ulster County); the Manor of St. George in Suffolk County; the Dellius
Grant (840 sg. miles north of Albany); Philipsburg Manor, Cortland Manor, Morrisania
(all in Westchester County); Philipse’s Highland Patent north of the Cortland Manor; and
a number of small grants along the Hudson River to members of the Schuyler family.
Thus, by the end of Fletcher’s governorship, families like the Rensselaers, Livingstons,
Schuylers, Philipses, and Van Cortlandts were already prominent on the New York scene.
Members of these families intermarried and they formed one of the most important
forces—possibly the most important force—in the politics of the province prior to the
American Revolution. These families, which became increasingly allied to the large
merchant families, would remain prominent throughout the colonial period and beyond.

A remarkable change of policy took place with the appointment of Richard Coote
(Lord Bellomont), who was governor from 1698 until his death in 1701. Bellomont,
whom we have already encountered as the patron of Wolfgang Rémer, was an
unconventional and energetic governor. Even before his arrival in New York, he was a
critic of Fletcher, and had close links with the increasingly ascendant Whig politicians at
the British court. Bellomont turned out to be a strident partisan who allied himself with
the Leislerians, and he regarded Fletcher’s “extravagant grants” as corrupt and the source
of much evil. He resolved to undertake a frontal attack on the manors and other large
landholdings and “break” their patents. His ideal was a colony made up of small to
medium-sized farmers, who would support the government with their quit rents, and be
more politically manageable than the wealthy estate owners. Bellomont’s plans for a
social restructuring of New York bordered on the revolutionary, and they drew the
predictable response from large landowners and their political allies. Bellomont’s policies
were largely thwarted by opposition in both New York and England, and they came to an
end with his sudden death in 1701.[13]

It should be noted that Bellomont’s ideas resemble those of a number of later British
colonial officials, most notably Cadwallader Colden. They cannot be understood in terms
of such conventional political categories as Whig and Tory, or liberal and conservative. If
they must be given a label, they might be described as “monarchical-bureaucratic™ or
“imperialist.” These officials envisaged a rational, well-run monarchical state. They
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thought that the best interests of the colony and the mother country would be realized by
the king working through his officials and army on behalf of the pubic welfare. The
primary beneficiaries of these policies would be a large class of freeholders or yeoman
farmers (somewhat anticipating the Jeffersonian ideal). Such instruments as elective
assemblies were considered to have a place in governance, but royal officials were to
hold in check both corrupt special interests and the excesses of the ignorant populace. In
certain respects, these views resemble those of some of the political theorists of the Stuart
monarchy, such as James Harrington, and of eighteenth-century advocates of
“enlightened despotism” on the continent.

Bellomont did succeed in vacating several of Fletcher’s grants, including the Evans
Grant and the Dellius patent with its notorious quit rent of one raccoon skin . In addition,
he persuaded the Board of Trade to issue, or reaffirm, instructions to prevent abuses in
the future. Once again, the rate for quit rents was established as two shillings six-pence
per hundred acres. The amount of land to be granted to one person was limited to two
thousand acres, as it had been previously (at least on paper). Later (in 1753) that amount
would be reduced to one thousand acres. Requirements were imposed that unsettled
grants be vacated, and efforts were made to keep the Indians from being defrauded. Had
these rules actually been enforced, the colonial history of New York would have been
very different, but, predictably, none of these laws and regulations had much effect.
Often they were ignored, or they were circumvented by such subterfuges as establishing
paper “partnerships” to purchase large blocks of land. Individual governors or other
officials frequently continued to ignore or encourage violations of these rules, since they
could profit by turning a blind eye and holding out an open palm. The main result of
Bellomont’s crusade was to heighten the controversy surrounding the large estates.[14]

Bellomont’s policies were reversed by the next governor, Edward Hyde, Vicount
Cornbury (1702-08). Lord Cornbury’s main claim to fame is as New York’s transvestite
governor, but the story of his cross-dressing has been discredited by recent research.[15]
Cornbury’s alleged transvestitism appears to have been a political smear concocted by his
numerous enemies, who were mainly Leislerians antagonized by his land policies.
Cornbury basically reverted to the policies of Fletcher: he allied himself with the large
landowners, and resumed the practice of giving out “extravagant” grants to reward his
friends and political allies.

Many of Cornbury’s land grants were on the western side of the Hudson River. The
largest of his patents in the Hudson Valley region are the Beekman Patent (100,000 acres
in Dutchess County, 1703), the Wawayanda Patent (356,000 acres in Orange County,
1703), the Minisink Patent (more than 200,000 acres in Orange and Ulster counties,
1704), and the Cheesecocks patent in Orange County (1707). Taken together, they
included almost all of the unpatented land south of Albany. Cornbury’s most bizarre
patents were in more remote areas, and reflected the rise of land speculation as a primary
motive for acquiring tracts of unsettled territory. One of these was the Oriskany Patent in
the western Mohawk River Valley. This patent for more than 30,000 acres was made to
five partners in 1705. It was in a completely unsettled area still controlled by the Indians;
it did not include a settlement clause, and it required a quit rent of only ten shillings per
acre. Another spectacularly controversial land grant was the Kayaderosseras Patent
(1708), which consisted of 406,404 acres north and west of the Hudson and Mohawk
Rivers, including most of modern Saratoga County. It was so full of legal defects and
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ambiguities that it kept attorneys and surveyors occupied until well into the nineteenth
century. Last, but definitely not least, is the Great Hardenburgh Patent of approximately
1.5 million acres. Made in 1708, it covered almost all of the Catskill Mountain area.[16]

