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ABSTRACT

THE MANOR OF CORTLANDT AND ITS TENANTS, 1697-1783

by Sung Bok Kim

The purpose of this study was to examine the lord-
ship of the Manor of Cortlandt, the relationship of the
tenants and proprietors, the economic and secial welfare
of the tenants, and their reactions to importani social
and political events., Most of the source materials exten-
sively used for my research were wills, deeds, leases,
rent accounts, court minutes, letters, newspapers, and
others, They are scattered at various manuscript deposi-
tories, private and public, all over New York State.

In the course of the study of the manor lordship
and the tenant-proprietary relationship, an emphasis was

placed on their operational aspects rather than on the

letters of maner patent and leases. This approach yielded
one important conclusion: +that the lordship and leases

have been given by some historians "feudal" or "quasi-
feudal" attributes that they really did not possess, Con-
trary to the traditional views, the lordship was dead as a
working institution from the moment it was granted and the
tenant-proprietary relationship was that of a business cen-

tract. Thus, most tenants, unbridled by feudal encumbrances






Sung Bok Kim
and assisted by abundant economic opportunities that the
colony provided, were able to advance their economic and
social lot, and maintain a living standard much higher
than generally described, In view of their possession of
large personal estates, they seem to have been entrepre-
neurs working for profit, rather tham poor tenants
barely eking out their existence,

The business relationship of the tenants and land-
lords and the prosperity of the tenants precluded possible
class conflict., After all, they both were bourgeois-
minded, This situation largely explains why most of the

tenants refused to join the manor riot of 1766, initiated

by a few discontented tenants who had been personally mis-
treated by the arrogant landlord, John Van Cortlamndt, It
also explains why the majority of tenants on the manor,

if they took an active part in the contest between the
mother country and her colonies, chose to take the side
their landlerds were on, not the oppesite side, as some
historians have argued., In this sense, the American
Revolution was net, as far as the manor tenants were con-
cerned, a vehicle to overthrow "feudal" institutiens,
which in fact had never existed, but rather an ocecasion

to express their solidarity with their landlords,
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PREFACE

This is a study of the structure and operation of
the Manor of Cortlandt (1697-1783) in New York, with a
particular emphasis on the status of its tenantry, The
principal questions that have guided the study are these:
How feudal were the manor patent and lease terms? Did the
letters of the patent and lease coincide with their actual
operations? How well off were the tenants? Was their
chance for economic and social advancement blocked by
feudal or "quasi-feudal" oppression on the part of the man-
orial proprietors?

This kind of research, of course, necessitated per-
son by person analysis of all the people, proprietors as
vell as temants, involved in the manor affairs, It must be
confessed that this writer had a difficult time tracing the
lineage of the people because there were so many identical
names, KEven the landlords suffered a great deal from this
situation in dealing with rent accounts and other preblems
relating to the tenants, Very often, three or four gemnera-
tions had exactly the same surnames without even attaching
"Sr." or "“Jr."

One might argue that what was true for the Manor
of Cortlandt may not be true for the other manors in col-
onial New York, But it turned out that there were more

1






2
similarities than dissimilarities among them, Conse-
quently, some efforts were made to compare and relate
the Manor of Cortlandt to the other manors and to the
nature of the colony in general,

The paucity of material, particularly diaries
and letters, on the County of Westchester in which the
manor was located, forced this writer to rely very much
on such material as wills, leases, deeds, and court
records, Fortunately, this writer was privileged to
have access to the precious Van Cortlandt collections at
the Sleepy Hollow Restorations in Irvington, New York,
For this, I am indeed grateful to the staff of the
Restorations,

Countless numbers of people were willing to ren-
der their assistance in various ways to my search for
material. Among them, I am especially indebted to Mr,
Joseph Thayer, the chief of the Miscellaneous Record sec-
tion, the Office of the Secretary of State of New York
in Albany; Mr., Joseph Anthony of the Manuscript section
of the New York State Library; Mr. Arthur Bretton of the
Manuscript section of the New York Historical Society;
and the staff of the Westchester County Clerk's Office.

I also wish to express my thanks to my colleagues Prof-
essors Frederick A. Palmer and Michael C, Reynolds, both
of the History Department, American International College,
and to my friend, Dr. Roger Parks, for their warm en-

couragement, valuable suggestions, and criticism :
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in the preparation of this thesis, Above all, my deep
appreciation must go to my adviser, Professor Robert E,
Brown, and to his wife, B. Katherine Brown, who inter-
ested me in this project, gave me the courage to handle
the monstrous jumbles of statistics, offered insight in-~
to numerous problems, and taught me how to procure
historical meaning out of seemingly unrelated material,
There is another human being whom I omitted, but my wife

Leda knows what I mean,







CHAPTER I

STEPHANUS VAN CORTLANDT AND THE ESTABLISHMENT
OF THE MANOR OF CORTLANDT
On June 17, 1697, Governor Benjamin Fletcher of
New York granted Stephanus Van Cortlandt the lordship of

and the Manor of Cortlandt.1

The grant was the crowning
episode of Van Cortlandt's remarkable political and bus-
iness career that stretched over two decades, It was
also a clear recognition of his political ingenuity in
an age of vehement partisan politics following the abor-
tive Leislerian Revolution. In this sense, a discussion
of Van Cortlandt as a politician and businessman is of
vital importance.

Records of Stephanus Van Cortlandt's earlier life
are so scarce and fragmentary that they do not tell us
more than the date of his birth and his parental back-
ground, He was borm on July 30, 1645, as the eldest son
of 0loff Stevenson Van Cortlandt and Anneke, his wife,

Oloff Stevenson, a native of South Holland, came to New

Amsterdam in 1637 with William Kieft, Director-General

lpatent Book 7, p. 165, at the 0ffice of the
Secretary of the State of New York, Hereafter the Office
will be cited as 0SS,
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of the Dutch colony. He served in various offices un-
der Kieft until 1648 when he gave up the office of the
Public Stores to engage in brewing.2 By 1674, we find
that he accumulated property of 45,000 florins, the
fourth wealthiest person in New Amsterdam, with Frede-
rick Philipse (who had 80,000 florins) at the topo3

Meanwhile, Oloff Stevenson Van Cortlandt's wealth
and his intimacy with New Amsterdam politics made him a
prominent figure in the town, Accordingly, he held such
offices as the president of "Nine Men" representative
board, "Schepen," "Paymaster," and "Burgomaster." During
the English conquest of New Netherland, he was one of the
commissioners appointed by the Dutch Governor, Peter
Stuyvesant, to negotiate the terms of surrender, Records
indicate that he took the oath of allegiance to the King
of Great Britain after the surrender and held the of-
fices of sheriff and alderman under the English govern-
mento4 His appointment to the office of sheriff was a
measure of confidence that the first English Governor,

Richard Nicolls, had in Oloff Stevenson.

2Va,n Cortlandt Gemeology, the Museum of the City
of New York, Hereafter the Museum will be cited as MCNY,
See also New York Geneological and Biegraphical Record,
V, No, 1 (New York, 1874), pp. 70-T72.

3"Valuation of Property imn New York in 1674,"
Hugh Hastings, ed., Ececlesiastical Records of the State
of New York, 7 vols. (Albany, 1901-16), I, pp. 641-43,

“Ihe Rev. Silas Constant, Journal (Philadelphia,
1903), pp. 424-25.
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Henceforth, we may reasonably guess that Oloff
Stevenson's political and business successes and the
accompanying prestige paved the way for his son
Stephanus®’s rather early rise to political distinction
under the English administration, Like many of the in-
habitants of New York, he seems to have engaged in a
business, There is evidence that he, with Jacobus Van
de Water, bought the confiscated sloop "Dolphin" from the
provincial government on April 23, 1674.5 His corre-
spondence with his sister Maria Van Rensselaer from 1669
to 1689 suggests that he traded with Albany and its ad-
jacent areas, In fact, he, as the bookkeeper of Rens-
selaerswyk with an annual salary of 225 bushels of wheat,
helped his sister to take care of her vast estates after
the death of her husband, Killian Van Eenssela.er.6 In
1674, Stephanus Van Cortlandt is listed as having accumu-
lated some 5,000 florin in his own right.7

The appointment of Van Cortlandt at the age of
thirty-four to the mayorship of New York was only the be-

ginning of political preferment for him.8 Governor

5Calender of Historical Manuscripts, XXIII, p.
433, New York State Library. The Library will be cited
as NYSL,

6Arnold Johan Ferdinant, ed, and tr,, Corres-
pondence of Mrs. Maria Van Rensselaer, 1669-1689 (Albany,
Univ, of State of New York, 1935), pp. 30-35.

7Hastings, Eccl, Rec. of the State of N, Y., 1,

Po 65,

8patent Book Ty Po 228, 0SS,
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Edmund Andros showered upon him so much of his patron-
age that he became an object of envy and jealousy of the
merchants of English extraction. He was successively
appointed the First Judge of the Admiralty, Commissioner
of the Revenue, Customs Collector of New York, and Deputy
Secretary of the Province.9 Most important of all, in
1680, he was appointed to the influential Governor's
Council of the Province, on which he was to serve, with
two years of interruption during the Leislerian ascen-
dancy, until his death.

Van Cortlandt returned these favors by his un-
wavering loyalty to the governors under whom he served.
When Captain John Lewin was sent to New York in 1681 by
the Duke of York to inquire into the conditions of
revenue and trade, and whether "anyone has any complaints
against Governor Andros," Stephanus strongly advised his
sister "to admonish Mr. Marten Gerrits, . . not to say
anything to the detriment of Sir Edmund (Andros), but to
say that all he did was for the best interest of the

9Cnlendar of Hist. Mss., XXXIV, p, 12, XXXV, pp.
10, 37, XXXVIII, p, 50, NYSL, See also Constant,
Journal, pp. 426-28, Secretaryship of the Province
was created by Sir Edmund Andros on April 25, 1688, Van
Cortlandt's appointment to the Deputy Secretary was
dated October 13, 1688, ed,, Typescript copy of his ap-
pointment, VX 1995 at Sleepy Hollow Restorations Library,
Hereafter the Library will be referred to as SHRL,
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."10 As this letter illustrates,

ntire province, . .
>tephanus fulfilled what Governor Andros had expected of
1is retinue. In fact, Stephanus was appointed as mayor
>f New York in 1679 by no other than Governor Andres,
'he reciprocity of favers between them cemented their
bolitical partnership that later weathered the storm of
.eislerian Revolution, despite their different religious
:eliefs.ll

The Revolution of 1688 in England that dethroned
oro-Catholic King James II had repercussions on this side
»f the ocean, In Boston, the restless Puritans, upon re-
ceiving the news of the Revolution, quickly arrested and
jailed Sir Edmund Andros, then Governor of the Dominion
»>f New England. In New York, Captain Jacob Leisler and
is clique raised the banner to overthrow the existing

overnment, which was dominated by the followers of the

glican governor. Stephanus's principle of governmental

108tephanus Van Cortlandt to his siter Maria,
ril, (n.d.), 1681, Correspondence of Mrs, Maria Van
nsselaer, p. 48,

