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Introduction: New York State Archivist Edmund Bailey O’Callaghan changed the name of the
tenant on a Dutch manuscript of a property lease dated Aug. 14, 1642, from Rufus Barton to Roger
Barton when he prepared his Calendar of Historical Manuscripts In the Office of the Secretary of
State, Albany, N.Y.. 1865. O’Callaghan also changed the location of the leased property from the East
River to the North (Hudson) River. The name change was the initial event that led some amateur
genealogists to believe that Roger Barton and Rufus Barton were brothers.
In 1951 George E. McCracken located the original lease and called attention to the actual name of the
tenant, Rufus Barton. McCracken published the correction in The American Genealogist in 1951 and
The New England Historical and Genealogical Register in 1952.
McCracken’s work stood until about 2001 when the then Barton Historical Society began a DNA test
project of men with the surname Barton. They assumed the DNA test results represented that of their
male line ancestors. The DNA test results indicated that Roger Barton and Rufus Barton were not
brothers. The BHS hailed this as demonstrating the value of DNA testing. However, they then
realized that a non-paternal event (adoption, foster parent, or female infidelity) on either Roger’s or
Rufus’ descendant line would invalidate the DNA test results.
This led to the question among amateur genealogists, not knowing the source of the Roger-Rufus
brothers myth, as to whether there might be evidence somewhere that they were brothers. This is an
important question for those searching for Roger Barton’s ancestors in England. Roger Barton’s
surname is valid; there is at least one Barton line in England with matching DNA, but there are many
Roger Barton’s in England with unknown DNA. If Roger and Rufus are brothers, then the search in
England is for a father who sired both a Roger and a Rufus. If they are not brothers, then the problem
is which of the many fathers of a Roger Barton is the father of Roger Barton, the immigrant to Long
Island, a much more difficult problem.
Therefore, the purpose of this essay is to document the history of the Roger-Rufus brothers myth.
O’Callaghan’s Calendar – Pages 19-23

1642 Lease of Land – Pages 24-33

September 23, 1640 - The first known record of Rufus Barton in America is in the town records of
Portsmouth, Rhode Island, where Mr. Hailes was granted a lot next to Rufus.
Source – The Early Records of the Town of Portsmouth, edited in Accordance with a Resolution of
the General Assembly by C.S. Brigham, the Librarian of the Rhode Island Historical Society, 1901,
page 16.
February 4, 1641 - Ruphus (sic) Barton and Samuell (sic) Hutchinson were given land grants,
apparently adjoining, in Portsmouth, Rhode Island.
Source – Early Records, Portsmouth, op. cit. p. 19.
Comment – This entry in an earlier essay included the following comment:
“Rufus Barton's neighbor in Portsmouth, Mr. Samuel Hutchinson, was the son of William Hutchinson
and his well known wife, Anne (Marbury) Hutchinson.”
It was expected that those endowed with a sufficient supply of curiosity would wonder what this had
to do with Rufus Barton, and that they would enter the name Anne Hutchinson in Wikipedia. There
they would learn why Rufus Barton moved from Rhode Island to New Netherland in 1642 and left
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New Netherland to return to Rhode Island a year or so later. Rufus Barton was one of the many
religious dissidents who fled Rhode Island and went to New Netherland to escape persecution by the
Puritan ministers of the Massachusetts Bay Colony. Those who survived the massacre by the Indians
in New Netherland returned to Rhode Island. Rufus Barton was part of this interesting American
history. After ten years, apparently no one followed the clue, and this essay became necessary.
Note: Some amateur genealogies say Rufus Barton fled from New Netherland to Rhode Island in
1640 and some say in 1641. The difference is which of the two above records they found.
-----------------------------------------------------------------John Throckmorton’s Story
-----------------------------------------------------------------John Throckmorton was the leader of the 35 families that fled Rhode Island in fear of the threat that
the Puritan ministers of Massachusetts Bay Colony would take over Rhode Island and execute or
banish the religious dissidents living there. See Throckmorton Family History, Being the Record of
the Throckmortons in the United States of America, 1929, by F. G. Sitherwood, pages 47-48,
including the not numbered page between them.
“In 1642 [John Throckmorton] sought permission from the Dutch authorities to make a
settlement with thirty-five English families within three leagues of Amsterdam, and was granted
the long point of land jutting out into Long Island Sound, to which he was destined to give his
name, or a corruption of his name, – ‘Throg’s Neck,’ for the remainder of history!”
The request for permission is indexed in O’Callaghan’s 1865 Calendar on page 82. It reads as
follows:
“1642. Council Minutes
Oct. 2. Permit. Mr. Throgmorton (sic) and associates, to settle within nine miles of the
Manhattans, ……..141” [meaning page 141 of Vol. IV. of the Dutch Manuscripts.]