The story of the Hardenburgh Patent is worth recounting briefly as an example of the
problems and abuses associated with these large land grants. This huge tract of land has
been subjected to painstaking research, which has thrown considerable light on the murky
issues surrounding colonial land politics in New York. Only the highlights of its history
will be touched upon here as the reader can find the details of this astonishing story
elsewhere.[17]

The Hardenburgh Patent was granted in 1708. Like many of Cornbury’s patents, it
was made without a prior purchase from the Natives or a survey of its boundaries. The
description of its bounds in the patent reads as follows:

“a Certain Tract of Vacant and unappropriated Land Scituate in the
Countys of Ulster & Albany beginning att the Sand Bergh or Hills att ye
Northeast Corner of the Lands Granted to Ebenezer Willson Derick Van
den burgh &c att Minisinck so Running all along their Line Northwesterly
as the said Line Runs to the fish Kill or River and so to the head thereof
Including the same thence in a Direct Line to the head of a Certain Small
River Commonly known by the Name of Cartwright’s Kill and so by the
Northerly Side of said Kill or River to the Northernmost Bounds of
Kingston on said Kill or River thence by the Bounds of Kingstown on said
Kill or River thence by the Bounds of Kingstown Hurley Marbletown
Rochester and other Patented Lands to the Southward thereof to the said
Sand Bergh the place where it first began.”[18]

This description was so vague that it left the boundaries of this patent uncertain, but
it covered an area of roughly 1.5 million acres (approximately the size of Rhode Island).
As was often the case with large land grants, the Hardenburgh Patent was made to a
consortium of partners (seven in this case). The use of such consortia (which sometimes
included silent partners and dummies) was a common device to evade the limitation of no
more than 2000 acres being granted to any single person. Admittedly 1.5 million acres
divided by seven works out to considerably more than 2000 acres per person, but the text
of the patent does not mention its acreage. This omission was doubtless made in part to
avoid drawing attention to this little problem, but also because the land was unsurveyed,
and nobody knew exactly how many acres the tract included. The seven partners were a
collection of politicians, lawyers, businessmen, and relatives of one Johannis
Hardenbergh, a merchant and trader who lived in Kingston. A remarkable feature of this
consortium was that it included an eighth person, a “silent partner” in the person of the
Surveyor General, Augustine Graham. As Surveyor General, Graham was legally
prohibited from purchasing land grants, but a way was found to get around this limitation
through a legal device known as “lease and release.” It is not known whether Lord
Cornbury himself profited directly from this purchase, although at the very least he would
have received the usual fees.

It took more than a century to resolve the problems created by this patent. In 1746,
most of the land was finally purchased from the Indians. The patent was actually
surveyed in several stages starting around 1740. (It was not completely surveyed until the
middle of the nineteenth century.) There were numerous changes in the ownership of the
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land, and in the middle of the eighteenth century about a third of the patent fell into the
hands of the acquisitive Livingston family. As the boundaries of the patent overlapped
those of several neighboring patents, legal disputes arose and more surveys were made.
Very little settlement actually took place in this area until after the Revolution.
Eventually most of the land was broken up into small tracts. In spite of the bizarre history
of this huge tract of land, it appears that the overall course of settlement and development
of this land took place much as it would have under more normal circumstances.

The Hardenburgh Patent exemplifies problems that appeared throughout much of
colonial New York. Although this Patent is an extreme example, several other early land
grants have equally bizarre histories. By the end of Cornbury’s governorship in 1708, the
atmosphere surrounding the large estates was so heated that the land system became a
staple of New York politics through the American Revolution and into the nineteenth
century.

Cornbury’s departure in 1708 marks something of a turning point. His immediate
successors, particularly Robert Hunter (1710-1719) and William Burnet (1720-1728)
were among New York’s most capable colonial governors, and they began a series of
attempts to correct the worst abuses of the land system. Hunter is also to be credited for
appointing Cadwallader Colden as New York’s surveyor general (although his
appointment only took effect under Burnet in 1720). In spite of his numerous
imperfections and foibles, we will see that Colden made a prolonged and partially
successful effort to reform New York’s land system. Of particular concern to the subject
of this book, the policies he pursued led to the mapping of most of the large estates in the
colony.

Land Mapping Prior to 1720

The history of land mapping in New York has to be understood in the context of the
chaotic history of the land “system” described above. A respectable number of land maps
were produced in the years prior to 1720, but most were of relatively small tracts of up to
a few thousand acres.[19] Only a few of the large land grants given out in this period
were actually mapped, and (as we have seen) some were not even surveyed. Most land
grants were e