1lstephenus was a member of the Dutch Reformed
urch, His following letter to his sister Maria Van
nsselaer clearly shows his Calvinistic piety and his
ar of Catholic violence. "We hourly expect a new gov-
nor, called Col, Dongan, an Irish gentleman and a
tholic., We hope that he will be a good man and he will
t us practice our religion in peace, which may God grant,
whose protection I commend you," February, (n.d.), 1683,
id., p. 91, See also a certificate, dated June 11, 1689,
Stephanus Van Cortlandt's Protestant faith by the synod
the Dutch Reformed Church in New York, E. B. 0%Callaghan
Berthold Fernow, eds.,, Documents Relative to the Colon-
History of the State of New York, 15 vols, (Albany,
6-87), IIL, p. 590, Hereafter these Documents will be
erred to as N, Y. Col. Doc.
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orthodoxy and his sense of personal loyalty to Sir Edmund
Andros caused him to resist Captain Leisler., Besides,
his position as the mayor of New York, Customs Collector,
and a member of the Governor's Council was a great re-
sponsibility that he could not easily forfeit at the call
of the faction. Anti-Leislerian councillors were at first
"resolved to . . . defend the City and Fort against all

attempts whatsoever, . . ke

But the tide was running
against them., Lieutenant Governor Francis Nicholson,
taking counsel from his fears, fled to England, Nicholas
Bayard, a most staunch anti-Leislerian councillor, was ar-—
rested and subjected to excruciating torture by what he

called the "Grand Robber Jacob Leisler."l3

Amother coun-
cillor, Frederick Philipse, succumbed to the pressures of
the time and compromised with the Leislerians, But Van

Cortlandt, falsely accused of being a Papist, doggedly re-

fused to surrender to the Leislerians, His house in New

York became the anti-Leislerian headquarters where he

12Council report to the Earl of Shrewsbury, May
10, 1689, British Transcripts, Public Record Office, Col-
onial Office 5, 1081, p. 180, on microfilm, SHRL, Here-
after cited as PRO CO5.

13Nicholas Bayard to Sir Edmund Andros, Octoher
8, 1689, PRO C0O5, 1081, p, 218. Also Stephanus Van
Cortlandt to ? , May 19, 1690, PRO CO05, 1081, p, 234,






10
onducted government business.l4 Finally, after suffer-
ng all kinds of abuses at the hands of his opponents, he
ad to take flight to Albany, New England, and New Jersey

5 In exile, he kept himself

ith a price on his head.l
oreast of conditions in New York, and faithfully reported
> anti-Leislerians about them.

On the downfall of Leisler in 1691 Van Cortlandt's
yyalty to the old regime was amply rewarded by new gov-
'‘nors; in addition to recovering his old place in the
muncil he was made one of the justices of the Supreme
urt and first judge of the Common Pleas of Kings County}6

one of the leaders of the anti-Leislerian faction, he
came the most trusted adviser of Governor Benjamin
etcher, It was during the administration of Fletcher

at Van Cortlandt was appointed Deputy Auditor of the

venue of New York and offered a lucrative governmental

14Stephanus Van Cortlandt to Governor Andros,
e 22, 1689 and July 9, 1689, N. Y. Col, Doc., pp. 595-
- 593. Also "Journal of Nicholas Bayard," Ibid,, III,
599-604,

15Lieut. Governor Leisler to Col. Coode, Commander-
Chief at Maryland, May 17, 1690. Cal. of Hist. Mss,,
IV, p. 138, XXXVI, p. 142; Stephanus Van Cortlandt to
ard Randolph at Boston, December 13, 1689, PRO CO5,
1, po 227,

16PRO C05, 1038, p. 5; NYHS, Coll., for the year
2y, Po 41,
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contract for victualling provincial soldiers.17 Here it
is to be noted that Van Cortlandt was not just an office
seeker or a ruthless pursuer of profit. He was much con-
cerned about the public interest and the welfare of the
governament, He, with others, frequently advanced money
to the government to meet frontier defense. For this act

of public service, Stephanus was officially thanked by

his collea.gues.,18

Again Van Cortlandt's loyalty to Governor Fletcher,
his business interests, and his anti-Leislerian stand made
him a supporter of Fletcher in the latter's difficulties
with Van Cortlandt's brother-in-law, Robert Livingston,
vrho turned from anti-Leislerian to Leislerian, At this
time, Livingston was desperate to salvage his royal ap-
ointment to the Secretaryship for Indian Affairs and Sub-
’0llectorship from Fletcher's violent obstruction.l9

ivingston attacked Fletcher in letters to politically

nfluential friends in London in the hope that Fletcher

—

l7Livingston—Redmond Manuscripts, Livingston
amily Papers, on microfilm, Roll. II, SHRL, As for his vic-
12lling,” business, sed PRO CO5, 1042, p., 139; Calendar
f Council Minutes, Mss,, VI, pp. 138, 175, 192; VII, pp.
>, 80, 111, 138, 171, 178; VIII, pt., 1, p. 4, NYSL,

180alendar of Council Minutes, VI, pp. 193, 209;
[T, pp. 220, 224, NIYSL.

191pid,, VII, pp. 201-02, 218; Council to the
rds of Trade, IV, pp. 203-04,
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>uld be recalled, or, at least, would back down. But,
letcher, confident of the leyalty of his councillers, par-
cularly of Van Cortlandt, persisted in his oppesition of
vingston's appointment, It is no wonder, then, that he
uld write to William Blathwayt, a member of the Board
Trade, that Livingston's "brother-in-law Coll: Cortlandt
ready to testify" to his innocence.zo Van Cortlandt's
rm committment to Fletcher even at the expense of the
pod tie deserved a reward., It was this act of loyalty
the part of Van Cortlandt that caused Fletcher to
nt the former the manorial patent and lordship,
Tracts of land comprising the Manor consisted

tly of a series of purchases Van Cortlandt had made from
ian proprietors and others. As the law prescribed,
Cortlandt in 1677 acquired a license or an authori-

ion from Governor Andros to purchase "lands at Wyckers
eks or adjacent parts on the east side of Hudson's
er."21 In the license, there is no specific deline-
on or extent of lands to be bought, but this omission
not exceptional during this period, Records indicate

, on June 13, 1683, Van Cortlandt made his first

20p1etcher to William Blathwayt, July 13, 1696,
o Col, Doc., IV, p, 165.

21The license is dated November 16, 1677, Deed
Aber A, p, 128, Westchester County Clerk's Office,
after the Office will be cited as WCCO,
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urchase of Indian lands lying on the west side of the
udson, No evidence exists to indicate whether or not
he purchase was licensed, However, the lands included
pproximately Haverstraw in the so-called "High Land"
nd Salisbury Island. According to the deed, Sakagh-
eineik, sachem of Haverstraw, and others conveyed the
ands "for consideration of 6 shillings and for Diverse
bher Valuable Gl.uses."22 This purchase was followed,
month and a half later, by another purchase from Indian
oprietors, Pewemind and others, of lands on the east
de of the Hudson. The lands included in the deed
re known by the Indians as "Appamaghpogh and Meahagh"
resently the areas around and including Verplanck®s

int).z3 The above two purchases were confirmed and

22A copy of the Indian deed, V1694, SHRL. The
1ds, however, were not included in the manor patent,

23The Indian deed, August 24, 1683, Patent Book
Pp. 177-90, 0SS, The following is the list of goods
d by Van Cortlandt for the land.

8 Guns 30 barrs of lead
9 Blankoats 12 Hgtchetts

5 Coats 18 Howes

14 fatham of Dusfeilds 14 Knives

14 Ketles a small Coat
40 fatham of Black Wampan 6 fatham Stond-
80 fatham of White Wampan water cloth

2 anchers of Rum 6 paire of Stock-
5 half vatts of Stronge beer ings
12 Shirts 6 Earthen juggs
50 pounds of powder 6 Tobacco Boxes

(Source: Deed Book Aber I, p, 129, WCCO.)
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granted by Governor Thomas Dongan on March 16, 1685, with
a yearly quitrent of 2 bushels of good winter 'hent...,z4

To expand his domain further along the east side
of the Hudson, Van Cortlandt in July 1695 bought from Major
Hugh MacGregor of New York the lands in the vicinity eof
Peekskill on the southwest side of the lands belonging to
Jacob Dekay and C‘ompamy.25 The deed does not show the
imount of money paid by Van Cortlandt on the lands except
a certain sume of money," nor the extent of its acreage,

Apparently, sometime before the manor patent was
ranted, Van Cortlandt acquired tracts of land "in the
ear" (east side) of his domain on the Kightawonck
Croton) River, for his application for the manor patent
xplains that an Indian by the name of Quiettau mortgaged
1e land in question to him for "several merchandises to
1e value of Sixty five Beaver."26 In addition, the manor
tent, which recites the previous "sundry grants," shows

at Van Cortlandt also obtained in 1689 a tract of land

24patent Book 5, pp, 306-09, OSS.

257he deed is dated July 13, 1695, Patent Book
p. 351, 0SS, Originally, the land was bought by Major
zh MacGregor, on July 12, 1688, from Pewemind, Indian
chem, and others, Cortlandt Manor Papers, NYHS,

26.J'une 17, 1697, Calendar of Land Papers, Mss,,
po 245, NYSL,
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south of the Croton River from Governor Dongan as a
private dea1.27

One is at a loss to locate and identify the
quantity of lands involved in Van Cortlandt's above pur-—
chases. However assiduous one might be it is beyond hu-
man skill to describe the boundaries of the lands by
following the Indian names of brooks, creeks, hills,
trees, ponds, falls, rivulets, and waters. Names arbit-
rarily given to certain natural objects by particular
Indians were unintelligible to different Indians, The
Indians often described many places by the same name, To
confuse the situation further, they changed the names of
the objects as they moved aruund.28 The primary reason
for these irregularities was that the Indians had no re-
cord, no concept of figures or measurement, except memory
which, of course, could hardly be depended upon for any
regularity.29 In no small part did the government also
contribute to the uncertainty of boundaries of the grant.

Since the government, until the beginning of the eighteenth

2Tpatent Book 7, pp. 165-69, OSS.

28Report of Surveyor General of New York on "State
of the Lands in the Province of New York, in 1732," (n.d.),

E, B, 0'Callaghan, ed., Documentary History of the State
of New York, 4 vols. (Albany, 1849-51), I, p. 254, Here—

after the edition is referred to as Doc, Hist, N. Y.