The lengthy land patent follows this short paragraph. The land patent is dated July 6, 1643, signed by
New Netherlands Governor William Kieft, and written by Cornelius Tienhoven, Secretary. The land
patent reads in part as follows in the Throckmorton book:
“We, William Kieft, director general, and the council, in behalf of their high mighty lords, the
States General of the United Netherlands, his highness the Prince of Orange, and the noble lords,
the managers of the General Incorporated West India Company in New Netherlands residing, by
these presents, do publish and declare that we, on this day under written, have given and granted
unto Jan Throckmorton a piece of land (being a portion of Vredeland), containing as follows,–
along the East River of New Netherlands, extending . . . .”
Note. Error. The Throckmorton text of the land patent sources it as “Alb. Rec. G.G. 98”,
meaning Albany Records, Volume GG page 98. It is actually on page 78.
The land patent is indexed in O’Callaghan’s 1865 Calendar on page 367. It reads in part as follows:
“1643. Land Papers
July 6. Patent. John Trockmorton (sic) ; part of Vreland, being half a league along the East river,
as by the map and survey thereof may appear (Throgmorton’s (sic) neck, Westchester), . . . . . .
78 [meaning page 78 of Vol. GG of the Dutch manuscripts]
[In Bolton’s Hist. Westch. Co., II, 146.]”
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The page following the land patent in the Throckmorton book is a map of the home lots of the early
settlers of Providence. It shows John Throckmorton next to Roger Williams, the Governor of
Providence.
Page 48 of Throckmorton reads as follows:
“Among the thirty-five associates who accompanied Throckmorton to New Amsterdam were
Thomas Cornell and the noted Mrs. Anne Hutchinson. His settlement here, however, was one of
short duration, for Winthrop records [History of New England from 1630 to 1646] in Sept. of the
same year, 1643, that the Indians set upon the English, who dwelt under the Dutch, and killed
‘such of Mr. Throckmorton’s and Mr. Cornell’s families as were at home.’ Anne Hutchinson and
her family were cruelly murdered. The opportune passage of a boat enabled a number of the
settlers to escape but as many as remained were slaughtered, their cattle killed and their homes
and barns destroyed. It is supposed that Throckmorton and Cornell were in New Amsterdam at
the time with their families, or at all events with some of their children, and thus escaped the
murderous fury of the Indians. Throckmorton did not return to the ‘Neck’ to live after the
massacre, but went back to Rhode Island with his family.”
It may be supposed that Rufus Barton and his family did the same.
A very readable and interesting account of the problems of Anne Hutchinson (thus also Rufus
Barton) in New England and New Netherlands is that in The Bronx in the Frontier Era from the
Beginning to 1696, 1993, by Lloyd Ultan. He is a professor of history at Fairleigh Dickinson
University, was president of The Bronx County Historical Society from 1971 to 1976, is the founding
editor of The Bronx County Historical Society Journal, and has been the official historian of the
Bronx from 1996 to the present. His book includes Roger Barton’s stay at Fordham Manor, and
sketches locating the various areas discussed in the book. Please note that 35 years separated Rufus
Barton’s departure from the Bronx and Roger Barton’s entrance to the Bronx, thus does not support
the idea they were brothers.
-----------------------------------------------------------------Continue Rufus Barton’s Story
-----------------------------------------------------------------August 14, 1642 - Rufus Barton leased land in New Netherland from Rev. Everardus Bogardus. The
lease ran from September 1, 1642, to September 1, 1647, and the two parties were to give each other
notice three months in advance of the end of the lease. The land was on Long Island, running along
the East River, near Hell Gate. The land was 187 rods (not quite a half-mile) running north by east
along the river, and about 130 rods (about one-third of a mile) deep. The Greater Astoria Historical
Society of Long Island City in Queens County, New York, describes this as Hunters Point: "Hunters
Point had originally been purchased by the second minister of the Dutch Reformed Church in New
Amsterdam, Dominie Everardus Bogardus. The point of land jutting out into the East River just north
of Newtown Creek was known as Dominie's Hook."
Sources – The original lease in Dutch, its transcription, and its English translation are shown later in
this essay along with the English translation of the land patent describing the land leased. For the land
in Greater Astoria use search terms such as +”hunters point” +”everardus bogardus” The web page at
http://s-media.nyc.gov/agencies/lpc/lp/0450.pdf has an interesting history of the area Rufus leased.
August 8, 1647 - The heads of the families in Warwick [Rhode Island] met to form a town government. They
agreed on several "orders," among which the following are of most interest here.