2% overnor Tryon to the Earl of Dartmouth, June
2, 1772, O'Callaghan, N. Y. Col. Doc., VIII, p. 374.
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century, never made it an official policy to make a survey

before a grant, it had no alternative but to follow for

its patent the letters of an ambiguous Indian deed.BO

Thus, the ambiguity of boundaries proved to be a perpetual
source of jealousy, discontent, and law-suits,

The manor patent clarifies to some degree the prob-
lem of the boundaries, According to the patent, the manor
line rumns as follows:

« « Beginning on the North Line of the Manor
of Phillipsburge, and to the South side of
Kightewanck (Croton) Creek, and from thence by
a due East line running 1nto the woods Twenty
English Miles, and from the said North Line of
the Manor of Phillipsburge upon the South Side
of the Said Kightewanck Creek, Running along
the said Hudson River; northerly as the Said
River runs unto the North Side of a High Hill,
in the name of Anthony Nose; to a Cedar Tree
which makes the Southern most Bounds of the
Land in the Tenor and Occupation of Mr., Adolph
Phillips, . . . and from the said red Cedar
Tree another due East Line running into the woods
Twenty English miles; and from thence along the
pertition Line Between the Collony of Commnecticut
and the Province of New York until you come unto
the Place where the first Easterly Line of Twenty
miles doth come . . . , and also certain parcell
of Meadow, lying. . . upon the west side of the
e « o Hudson River, within the said high Lands
over against the aforesaid Hill called Anthony
Nese; Beginning on the South side of a Creek
called by the Indians Imkapogh, and so along the
said Creek to the head thereof, and then North-
erly along the high hills as the River runneth to
another Creek called Apimmnapink and from thence 31
along the Said Creek to the Hudsons River. . ., ,

305¢e Chapter II.

31

See the manor patent in Patent Book 7, pp, 165-
69’ OSSo ’
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One may notice in the patent that the manor domain not
only covers the areas Van Cortlandt had already bought,
but also lands that do not appear in his original pur-
chases, The latter, extending 20 miles eastward to the
"supposed" Connecticut eastern boundary, were applied for
in Van Cortlandt's petition for the manor patent. The
above description of the manor boundary still leaves us
in doubt as te the exact quantity of the manor domain, for
it does not give the figures of land acreage. It seems
that Van Cortlandt had never made a survey before he ap-
plied for the patent, It took almost sixty years after
the patent was granted for the heirs of Stephanus Van
Cortlandt to know approximately how much land was comprised
under their manor title when they finally completed, though
still inconclusively, the division among themselves in
1753.32 A series of surveys made later indicates that the

manor had approximately 85,700 acrese33

32The 1753 division of the manor land was incon-
clusive, because there remained the undivided lands em-
bracing Sarah's Point and a tract east of Bedford Patent,
This matter will be discussed later, The deed dated Dec-
ember 14, 1753, Deed Book 16, pp. 289-98, 0SS,

33This figure is based on calculations of the

quantity of the land made sometime after the Revolution
for the purpose of collecting quit rent from several towns
in the Manor of Cortlandt, Included in this figure is the
recovered land of Stony Hill. But the so-called Rykes
Patent of 1800 acres, which was within the manor jurisdic-
tiomn until 1770, but belonged to different people, is ex-
cluded from our tabulation. See "Calculations of Quit
Rent for the Several Towns in the Manor of Cortlandt," Van
Cortlandt Papers, New York State Historical Association,
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Stephanus, Van Cortlandt must have felt uncertain
of his title cutting across the vast tracts of lamnd 20
miles east of the supposed Connécticut boundary, which
had been already occupied by settlers with Indian deeds
or with title issued by the governments of Commecticut
and New York, For example, there was the town of Bedford
with a Comnecticut town patent dated May 11, 1682, perch-
ing on the manor's southern line.34

Political developments after the dismissal in 1697
of Gevernor Fletcher for his corrupt administration made
Van Cortlandt, Fletcher's confidential aid, very uneasy
about his political fortumes. The Earl of Bellomont, a
Whig politician, who succeeded Governor Flatecher im April,
1698, was pro-~Leislerian, Bellomont became increasingly

incensed at the influence wielded by what he called

on microfilm, at SHRL, Nevertheless, there is a reason
for serious reservation about the authenticity of the fi-
gure, To be noted is the inaccuracy of land measurement,
For example, the William Skinners, ome of the heirs of
Stephanus Van Cortlandt, upon the manor partition in 1732,
were recorded to have received South Great Lot No, 4 with
3,712 acres and the same lot No., 10 with 2,565 acres;
whereas in 1766 when the lots were for sale, the acreage
for South Great Lot No., 4 was 3,968 and South Great Lot
No. 10 was 2,826, Therefore, the above calculations based
on the initial survey of 1732 cannot be depended upon for
aceuracy, See the advertisement of land for sale in The
New York Mercury, December 22, 1766; Warren Papers, Uni-
versity of London, on micrefilm, SHRL,

34Zachariah Roberts to Governor and Assembly at
Hartferd, May 1697, Robert C, Winthrop Collections,
Connecticut State Library, om photostat, PX1101, SHRL,
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"corrupt" anti-Leislerians in the provincial government.35
His first bold political act was to purge his own Council
of those who were closely associated with Governor
Fletcher, By the end of September, 1698, he suspended
Nicholas Bayard, Gabriel Minvielle, Thomas Willet, Richard
Townly, and John Lawrence from the Council, all die-hard

6

anti—Leislerians.3 In the following month, four more

councillors, Chidley Brooke, William Pinhorn, William
Nicholls, and Frederick Philipse, were likewise removed.37

This means that there remained only four out of Fletcher's

thirteen appointees, In their stead, Bellomont appointed

five Leislerians thus insuring a Leislerian majority in

the Council.38

35Be1lomont to the Lords of Trade, May 8, 1698,
N. Y. Col. Doc., IV, p. 308,

36Bellomnnt to the Lords of Trade, October 21,
1698, Ibid., IV, p. 398,

37PR0, Privy Council (PC), on mierofilm, 77, p.
124, SHRL, Their removal was approved by the Lords
Justices in the Privy Council on October 25, 1699, Cal-
endar of Hist. Mss., XLIII, p. 13,

38The five Leislerian Councillors were Abraham
DePeyster, James Graham, Samuel Staats, Robert
Livingston, and John Corbile, PRO, PC5, I, p. 146,
SHRL., Thus, Bellomont regarded the Leislerites as
"more sober and virtuous people and better affected to
His Majesty's government than the other party" (the
anti-Leislerians), Bellomont to the Board of Trade,
September 21, 1698, N, Y. Col. Doc., IV, p, 375,
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Strangely enough, Van Cortlandt, though a staunch
anti-Leislerian and father-in-law of Nicholas Bayard's
son, was not only spared, but also given in June 1698 a
highly remunerative office as a co-Collector and Receiver
General which he retained until his death.39 What, then,
caused Bellomont not only to retain Van Cortlandt but also
to bestow such a patronage upon a man whose politics were
affiliated with the anti-Leislerian faction? It was prob-
ably owing either to opportunism and agility on the part
of Van Cortlandt, who felt he had too much to lose by not
cooperating with the duly constituted governor, or to
Bellomont's political strategy of crushing the anti-
Leislerians by detaching Van Cortlandt from their ranks,
or to both. At any rate, before Bayard was suspended
from the council, Van Cortlandt, at the behest of Bello-
mont and accompanied by Leislerian James Graham, went
back and forth to Nicholas Bayard, a bitter enemy of the
Leislerians, to persuade the latter to come to terms with
Bellnmont.40 It seems that Van Cortlandt was also on

good terms with Leislerian councillors, one of whom praised

39Va.n Cortlandt was appointed in the place of
Chidley Brooks. Lewis Graham, Attorney General of New
York, to Mr. Blaithwayt, September 19, 1698, Ibid., IV,
P. 375.

4OBellomont to the Lords of Trade, November 12,
1698, Ibid., IV, pp. 427-28.
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for his "diligence and care" in discharging assigned
duties.41

Despite this harmonious personal relationship
with Bellomont and his cohorts, Van Cortlandt had suffi-
cient reason to be apprehensive about the integrity of
his Manor title. The source of his apprehension was
Bellomont's vigorous effort to vacate what Bellomont
called "extravagant" and "illegal" grants of land, includ-
ing Van Cortlandt's, made by his predecessor Governor
Fletcher. Bellomont's reasons for the effort were that
those lands were granted by the former governor in viola-
tion of rules, that is, without consulting the Attorney
General, and that the grants were so "extravagant" that
no land was left to be disposed of by any succeeding gov-

2

ernor "to reward the services of subject."4 To his en-

couragement, his effort received wholehearted endorsement
from the Lords Justices in England.43

As a test case,44 he singled out several grants

4]'Lewis Graham to Mr. Blaithwayt, September 19,
1698, Ibid., IV, p. 375,

42Bc11omont to the Lords of Trade, July 1, 1698
and also to Secretary Popple, July 7, 1698, Ibid., IV,
pp. 345-35, 327. i

43The Lords Justices to Bellomont, November 10,
1698, 1bid., IV, p. 375.

44In his report to the Lords of Trade, Bellomont
specifically laid out steps to be taken in revoking these
grants, He said he would first vacate several of them,
and then "try to breake the rest the next," April 17,
1699, Ibid., IV, pp. 506-07.
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of such leading anti-Leisleriansas Nicholas Bayard,
Godfrey Dellius, John Evans, Caleb Heathcote, William
Pinhorne, Evert Bancker, and Peter Schuyler.45 Although
he drew strong objections from three of his councillors,
he managed to have a bill vacating these grants passed
in May, 1699, by his casting vote through the Council.
Then, he wryly reported that those three councillors who

voted against the bill had "the largest grant in the

45The Colonial Laws of New York from the Year
1664 to the Revolution, 5 vols, (Albany, 1894), I, pp.
412-17, The grants to be revoked were:

Grantee Date of Grant Location Quantity
Dellius Sept., 1, 1696 Albany, Saratoga 70 miles in
length, 12
miles in
breadth
Dellius July 30, 1697 In Mohaques 50 miles in
Schuyler County length
Wessels 2 miles in
Bancker breadth
Pinhorne
Bayard Dec. 2, 1695/6 Kingsfield Man- 2
or in Albany
Evans Sept. 20, 1694 Fletcher Manor 300,000 acres
in Ulster
County
Aug, 9, 1694 Near King's 70 acres of
Farm on the swamp and
Manhattan fresh pond
Heathcote April 2, 1696 Part of King's 2

Garden on the

Manhattan
Trinity Aug. 19, 1697 Lease of King's
Church of Garden for 7
New York years
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province next to Mr. Dellius,"46

Van Cortlandt was prob-
ably one of them, besides Peter Schuyler and William
Smith, councillors carried over from Governor Fletcher's
time,47 However, the bill "met with a cheerful concur-
rence" in the General Assembly, in which the Leislerites
had an overwhelming majority of 16 out of 21 members,

Not satisfied with vacating the grants, the Partisan
Assembly even added a clause for depriving Dellius of his
ministerial benefice (Dutch Reformed Church) at Albany,48
While the bill was pending for approval by the

home government, Bellomont, armed with the authorization

46Be110mont to the Lords of Trade, May 12, 1699,
N. Y. Col. Doc., IV, p. 510,

47There was one other Fletcher appointee, John
Young, but he did not have any great landed estate. The
grants of both Schuyler and Smith were comparable to Van
Cortlandt’s and, accordingly, earmarked by Bellomont to
be revoked., Smith's grants were St. George's Manor
which ran 50 miles in length on Nassau Island and large
tracts of land in Suffolk County, "A List of New Grants
of land by Coll. ffletcher, late governour of New York,"
PRO, CO5, 1049, p. 439.

48"An Act for ye Vacateing. . . several Extra-
vagant Grants of Land made by Coll. Fletcher the late
Govr of this Province, . .,," passed on May 16, 1699,
The Colonial Laws, I, pp. 412~17; Bellomont to the Lords
of Trade, May 12, 1699, N, Y. Col. Doc., IV, p. 510;
PRO; CO5, 1042, p. 139, As for party alignments, see
Bellomont to the Lords of Trade, April 27, 1699, Ibid.,
IV, p. 509,
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from the Lords Justices and elated with the Assembly's
favorable response to his first try, proceeded in May 1699
to break the remaining "extravagant" grants of over 2,000
acres, This time, he did not intend to make any exceptions,
whether the grantee was Leislerian or not, in his whole-
sale attack on those grants,49 But soon he began to
doubt whether the General Assembly would come along all
the way with his reformist but "extravagant" plan. Now
the members of the Assembly, recovered a bit from a vio-
lent partisan temper, became increasingly reluctant to
support Bellomont's overly ambitious design,

What happened to the Leislerian Assembly which had
once exhibited such a partisan zeal for Bellomont's first
vacating bill? For one thing, the members of the Assembly
were, as Bellomont aptly pointed out, "landed men, and
when their own interest comes to be touched, 'tis more

5

than probable they will flinch." 2 However different poli-

tical creeds between Leislerians and anti-Leislerians

49The attack included his Leislerian councillor
Livingston, Henry Beekman (one time Leislerian), Frederick
and Philip Philipse, Stephanus Van Cortlandt, and others.
Bellomont to the Lords of Trade, May 3, 1699, PRO, CO5,
1042, p. 139.

5oBellomont to the Lords of Trade, August 24,
1699, N. Y. C6L. Doc., IV, pp. 549, 553-54., 1In the same
letter he finally confessed that he did not have "strength
enough in the Assembly" to break the grants.
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might have been, they were in the same camp as far as
their landed property interests were concerned; a threat
to common economic interests dispelled an animosity born
of their political struggle. Despite this setback,
Bellomont persisted. He appealed to the home government
to give him a complete mandate, "a peremptory order from
the King," that would sanction his endeavor. For he
feared that the mere authorization from the Lord Justices
was not forcible enough "to deal with both in the Council
and Assemhlyg"51 Later he suggested, however, that Parl-
iament should take upon itself the business of breaking
the grants.52 He also requested the Lords of Trade to
send able lawyers for the offices of Attorney General and
Chief Justice, without whom he said he could promise
nothing.>>

It is not so hard,then, to visualize why
Bellomont's stubborn effort to revoke the rest of the
"extravagant" grants rapidly cooled off the relationship
of Van Cortlandt and Bellomont. Van Cortlandt's opposi-

tion to the reform touching land grants infuriated

51Bellomont to the Lords of Trade, June 22,
1699, N. Y, Col. Doc., IV, p. 535.

52Bc1lomont to the Lords of Trade, August 24,
1699, Ibid., IV, p. 549.

53PR0 C05, 1042, p. 139; Bellomont to Bridge-
water, March 12, 1699, Ellsmore Collections, No. 9764,
Henry E. Huntington Library, on photostat, SHRL;
Bellomont to Lords of Trade, May 25, 1700, N. Y. Col.
Doc., IV, pp. 644, 647,
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Bellomont. A letter written by Bellomont the day after
the Council cast its vote on the first vacating bill
vividly shows his bitterness and frustration at Van
Cortlandt whom he had put in his trust., Bellomont said
in the letter that Van Cortlandt as a customs collector
was acting like a person who expected to be dismissed
any day, and that he, with Fletcher's other men, opposed
him, privately or openly, on every occasion, even though
Van Cortlandt and his friends pretended to be Leislerians?4

As his relationship with Bellogont became
strained and as the threat to his manorial title mounted,
Van Cortlandt must have felt the urgent need for consol-
idating and strengthening his title. It is no wonder,
then, that Van Cortlandt under these circumstances took
an unusual step to contract a new deed with the Indians
living on his manor., This Indian deed was dated August
8, 1699, four months after the first vacating bill was
passed and two years after the manor patent was granted.

The boundary of land in the new deed is in these wards:55

54Bellomont to the Lords of Trade, May 13, 1699,

., IV, pp. 515-18.

550he Indian deed, V1694, SHRL, It is quite
likely that Van Cortlandt was one of those who contri-
buted for Godfrey Dellius' trip to England in order to
dissuade the King from approving the first vacating act.
"The angry people (the holders of "extravagant grant")
of New York," Bellomont reported, "contributed F500 for
his trip & those of Albany #£200," Bellomont to the
Lg;ds of Trade, June 22, 1699, N. Y. Col. Doc., IV, p,
533,
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« « o all that tract and parcell of land

Scituate lying. . . in the Mannour of

Cortlandt in Westchester begun on the South-

side off Kightawonck (Croton) Creek and so

along the sd Creek to a place called Kewighte-

cook (near Bluetown) and from thence along a

creek called Poppeneghik to the head thereof

and then due East to the limitts of Connecticut

being the Eastermost bounds of said manner and

from thence northerly along the limitts of

Connecticut aforesaid to the River Mattegtecos

(Titicus) tenn miles and from thence due west

to Hudsons River.

As the boundary line shows, the lands bought by Van
Cortlandt this time were squarely within the limits of
the manor patent, but not included in his previous pur-
chases, The deed was unusual in the sense that Van
Cortlandt bought the same tracts of lands that the gov-
ernment had already granted to him. In this respect, his
action was obviously designed to ward off a challenge,
which was quite likely in view of Bellomont's policy, to
his manor title in the future.

Van Cortlandt had no reason to be overly optimis-
tic about the integrity of his manor title even with the
new Indian deed, For despite the landowners' mounting
chorus of counter-attack, in which even the merchant group

joinéd, Bellomont did not show any sign of retreat,56

56Nicholas Bayard to Bridgewater, June 23, 1699
and October 16, 1699, Ellesmore Coll, No. 9765 and No. 9775,
Huntington Lib., on photostat, SHRL; Bayard to William
Blathwayt, June 23, 1699, Blathwayt Papers, Colonial Wil-
liamsburgh Library, on photostat, SHRL; "Heads of Accusa-
tions against the Earl of Bellomont," March 10, 1700 and
"Petition of Sundry Merchants (31) of New York to the King,"
March, 1700, N. Y. Col, Doc., IV, pp. 620-24; Bellomont to
the Lords of Trade, May 29, 1699 and October 17, 1700,
Ibid., pp. 528-29, 725.
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His determination to vacate the rest of the "extravagant"
grants by whatever means became almost an obsession al-
though he was disappointed to know that the first vacating
act had not been approved "by the King in all this time"
and the King's Solicitor General was strongly opposed to
the act. Van Cortlandt, however, in the cross-currents
of the good and bad news, grew "crazy and infirm,'" and
died on November 25, 1700.57 So did Bellomont four months
later. With the passing of Bellomont, his campaign to
vacate the manor title died also. Thus, the Manor of
Cortlandt survived the political storm and became inheri-

table for the heirs of Stephanus Van Cortlandt,

57Be110mont to the Lords of Trade, October 17,
1700, Ibid., IV, p, 725, There are two conflicting ac-
counts of the date of Van Cortlandt's death., His wife
Gertruyd dated his death on October 16, 1700, Gertruyd
Van Cortlandt to William Blaythwayt, November 26, 1700,
Van Cortlandt Papers, NYHS, But Bellomont reported that
Van Cortlandt died on November 25, 1700, Bellomont to
the Lords of Trade, November 28, 1700, N. Y. Col. Doc.,
IV, po T96.






CHAPTER II
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY IN COLONIAL NEW YORK

The Manor of Cortlandt was not a closed society
completely isolated and impenetrable from the outside; it
was an integral part of the matrix of society in the
American Colonies. Unlike a medieval manor, the people
on the Manor of Cortlandt were guaranteed freedom of
movement from one place to another for commercial and
other purposes, It is, therefore, not too much to say
that the nature, growth, and development of the manor was
closely entwined with the over-all nature and development
of the American Colonies in general and the New York Pro-
vince in particular., It would be futile to describe the
economic status of the tenants on the manor without tak-
ing into account the general economic opportunities that
were available for the settlers in the colony of New York,
in which the manor was situated. For these considerations,
it seems vitally important to discuss economic conditions
as they existed before the American Revolution,

One cannot fail to come across constant references
in the home-bound letters of the government officials at-
testing to the abundance of economic opportunities on
this side of the Atlantic throughout the eighteenth century.

29
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In the letters, two themes are most noticeable: the
cheapness of land and the dearness of labor. In fact,
the cheapness of land and dearness of labor were the
basic underpinnings of the great economic opportunities
in colonial New York.

Lewis Graham, attorney general of New York in
the 1700s and a resident in Westchester County, often
humorously repeated a popular saying, "who will be such
a fool to become a base tenant, . . when man can for a
song purchase a good freeholdo"l Governor Robert Hunter
seemed to support Graham's a bit exaggerated version of
the cheapness of land by pointing out in 1710 that
"property may be had at so easy rates" in the colony,2
As late as 1768, Governor Sir Henry Moore echoed the
above observations when he reported to the home govern-
ment that "invincible obstructions" to the development
of manufacturing in New York were the scarcity of labor
and the cheapness of land. In a country where "everyone
can have land to work upon," remarked the Governor, no-
body was willing to work for others. To substantiate his
point, he quoted an interesting instance in which an own-

er of a glass manufacturing plant went into bankruptcy,

1The Earl of Bellomont to the Lords of Trade,
November 28, 1700, N. Y. Col. Doc., V, p. 791.

2Governor Hunter to the Lords of Trade, November
14, 1710, Ibid., pp. 179-80, See also his report to the
same, November 12, 1715, Ibid., p. 459,
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The owner told the Governor that "his ruin was owing to
no other cause than being deserted. . .by his servants"
whom he had imported at a great expense; and that "many
athers had suffered and been reduced as he was, by the
same kind of misfort\me."3

The unwillingness on the part of a settler to
work for others but only for himself was also illustrated
by the difficulty of securing tenants on the patented
lands, Since big proprietors were not capable of im-
proving their lands by themselves, they expected to find
tenants to work for them, However, the proprietors were
often disappointed in their efforts to recruit the ten-
ants. Bitterly complaining of the "profuse practice of
granting lands," Oliver DeLancey, a landed magnate in New
York, declared that it was "very difficult to settle ten-
ants as every person can be at an easy rate a freeholder."4

After all, a great many people left their native
countries and ventured a perilous voyage for the new con-
tinent, as Cadwallader Colden, Surveyor General of New

York, said in 1732, to "avoid the dependence on landlords,

3Governor Moore to the Earl of Hillsborough, Jan-
vary 12, 1767, Ibid., VII, pp. 888-89.

4Oliver DeLancey to Col, William Skinner in Lon-
don, June 10, 1772, Sir Peter Warren Papers, G/Am, the
University of London Library, on film, at SHRL, Hereaf-
ter, the Papers will be cited as Warren Papers, University
of London.
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and to enjoy lands in fee to descend to their posterity."5
The spirit of yeomanry that motivated the pioneers was
certainly one stumbling block, along with the cheapness
of land, to any design to transplant the fetters of
feudal tenures in the land of plenty.,

The cheapness of land and consequent reluctance
of the settlers to become tenants unquestionably account,
in no small part, for the delay in the settlememt of the
various manors and large grants along the Hudson. In 1700,
the Manor of Philipsburgh in the neighborhood of the Manor
of Cortlandt had only twenty families, despite the fact
that the Manor was granted in early 1692, We have to ad-
mit that the Manor was still fortunate to recruit so many
tenants at that time, for big landowners like Colonel
Peter Schuyler, Philip Philipse, Colonel Henry Beekman,
and Colonel William Smith, Sr., did not seem to have

6

"any tenants on their grants."  Stephen Van Rensselaer
had, as late as 1734, only three families on his land of
3,115 acres on the east side of the Wappinger River id

Dutchess County,7

5Colden's report on "State of the Lands in the
Province of New York, in 1732," Doc. Hist. N. Y., I, p.

6The Earl of Bellomont to the Lords of Trade, Jan-
uary 2, 1700/01, N. Y. Col. Doc., IV, p. 820.

7See the advertisement of his land for sale in
The New York Gazette, November 11, 1734,
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All in all, contemporary observers, official and
unofficial, were in complete agreement in respect to the
great economic epportunities in colonial New York.8
These abundant economic opportunities throughout the
eighteenth century are partly attributable to the enor-
mous disparity between the number of inhabitants and the
vast tracts of land still to be cultivated. As late as
1774, Governor William Tryon could report that the ratio
between the improved and unimproved parts of the colony
was one to four; one fifth only imprcved.9 This situa-
tion, remarked William Smith, a contemporary historian of
New York, was responsible for the colonial farmers' lack
of incentive to learn "the art of manuring."lo

The cheapness of land, to which many observers
made reference, was further buttressed by the easiness of
obtaining the land. There were several ways to obtain it;

a grant from the provincial government, private purchase

8One may not accept the views of those observers
as biased and partisan. However, as the Browns suggested
in their study of Colonial Virginia, what the people
thought to be true is an element that no historian can
ignore, See Robert E, Brown and B. Katherine Brown,
Virginia 1705-1786: Democracy or Aristocracy? (East
Lansing, Michigan, 1964), p. 7.

9Report of Governor Tryon on the Province of New
York," June 11, 1774, N. Y. Col. Doc., VIII, p, 441,

10yi11iam Smith, History of New York from the
First Discovery to 1762, 2 vols. (New York, 1830), I,

P. 328,
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either from speculators or other individuals, and acqui-
sition through marriage or inheritance. The present
study, however, will deal only with the former two, the
most common means of land acquisition,

The practice of land granting in New York under-
went several stages of development in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, Up until the end of Governor
Richard Nicolls' administration (1667), lands were grant-
ed for a trivial fee to anyone who wanted to settle and
improve them without limitations on the extent of land.
The only pre-condition for the grant was an Indian deed
certifying the conveyance of the land to the applicant.ll
During this period, there was no fixed rule as to the
quit rent., A grant was made, on some occasions, "with
a reservation of such Quit Rents as then were or should

thereafter be established by the laws" of the Colony,12

3 It was

and sometimes without any reservation of it.l
not until the appointment of Colonel Robert Hunter as

governor of New York in 1709 that the yearly quit rent

1ICadawallader Colden, Surveyor General of New
York, "On the State of the Lands in the Province of New
York, in 1732," Doc. Hist. N.Y., I, p. 250,

12patent Book 4, p. 102, 0SS, See also Governor
Hunter to the Lords of Trade, November 14, 1710, N. Y,
Col. Doc., V, pp. 179-80.

patent Book 3, pp. 23, 43, 52, and Patent
Book 4, pp. 55, 57, 0SS.
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was, upon a strict instruction from the home government,
fixed "at half a crown or 2s, 6d., sterling--in New York
money 3s, 7d.--for every 100 acres.14 This rate of quit
rent amounted to less than one day's wages for a skilled
worker,

From late 1698, a new rule was introduced into
the land grant requiring a patentee to improve at least

three acres of land for every 100 acres in three years

14Governor Hunter to the Lords of Trade, Nov-
ember 14, 1710, N, Y. Col. Doc., V, pp. 179-80,
Actually, Governor Andros, for the first time, upon
instruction from home, instituted the imposition of the
fixed rate of 2s, 6d. sterling for the yearly quit rent
for every 100 acres. But, after the Andros administra-
tion, no instruction with regard to the quit rent was
given either to Governor Slaughter or to Governor
Fletcher so that they were left at liberty to grant
lands at every trivial quit rent. "Report of the Board
of Trade on the Affairs of the Province of New York to
the Lords Justices, October 19, 1698, N. Y. Col. Doc.,
IV, p. 392. See also Colden's Report in 1732, Doc.
Hist, N. Y., I, p. 251. As for the exchange rate be-
tween the New York currency, which was first issued in
1709, and sterling, #1 sterling in 1710 amounted to
about #1, 10s of New York money, Hunter's Report to
the Lords of Trade, October 3, 1710, N. ¥, Col. Doc., V,
p. 171. See also The Colonial Laws, I, p. 666, This
exchange rate seems to have continued to the end of the
colonial period. See Memorandum Book of Philip Van
Cortlandt, 1775, Van Cortlandt Papers, Mss., NYHS,
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"under the penalty of forfeiture,"’?

This rule was ap-
parently designed to facilitate transforming the wilder-
ness into a habitable place and to prevent land specula-
tion and concentration. Along with this rule, a new
directive from the home government limiting the quantity
of land grants to 1,000 acres for any person greatly pro-
moted the diffusion of land ownership among the common
people.16 Nevertheless, there were occasional irregular-
ities in that an applicant used the solicitations and
names of his friends with the latter's consent in his
application for a grant and eventually obtained a greater
share in the grant than 1,000 acres, If this was an evil,

it could hardly be prevented in the land where soil itself

lslnstructions from the Lords Justice to the Earl
of Bellomont, November 10, 1698, N. Y. Col. Doc., IV,
P. 425. Governor Hunter to the Lords of Trade, June
24, 1710, Ibid., V, p. 168. As for the actual applica-
tion of this rule, see patent to John Horton and others,
January 12, 1705, Patent Book 7, p. 283; patent to
Andries Gardiner, October 22, 1708, Patent Book 7, p.
367; patent to James Gardiner and others, August 18,
1741, Patent Book 12, p., 101; patent to August Van
Cortlandt, February 19, 1753, Patent Book 12, p. 463;
patent to John M. Goetshinus and others, April 22, 1761,
Patent Book 13, p. 359, all at 0SS,

16Lords of Trade to Governor Charles Hardy in
1775 (n.d.), Calendar of Hist. Mss., LXXXI, p. 91,
NYSL. The new policy was first proposed by Governor
Bellomont to the government in London to reduce the in-
fluence of the big landowners against him., Bellomont
to the Lords of Trade, August 24, 1699, N. Y. Col. Doc.,
IV, pp. 549, 553y54.
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was "of little value."17

At this point, it is proper to note that land
speculation was not a phenomenon peculiar to a handful
of rich people; many tenants also engaged in this easy
and popular business. The case of Seth Whitney, a tenant
of the heirs of William Skinner on the Manor of Cortlandt,
was typical of the tenants' interests in land speculation.
He hired James Avery to procure a grant of large tracts
of land from the government of New Hampshire. For the
"charge and trouble" of Avery, the tenant, on September
21, 1764, paid £5 to him.'® Besides Avery, at least
twenty-one tenants from the Manor of Cortlandt specu-
lated in Vermont iﬁwi7605°19

The patentees were usually eager to sell or lease

their grants as soon as possible, not only because of the

17John Jay to Henry Outhoudt and others, Commis-
sioners of Forfeiture, September 5, 1784, Mss,, Depart—
ment of Public Works, New York State, Book 7, p. 190,
Also Governor Tryon to the Earl of Dartmouth, June 2, 1773,
N. Y. Col, Doc., VIII, pp. 374-75.

18Deed Book 18, p. 148, 0SS; Stephen Skinner's
rent receipts, Whitney Papers, NYHS; Deed Book Aber G,
pp. 602-04, WCCO,

19As for the land speculation of the tenants, see
Robert Stillman Batchellor, ed,, State Papers, The New
Hampshire Grants, Being Transcripts of the Charters of
Townships, . . 1749-1764, 40 vols, (Concord, 1895),
XXVI, pp, 461-64, 514-18; XXV, pp. 234-37, The Papers
will be hereafter cited as N.H. State Papers. See also
Town Records of Stowe, Vermont, 2 vols., passim; Mans-
field Proprietors Book, 2 vols,, passim, all at the town
hall of Stowe, Vermont. For further information on the
subject, see Chapter VI,
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penalty of forfeiture as provided by the new rule of
1698, but also because of their desire to secure a quick
profit, Otherwise, they would suffer from paying the
quit rent while their grants were left idle and useless.
This situation prompted very acute competition among the
patentees concerning the terms for the prospective buyer
as well as for the lessee. As a result, the price of
land was kept low, the terms for purchase payment were
made easy, and the terms for lease were generous.

As might well be expected, the price of land var-
ied depending on the quality and location of the land
concerned, and it was also affected by given political
and economic conditions., Nevertheless, it is possible
to glean clues from the correspondences of contemporary
observers and land speculators as to the gemeral price
index of patented lands. One hundred acres of the best
quality land close to a well-settled community with min-
isterial service was sold for not more than fZO in the
1740s because of the competition for sale among the specu-

0

lators.2 The pattern of the land price does not seem to

20The above observation was confirmed by the ur-
gent appeal of Nicholas Bayard, John Groubeck, and Adoniah
Schuyler of New York to Johann Frederick Ries, a Lutheran
minister in Pennsylvania, to proviée purchasers or ten-
ants, They put their land on sale at £20 for 100 acres,
The letter was dated October 17, 1749, Nicholas Bayard
Papers, NYHS,
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have changed since., As late as 1772, Governor Tryon re-
ported that one acre of land could be purchased at "half
a crown to 18d sterling. . .and some at less value."z1
This means that one could buy 100 acres of land at 212,
10s to #7, 10s sterling and less; in New York money,
they would respectively be about £18, 15s and £11, 2s
or less,

Furthermore, the wide-spread practice of install-
ment payment for purchase, coupled with the cheapness of
land, enabled even a poor man to buy land without any
great difficulty. In general, a proprietor conveyed the
tract of land in question to a buyer in fee taking his
bond and mortgage without receiving any advance payment;
and the buyer paid out the installments, which ran for 3
or 4 year periods, "as he rais'd it (them) out of the
profits of land.," This ingenious arrangement of land
transactions, Governor Moore reported in 1768,was most

responsible for the rapid settlement of the colony,22

2lTryon to the Earl of Hillsborough, April 11,
1772, N. Y. Col. Doc., VIII, p. 293.

2zGovernor Moore to the Earl of Hillsborough, May
14, 1768, N. Y. Col., Doc., VIII, p. 72. There were some
exceptions to this. Philip Schuyler and Stephen Skin-
ner,, in the newspaper advertisement for the sale of
their lands, demanded advance payment of one third of the
"purchase money" upon the conveyance of the premises,
The rest with interest were to be paid for the span of
three or four years. The New York Gazette and the Weekly
Mercury, April 4, 1768 and May 22, 1769, William Bayard
and Hicholas Bayard, proprietors of the Manmor of Cortlandt,
did not charge interest on the mortgage, See letter of
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Economic opportunity was not only evident in the
availability of land but also was reflected in labor con-
ditions. The scarcity of labor in the colony was such
that an urgent need for a constant supply of manpower
consistently boosted the value of labor. Lord Clarendon,
who came to New York to settle the Palatines in 1710,
observing the labor situation at the time, said that,
because of the shortage of labor, anyone who had "limbs
and (a] will to work" would mot starve in the colony.
According to the same observer, every man or woman above
fifteen years of age earned 2s, 3d. of New York money
every day except Sunday. It is needless to say this
wage scale was not applied to skilled laborers. Handi-
crafts men, such as blacksmiths, joiners, carpenters,
masons, saddlers, bricklayers, millwrights, cordwainders,
wheelwrights, tillers, weavers, and thatchers earned "at
least five shilling New York money" a day.23 In the sub-
sequent periods, the wage scale for the common and skilled
workers seems to have gone up steadily, although, as
might be expected, there were some deviations from it.

Cadwallader Colden reported in 1723 that a common laborer

the Bayards to Pierre Van Cortlandt, Jume 7, 1771, Cort-—
landt Manor Papers, NYHS,

23Lord Clarendon to Lord Dartmouth, March 8,
1700/01, Doc. Hist. N. Y., III, p. 393.
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usually earned 3s. a day.24 Elias Pelletreau paid a man
3s. for a day's moving in 1765 and 4s. for a day's sow-

> John Lloyd occasionally paid 4s. for a

ing in 1772.2
day's farm work in 1765.26 Be that as it may, the ac-—
count and ledger books of Pierre Van Cortlandt after 1750,
and of other traders like Philip Van Cortlandt, Pierre's
father,and John Van Cortlandt, Pierre's cousin, strongly
indicate that wages for a common workingman ran from 3s.
to 6s. a day.27
The wage scale of the New York workers was fav-
orably contrasted with that of the English counterpart,
John Woelman, Quaker preacher visiting England in the
early 1770s, reported that laborers near London earned
10d. (in sterling) or 1s., 3d., in New York money a

28

day. Compared with the lowest wage of 3s. a day for

the colonial worker, the colonist still received nearly

241bid., I, p. 489,
25Account Book of Elias Pelletreau, Mss,, NYPL,

26p,pers of the Lloyd Family of the Manor of
Queens Village, Lloyd's Neck, Long Island, New York,
1654-1826, 2 vols, NYHS. Coll., 1927, II, p. 531,

2Tphe Van Cortlandt Papers, V1661, V1689, SHRL;
Journal (C) of John Van Cortlandt, 1764-1772, NYPL,

28John Woolman, The Journal and Essays of John
Woolman, ed. by Amelia N. Cummere (New York, 1922;,

pp. 305-06.
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three times the wage for the English worker, This rela-
tively good lot of the colonial workingmen in wages was
further enhanced by the lower cost of living in the col-
ony than in England. For instance, whereas the price for
one bushel of wheat in England during the same period,
according to Woolman, was 8s. (in sterling) or 12s, in
New York money, it was on the average of only 6s. on this
side of the Atlantic,2’
The shortage 6f labor was so acute and the price
of labor became so high that the New Yorkers were '"con-
strained to import Negroes from Africa," who were em-
ployed in all kinds of services.30 A bill for facilitat-—

ing the conversion of Indians and Negroes to Christianity

29Ibid,, p. 306, As for the New York price for
wheat, see "Receipt Book of Pierre Van Cortlandt," V1689,
SHRL; The Remarkable Case of Peter Hasenclever, Merchant
« « « (London, 1773), in photostat, pp. 89-90, NYPL.

30William Smith, History of New York from the
First Discovery to 1762 , 2 vols. (New York, 1830), I, p.
327. 1In this connection, his following remarks on the
failure of iron manufacturing is worth quoting as throw-
ing light on the labor situation in the Colony: "If any
American attempts imiiiron works have been proved abortive,
and disappointed their undertakers, it is not to be im-
puted either to the ore, or a defect of conveniences,
The want of more workmen, and the villany of those we gen-
erally have, are the only causes to which we must attri-
bute such miscarriages. . . . Our success, therefore, in
the iron manufactory is obstructed and discouraged by the
want of workman, and the high price of labour, its neces-
sary consequence, and by these alone. . . ." Ibid., I,
P. 334, See also Governor Moore to the Lords of Trade,
January 12, 1767, N. Y. Col. Doc., VII, p. 88, The views
of Smith and Moore were confirmed by Peter Hasenclever's
unfortunate troubles with his workmen in his iron and
other industrial enterprises, one of which was located
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introduced by Governor Bellomont was violently opposed
by the members of the Assembly on the grounds that the
Negroes, once converted, would emancipate themselves
from slavery and consequently from menial service, thus
depriving the Whites of the only available servants.
Bellomont's other ambitious project to build public work-
houses to employ "the poor and also vagabonds" only eli-
cited ridicule from the Assemblymen when he introduced a
bill for that purpose. After the repeated failures in
his legislative endeavor, he finally confessed in his
report to the home government that he was at first ignor-
ant of the economic conditions in the colony and that
"indeed there is not a richer populace anywhere in the
King's dominion than is in $his Town,"n)

Desertion of men from the Royal fleet and from
the provincial army was frequently attributed to the
availability of generous wages in all parts of America,
Commanders of the fleet had exerted the utmost caution

to prevent the desertion of their seamen. One commander,

on Lot No. 4 (1570 3/4 acres) in the Manor of Cortlandt,
His bankruptcy had very much to do with "exorbitant
wages" for labor, Deed Book 17, pp. 287, 346, 0SS, Also
The Remarkable Case of Peter Hasenclever, pp. 1-11,

3l’l‘he Earl of Bellomont to the Lords of Trade,
May 12, 1699, N. Y. Col, Doc., VII, p. 88,
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William Polhampton, recommended that men-of-war should
be ordered to cruise to the West Indies, the Bahamas, or
"such other places as may be thought most convenient for
the hinderance of desertion" in the winter when deser-
tion was most frequent.32 Robert Livingston, a promi-
nent New Yorker with a long record of victualling a pro-
vincial army, was not the only one who voiced concern
over the wanton desertion of the provincial soldiers be-
cause of the poor allowances for their subsistence,
Such concern was justified, for a soldier's weekly al-
lowance was 3s, 6d, while a common laborer could easily
earn 3s, a day. Livingston described the sithation in a
pathetic tone: ", . . to keep the soldiers from working
and to duty (with submission) is a hardship next to
starving, and to let them work (hiring their duty) spoils
their discipline and mannerso"33

The reasons assigned by Governor Tryon for the
rapid increase in the population in the Colony were "high
price of labour and the plenty and cheapness of land fit
for cultivation." It was estimated that New York, like
the other Colonies, doubled its inhabitants "by mnatural

increase" every twenty years. According to the same

32William Polhampton to the Lords of Trade, March
6, 1711, Ibid., V, p. 194,

33Bobert Livingston to the Lords of Trade, May
13, 1701. Ibid., IV, pp. 871, 588-89,
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observer, the population in New York increased from
96,775 in 1754--the 13,542 Negroes included--to 182,251

in 1774.34

By today's standards, the evidences of econ-
omic opportunity may not constitute an inducement for a
bigger family unless they are coupled with the prolific
temperament of the people concerned. But, during the
Colonial period, this was certainly the case. As the
means of subsistence increased, the incentive to mar-
riage became stronger. In fact, the people in the
colony married "at an earlier period of life than in
Europe."35
Of immediate relevance of the abundant economic
opportunity to this study was its benevolent effect up-
on the welfare of the poor and the tenants. No contem-~
porary account is more reflective of the economic oppor-
tunity for the social groups than that of Oliver De-
Lancey, He was a landed magnate in his own right and,
at the same time, the agent of Sir Peter and Susanna
Warren's estates in New York and other areas for almost
two decades, He reported on many occasions to the heirs
of the Warremns in England how difficult it had been to

settle and keep the tenants on their lands, He often

34Tryon's report on the Province of New York,
June 11, 1774, Ibid., VIII, p. 450,

35In this connection, it is to be noted that
Peter Kalm, a Swedish traveller, had the same opinion
on the population increase in the Colonies in general,
Adolph Benson, ed., Peter Kalm®s Travels in North
America, 2 vols, (New York, 1937), I, p. 35.







46

found himself losing the tenants simply because there
was too much land and competition among the proprietors
for temants to their grants. He said that the "estate
of Sir Peter (Warren) has suffered already and will more"
from this situation, and summarized his apprehension by
saying: "I sometimes fear many of them (tenants-to-be)
will Move as they can have much Easier Terms from many
adjacent patents."36

The prevailing economic opportunity in the forms
of the cheapness of land and the scarcity of labor was
bound to have a great impact upon the nature and struc-
ture of the Manor of Cortlandt., As we shall see later,
it quickened the process of the liberalization and the
early demise of the Manor as a potential "undemocratic"

element in colonial New York society.

jéoliver DeLancey to Colonel Fitz Roy, Colonel
William Skinner and Lord Abington in London, April 10,
1772, and Oliver DeLancey to Colonel William Skinner,
June 10, 1772, Warren Papers, Univ, of London,



CHAPTER III
THE LORDSHIP OF THE MANOR: A FARCE

Stephanus Van Cortlandt on April 14, 1700 left a
quite detailed and specific will regarding the disposition
of his real and persomnal estates,l Firstly, he ordered
that a tract of land called Meanagh (presently Verplanck's
Point) be separated from his estates and given to his eld-
est son, Johannes, after the death of his wife Gertruyd.
Secondly, he willed that all of his real and personal es-
tates either be equally divided among his eleven childrenm,
male and female, or be held in common among them after his
wife's death., The decision as to when it should be divid-
ed after his wife's death was left to several guardians
whom he had appointed. He also stipulated that in case of
the death of any one of his sons before attaining the age
of 21, or the death of any one of his daughters before
reaching the age of 21 unmarried, it should devolve upon
the surviving children.

The striking thing about the will of Stephanus
Van Cortlandt is that he did not attach much weight to
the right of heirship. Verplanck's Point, a tract of
915 acres and given to Johammnes for his heirship, was

very inconsiderable in view of the vast estates

1The will of Stephanus Van Cortlandt, MCNY,
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Table 1,--Geneology of Stephanus Van Cortlandt and
Related Families

Stephanus(1)

b, 1645

d. 1700

m, Gertrude
Schuyler

Johannes &
Anna Van
Cortlandt(2)

Samuel &
Margaret
Bayard(2)

--Johannus(2) --
~-Margaret(2) --
-~Apne(2) —m———o
--0liver(2) =——-

--Maria(2) =—=—-

—=Gertrude(2)---
——Philip(2) --—-

—-Gertrude(2) —-
--Gysbert(2) ——-

—-Elizabeth(2) -
-—Elizabeth(2) -

--Stephen(2) ---
——Catherine(2) -
—-Cornelia(2) —-

——Gertruyd(3) --

—-William(3)
—-Nicholas(3)
~-Gertruyd(3) --

b, 172, d. ? m. Anna
Maria Van Schaick in 1695
b. 1674, d. ? m. Col. Sam-
uel Bayard in 1696

b, 1676, m, Stephen De-
Lancey in 1700

b. 1678, d, 1708, unmar-

ried

b, 1680, m, first Col.
Killian Van Rensselaer
who died in 1719, second
John Miln, physician

b, 1681

b. 1683, d. 1746, m., Cath-
erine DePeyster whose fath-
er was treasurer of the
provinces of New York and

New Jersey

b. 1688, d. 1777, m. Col.
Henry Beekman in 1726

b, 1689, unmarried

b, 1691, died young

b. 1694, m, the Rev, Will-
iam Skinner, the first
rector of St. Peter's
Episcopal Church at Perth

Amboy, N. J.

b. 1695, d. 1756, m. Cata-

lina Staats

b. 1696, m, Andrew John-
son of Perth Amboy, N. J.
Speaker of the N. J. As-

sembly

b, 1698, d, 1760, m. Col.
John Schuyler

m. Philip Ver Planck

m, Peter Kemble of Mount

Kemble, N. J
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Stephen &
Anne De-
Lancey(2)

John and
Maria Miln(2)

Philip &
Catherine
Van Cort-
landt(2)

Henry &
Gertruyd
Beekman(2)

William &
Elizabeth
Skinner(2)

Stephen &
Catalina
Van Cort-
landt(2)

Andrew &
Catherine
Johnston(2)

John &
Cornelia
Schuyler(2)

—Jamesé};
-Peter(3
-Stephen(3)
-0liver(3)
-Susannah(3) --
—Ann(3)

-Stephen(3) —--

—Abraham(3) -—-
-Philip(3)
~John(3) —-
-Pierre(3) —--—-

~Catherine(3)--

-no issue

~Cortlandt(3)
-William(3)
-Stephen(3)
~John(3)
~Gertruyd(3) --

-Joanna(3) ----
~Gertrude(3) --

—Stephanus(3)-—
~Samuel(3) -
~John(3)

~Philip(3) —-—v
~Sarah(3)

-John(3)
—~Stephen(3)
-Mary(3)
-Catherine(3)
-Elizabeth(3)
=-hnne(3)
-Gertruyd(3) --

-Gertruyd(3) -~
-John(3
-Philip(3)
~Cortlandt(3)
~Stephen(3)
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m, Sir Peter Warren

b. 1711, d. 1756,
Walton Ricketts
bo 1713, d. 1746,
b. 1715, d. 1745,
b. 1718, d, 1745, unmarried
b, 1721, d. 1814, m. Joanna
Livingston, daughter of
Gilbert Livingston, Esq.

be. 1725, d. 1735

m. Mary

unmarried
unmarried

i, James Parker

b, 1714, died without issue
b. 1715, m. Johannes Van
Rensselaer

b. 1716, died without issue
b. 1717, died without issue
b. 1721, d, 1786, m, Hes-
ter Bayard

b, 1725, d. 1800 without
issue

died without issue

m, William Terrill
m John Barberie

m. John Cochran
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Stephanus Van Cortlandt "died seized." Before he died,
Stephanus held, besides his manor and personal estates,
one third of the Rumbout Patent of sixteen square miles
in Dutchess County, 1500 acres in Orange County, 40 acres
with grist and saw mill on the Rahway River in East New
Jersey (valued #£345 in 1730), the Bowman's Farm of 1200
acres in Sussex County, Pennsylvania, and 19 lots and 2
houses (valued #3770) in New York City.2 The other con-
sideration he gave to Johannes as the eldest son was the
right of first choice in the division of the estates,
Nevertheless, this supposedly discriminating and impor-
tant privilege for the eldest son was rendered meaning-
less by a provision in the will that the division must
be made "equall in worth one to another."

The fact that the testator granted in fee simple
the real estate, including the manor, to all of Van
Cortlandt's children had great consequences for the fu-
ture of the manor. Had Stephanus Van Cortlandt been
keenly interested in the perpetuation of his manorial

lordship and integrity, he would have excluded his other

2As for the Rumbout Patent of May 12, 1686, see
Patent Book 5, pp. 206-10, 0SS; "Writ of Partition of
Roumbout Patent in 1707," V1974, SHRL. As for his es-
tates in E, New Jersey, New York City, and others see
Van Cortlandt Family Papers, case for oversized Mss.,
NYHS; "Real Estate of Stephanus Van Cortlandt, Apprais-
mnt of ye lott houses at York & Mils at raway," Van
Cortlandt and Van Wyck Papers, Letters, etc.,, 1716-1819,
NYPL; Vdn Cortlandt Papérs, V1704, SHRL.
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children and have given at least all of his manor estates
to his eldest son according to the common law custom of
primogeniture. But his will touching the disposition of
the manor did not leave room for any possible pretensions
to the lordship of the manor on the part of his eldest
son. The inheritance of 915 acres along with his equal
share of the manor with his brothers and sisters was not
sufficient to make Johannes the lord over a vast domain
in the way his father had allegedly been, Furthermore,
nowhere in the will of Stephanus Van Cortlandt was there
any reference to the lordship of the manor. Therefore
we cannot avoid concluding that Stephanus Van Cortlandt,
the testator, had no intention of having his eldest son
succeed to the lordship,

The above conclusion perforce raises a question:
why did Van Cortlandt easily surrender the manorial lord-
ship? The only possible answer we can give for the ques-—
tion is that the maintenance of the lordship was not
worthwhile. Van Cortlandt was a man of business acumen
and political agility; and, as his career eloquently
demonstrates, he was well acquainted with political and
judicial matters in the province, It is incenceivable
that he would have surrendered the lordship for posterity
if he had valued it very highly., In fact, from the begin-
ning, the lordship of the manor was a farce, completely

devoid of substance worthy of its name,
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A lordship acquires stature and significance only
if certain power goes with it. If this is the case, an
examination of powers reserved to the lord is of impor-
tance in understanding the Manor of Cortlandt,

According to the manorial patent of Cortlandt,
the lord of the manor, his heirs, and assignees were em-—
powered to hold and keep in the manor "one court baron
and one court leet" so often as he or they shall see fit,
In the old English usage, the court leet enacted the man-
orial ordinance, and presented offenders against manor-
ial regulations; the court baron was to try the civil
actions between tenants and the lord, and handled matters
relating to land tenure,3 More specifically, the courts
baron and leet were authorized to settle "all fines,
issues, and amercements," "issue out the accustomary
writs," and distrain for the rents, services, trespass,
debt, goods, and all and a part of the premises in ques-
tion, Besides this judicial power the lord, his heirs,
and assignees were granted "advowson," right of patronage
within the manor and of sending a representative of the
manor to the colonial Assembly.4 Indeed, these powers
were the very essence of the feudal system, and served

as the most vital engine of feudal oppression throughout

3patent Book 7, p. 165, 0SS.

#Ibid., p. 165.
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the Middle Ages. But the important question is whether
the manor lord, his heirs, and assignees actually
availed themselves of these feudal bowers granted by
the patenta5

One author, writing of the Van Cortlandt family,
argued that "as the court baron was not a court of re-
cord it may have been held."6 Another author, discreetly
admitting the difficulty of making a definite Jjudgement
for want of evidence on the matter, asserted that the
lords of manors in New York held their courts. The basis
of his assertion is that he saw "the original of a notice

of appeal from the manor court of Fordham" in February,

trates a typical example of gross distortion and exag-
geration of the powers of a manorial lord, "The Kings,
in their absolutism set up a manorial machine in the
Province of New York that in itself was in fact almost
absolute in its bower over human life, liberty and
Property within the little kingdoms of the respective
Manors, , ., , Serfdom did to a large degree disappear in
England with the Tudors but the lordships and Manors,
set up by Imperial authority and power in the vast for-
ests of the Province of New York, represented the same
spirit and Pbossessed cruel powers. The law provided
imprisonment for debt., The manorial courts were in

the absolute control of the Lords of the Manors; land
titles were: in the power of the Lords with quit rents
Payable to 'his lordship,' All processes of the manor-
ial courts were at the whim, will, and temper of the
Lords and their servants," Mershon, The Power of the
Crown in the Valle of the Hudson (MontcIair, N. ¥y
1925), p, 88.

6L. E. DeForest, The Van Cortlandt Family,
(New York, 1930), p, 6.
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1676.7 Unfortunately, the author failed to document what
he saw.

Evidence that Stephanus Van Cortlandt, his heirs,
and his assignees had ever exercised the judicial powers
is singularly lacking. If there were cases arising in
their manor concerning rent, debt, trespass, and land ten-
ure, the lord was supposed to hold the court baron in
accordance with the tenor of the manor patent, But we
find these cases were being handled, not by the lord
and his heirs, but by a duly constituted county court of
Common Pleas and the provincial Supreme Court, The case
of William Brown, a tenant of the manor, illustrates the
point, He was sued in 1759 by Stephen Van Cortlandt, the

so-called "third lord" of the manor on a trespassing

7Julius Goebel, Jr,, "Some Legal and Political
Aspects of the Manor in New York," Order of Colonial
Lords of Manors in America, Publications (Baltimore,
1928), No. 19, p. 8, Dixon Ryan Fox cites some of the
writers on the subject, but he seems satisfied not to
pursue it beyond the statement that Scarsdale Manor
never held a court because he could find no evidence that
it was held. Fox, Caleb Heathcote (New York, 1926), p.
120, n, 29, E. Wilder Spaulding wrote that, including
the Manor of Cortlandt, "all the true manors enjoyed some
kind of jurisdiction in the form of courts-~baron for
c¢ivil and courts-leet for criminal cases;. . ." see his
New York in the Critical Period, 1783-1789 (New York,
1932), pp. 61, 65, A bit modified view while admitting
that the manors exercised the rights, see, Carl L. Becker,
The History of Political Parties in the Province of New
York, 1760-1776 (Madison, Wis., 1909), p. 10; E. Marie
Becker, "The 801 Westchester County Freeholders of 1763
and the Cortlandt Manor Land-Case which eccasioned Their
Listing," New York Historical Society Quarterly, XXXV,
July 1951, No. 3, p. 297.
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charge in the Supreme Court.8 Dennis Hicks, a manor
resident and a former tenant, was also tried in 1768 by
the Supreme Court for his debt of £300 to Gilbert Drake
who had an interest in a tract of land on the manor.
Hicks' land in the manor was distrained by a county
sheriff upon the court order.9 Again, a trespass and
damage suit involving two tenants on the manor, namely
Lawrence Huff and Moses Knap, was tried in 1759-60 by
Joseph Sherwood, a justice of the peace for the manor,
with the assistance of a jury.lo

For that matter, the case of Frederick Philipse,
the so-called third "lord" of the Philipsburgh Manor, is
helpful in throwing supplementary light on the general
problems of the judicial power of the manorial lords in
colonial New York. His case is particularly relevant to
the present study for two reasons: firstly, the Manor of
Philipsburgh was situated in the same county as the Manor
of Cortlandt; and secondly, the manor was so firmly built

on primogeniture and entail that it had not suffered the

8A Writ of the Supreme Court to the Sheriff of
Westchester County, November 10, 1759, WCCO, on photo-
stat, VX1617, SHRL.

9Deed Book Aber H, pp. 186-87, WCCO.

10c,1endar of Hist. Mss., LXXXVIII, p. 12,
NYSL,
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fate of disintegration as the Cortlandt Manor did.11
Philipse's case involved his tenant, Uriah Travis, whose
rent had been in arrears for two years, Philipse in
May, 1769, sued Travis in the Court of Common Pleas

for Westchester County in order to recover the rent., Of
utmost importance is the fact that Philipse specifically
acknowledged that his manor was "within the jurisdiction

12 1 the

of the court" in his letter filing the suit.
court had jurisdiction over the manor for rent and land
tenure, then what was the function of the court baron?
Why didn't the lord hold a handy court for his advan-
tage? This evidence is a direct contradiction to the
fact that the manor lord exercised judicial power. If
this was the case for the Manor of Philipsburgh, the lord
of which had been granted the same right of court baron,
then there is every reason to assume that the same con-
ditions prevailed in the Manor of Cortlandt.

That rent and debt cases were tried in the pro-
vincial and county courts rather than the manorial court

is hardly irregular in view of the judicial system set

11The Journal of the Assembly, began 21st of Nov-
ember 1769; and ended by Prorogation, the 27th of January,
1770 (New York, 1770), II, p. 49.

12Westchester Court of Common Pleas, Frederick
Philipse against U, Travis for arrears of rent, Philipse
Papers, Huguenot Historical Association, New Rochelle,
New York,
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up by the province, The law establishing courts of judi-
cature for the province in 1692 provided in detail the
respective jurisdictions of various courts. According
to the law, a justice of the peace was empowered to handle,
without a jury, cases of debt and trespass to the value
of 40s. If either plaintiff or defendent wanted a jury,

it should be allowed.l3

However, later in 1754, a min-
or change was made by a new act with regard to the pow-
er of the justice whereby he was authorized to try

14 The 1aw of 1692 also

causes ranging from 40s to #£5.
set up in every county a Court of Common Pleas to try all
causes to the value of #£20 "tryable at the Common Law of
whatever nature . . . except [any] thing relating to title

of land," The Supreme Court was to try causes valued at

over #20, and it also was to sit on appeals from the

13"An Act for the Establishing Courts of Judi-
cature for the Ease and benefit of each Respective city,
town and county within the Province" passed on November
11, 1692, The Colonial Laws, I, pp. 303-08.

14“An Act to impower Justices of the Peace to
Try Causes from Forty Shillings to Five Pound," passed
on December 7, 1754, The Colonial Laws, III, 1011-
016; Governor James DeLancey to the Lords of Trade,
December 15, 1754, N. Y. Col. Doc., VI, p. 929, The
law was originally enacted to be effective only for
three years, but it was continued until the outbreak
of the Revolution,
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lower courts.l5
The legislative records pertaining to the
structure of the colonial judiciary contain no refer-—
ence whatever to the manorial court baron. No provi-
sion was enacted as to the causes and the amounts with
which the court baron was to deal. The lack of recog-
nition of the court baron in the judicial structure of

New York, however, should not be construed as tacit
connivance on the part of the legislators at the exis-
tence of the feudal court because the letter and tenor
of the legislation concerning the judiciary make it
clear that the laws were to be applicable to every
"town, manor, precinct, ‘& county" in the province.16
Therefore, the conclusion that the Manor of Cortlandt
never enjoyed judicial autonomy--including the court
leet as well as the court baron--is logical,

Manorial lordship, thus deprived of its vital
judicial power, came to represent more the shadow than

the substance of feudal privilege within the structure

15This lower court also included the Court of
General Sessions which handled criminal and administra-
tive matters. See The Colonial Laws, I, p. 304,

1611 Colonial Laws, ITI, p. 1011, As for the
power of the Justice of the Peace over the disputes con-
cerning land tenure, see "An Act to prevent abuses com-
mitted by Tenants, by other persons entering and keeping
possession of Messuages Lands and Tenements before a
legal Title to the same is obtained," passed on February
16, 1771, The Colonial Laws, V, pp. 204-06,






59
of the manor. This aspect of the lordship's impotency
also characterized the administrative side of the manor.
Up until 1712, the Manor of Cortlandt presented a pic-
ture of complete administrative anarchy, It neglected

17

to choose an assessor, collector, and supervisor, al-
though a provision in the manor patent specifically re-
quired the lord and his tenants to elect the assessors
for the manor according to rules as were prescribed "for
cities, towns and counties, . . by the acts of General

Assembly."18

During the period between the establish-
ment of the manor in 1697 and 1712, the court of General
Sessions of the Peace of Westchester County, which was
held twice a year, probably appointed, as it did for the
Philipsburgh Manor in 1692, an assessor, collector, and

19

constable for the manor,

17’L‘he records of the County Court- of General Ses-
sions covering the period from 1697 to 1712 do not show
attendance of either sonstable, assessor, or collector
from the manor, Deed Book Aber D, passim, WCCO.

18patent Book 7, pp. 165-166, 0SS.

Ihe Colonial Laws, I, ppo 303-08, The court of

General Sessions, on June 7, 1692, appointed Barnt DeWitt
as assessor and Matthias Buout as constable for Philips-
burg Manor on the grounds that the manor residence had
neglected to choose the officers in order to avoid taxes,
Dixon Ryan Fox, ed,, The Minutes of the Court Sessions,
1657-1697 (White Plains, N. Y,, 1924), p. 64,
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The first entry in the court minutes by a repre-
sentative from the manor occurred when Francis Besley,
constable of the manor, attended the court in 1712, It
was not until 1714 that the manor, for the first time,
sent its assessor and collector to the court held at the
borough of Westchester.zo It is quite possible that the
choice of these officials on the part of the manor resi-
dents was prompted by a punitive measure of the General
Assembly in late 1711 that empowered the assessors and
collectors of a town adjacent to any manor delinquent in
the choice of the officials to assess and collect public
taxes in the manorn21 The delinquency in electing these
officials at this time was apparently because of the un-
willingness on the part of the manor residents to pay
taxes.22 In this connection, it is interesting to ob-
serve a complaint registered in 1710 by John Clapp, a
sheriff of the county, against Dutch settlers on the

Manor of Cortlandt who refused to make a return on the

2O’I‘he manor assessors were Abraham Amburgh and
William Van Tassel; and the collector was John Lent.
Deed Book, Aber D, p. 37, WCCO.

21"An Act to oblige the Mannors in the County
of Westchester to pay their Arrears of Taxes," passed
on November 24, 1711, The Colonial Laws, I, p. 752.

22Governor Hunter to the Lords of Trade, Jan-
uary 1, 171142, N. Y. Col. Doc., V, p. 299,
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names and number of its population from 16 to 60 years
of age, In the words of the sheriff, the people gave for
their refusal "no other reason but a dread of ye Conse-
quences yt might Insue: Like David's numbering of ye

people. . . 0"23

It is more than likely that the bibli-
cal allusion was a sheer cloak for their fear that the
consequences of a census return would be detestable tax-
ation, Only in this context can we understand the above
legislative action taken against the various manors in
Westchester County in 1711.

As far as the Manor of Cortlandt was concerned,
the manor was more or less of an appendage to the coun-
try's administrative system until 1722, The law of 1691
prescribed that a manor which had not chosen its super-
visor was allowed to join with "the next adjacent town"
in electing an administrative head for both towns.24
However, there is no record that shows that the manor
ever elected or shared a supervisor with the town. This
fact does not mean that the manor lord or his assignee
had played any public function as an administrative head
of the manor. Indeed the manor lord or his assigneses had

no place in the provincial government until 1722 when a

law was enacted to increase the number of supervisors in

23John Clapp to the Secretary of the Province,
October 10, 1710, Calendar of Hist. Mss., LIV, p, 77,
NYSL; Governor Hunter to the Lords of Trade, June 12,
1712, N. Y. Col. Doc., V, p. 339,

24The Colonial Laws, I, p. 65.
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the county of Westchester, Under this law, a manor with
more than twenty inhabitants might choose its supervisor
annually. But, in case the inhabitants of the manor neg-
lected to choose him, the "owner" or his deputy of the
manor would be regarded as its supervisor with the same
powers as those elected by virtue of the law, It also
provided that "the supervisor of the manor shall meet
with the other supervisors once a year to perform" their
business,25 The last provision of the law clearly indi-
cates that a lord--a word that was never used in the laws
of colonial New York--was directly under the jurisdiction
of the county government and responsible to it.

The absence of records makes it impossible to as-
certain whether or not the residents of the Manor of Cort-
landt elected a supervisor. Stephanus ¥an Cortlandt, and
possibly Philip Van Cortlandt, would have been designated
as supervisor as the above law prescribed. The reason
for assigning the supervisbrship to Philip Van Cortlandt
would have been that he became the head of the Van

Cortlandt family after the deaths of his two brothers

25The Colonial Laws, II, pp. 130-31., According
to the law, the owner or his deputy of a manor with
fewer than twenty inhabitants would automatically be-
come the supervisor of the manor. The provision was
probably designed for the Scarsdale Manor, for it was
perhaps the only manor which had fewer than twenty inhab-
tants, In the census for Westchester County taken in
1712, the Scarsdale Manor had four persons except slaves
while the Manor of Cortlandt had eighty-seven. Doc. Hist.
N. Y., IV, po 949.
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29 and 01iver,27 respectively in 1702 and 1708,

Johannes
and of his mother, Gertruyd in 1718.28 It is, however,
doubtful if he, residing since 1729 as a member of the
Governor's Council in New York City, with extensive
business, trade, and political engagements, could take
care of administrative problems of the manor.29

Equally difficult to explain is the sudden ele-
vation of the Manor of Cortlandt to the status of a
county by a new act of the General Assembly in 1737,
The law provided that the freeholders of Cortlandt Manor
were to be allowed to elect yearly:

one Supervisor, one Treasurer, Two Assessors

& one Collector for the Said Mannor who

Shall have the Same Power, authority, office,

& Function, & do perform Execute and Serve

and be Liable to the Same pains & penalties
as the Supervisors, Treasurers, Assessor and

26Johannes was born on October 24, 1672, and mar-
ried Anna Mary Van Schaick on June 20, 1695 and died int-
estate in December 1702, leaving one daughter, Gertrude
who later married Philip Ver Planck, N. Y. Gen. & Bio.
Rec., V, Ne, 1, pp.70-72;:V, No. 2, p. 92; NYHS, Coll,,
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