Rufus Barton, along with six other "Receaved Purchesers" were each assessed "tenn pounds either in
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Cash laid in or in Considerations equivalent" to become purchasers of property in "Mshoamet*."
Each inhabitant was to have six acres for his house lot. Meadow land was sold for 4 shillings per acre
and upland was sold for 2 shillings per acre. At the time, there were nine "ffirst Purchesers." Pages
35-36. Eight of the nine "ffirst Purchesers" were among the ten original purchasers who bought the
land from the Indians on January 12, 1642. One of the original purchasers had died by this time, and
another might have sold his share.
* the original script was clearly Mshoamet.
Source – The Early Records of the Town of Warwick, edited in Accordance with a Resolution of the
General Assembly by the Librarian of the Rhode Island Historical Society, 1926, pages 34-38.
May, 1648 - Rufus Barton was one of two men chosen by the general court at Providence on May 18,
1648, to argue a case on behalf of Warwick before John Winthrop, governor of the Massachusetts
Bay Colony. As the two neared Boston, they learned that Winthrop's court was adjourned. Therefore,
on May 22, 1648, Rufus wrote a letter at Dedham, Massachusetts, to Governor Winthrop.
Source – Winthrop’s Journal “History of New England” 1630–1649, Volume II, edited by James
Kendall Hosmer, pages 340-341.
1648 - Rufus Barton died in 1648, at some unknown time after May 22, the date of the above letter.
He left children Phebe, Elizabeth, Benjamin 3, and his wife who remarried.
Sources – “Settlement of Estates in Rhode Island,” by the Hon. G.A. Brayton, published in The New
England Historical and Genealogical Register, Vol. 12, October 1858, pages 303-305.
-----------------------------------------------------------------Accounts of Rufus Barton After His Death, Which Led to the Brothers Myth
-----------------------------------------------------------------1818 - 1822 – The New York State library contracted to a retired former Dutch minister, Francis
Adrian van der Kemp who began the task of translating the Dutch manuscripts in the office of the
Secretary of State of New York under contract from the Secretary of State. The records contained
10,121 written pages. He completed the work on Sept. 14, 1822. The results were disappointing.
“As to the value of the translations, it may be stated that they have long since been regarded by
competent students as absolutely worthless for critical historical work. Owing to the difficulties
under which van der Kemp labored, consisting chiefly in an imperfect knowledge of the English
language, impaired eyesight and the urgency to complete the task during Governor Clinton’s
administration, the translations are filled with mistakes that destroy their value as an historical
source.”
Source – Education Department Bulletin, No. 462, Jan.1, 1910, New York State, Bibliography 46.
“The Translation and Publication of the Manuscript Dutch Records of New Netherland with an
Account of Previous Attempts at Translation”, written by Arnold Johan Ferdinand van Laer.
-------------------------------1829 – Farmer’s Register
“BARTON, RUFUS, Providence, 1648. Winthrop, ii. Hist. N. E. 323”
Source - Genealogical Register of the First Settlers of New England, 1829, by John Farmer.
[Farmer’s Register]
The above is the first time Rufus Barton appeared in a genealogical sense. John Farmer
collected his data by going through the papers of noted early Americans and extracting the
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names of people that appeared in those papers. Rufus Barton’s name came from the second
volume of John Winthrop’s History of New England, page 323, as stated in his entry for
Rufus Barton. Rufus was in Winthrop’s papers in the form of his May, 1648, letter to
Governor Winthrop. The letter included the phrase, “That whereas I, with another, was chosen
by the general court held at Providence the eighteenth of this month, and sent with an humble
request to this honorable state concerning Shaomett business . . .” John Farmer in 1829
perhaps wondered what or where Shaomett was in 1648, and therefore entered Rufus as if he
were at Providence.
The first article in the first issue of the New England Historical and Genealogical Register is titled
“Memoir of John Farmer, M.A.” The article begins as follows: “John Farmer, who was the most
distinguished Genealogist and Antiquary of this country, . . .“ Therefore, with this item about Rufus
Barton, you know you are getting in on the ground floor of the elite in genealogy.
-------------------------------1860 – 1862 – Savage’s Dictionary and Judge Brayton
“BARTON, RUFUS, Providence, had fled from persecut. by the Dutch at Manhattan, and sat
down 1640, at Portsmouth, R.I. In Winth. II. 323 is a let. from him to the Gov. in 1648, and a
few mos. after he d. in such a manner, as caus. one to be charg. with his murder, but without
convict. By the town council of P. as Judge Brayton assures me, a sort of distrib. as testamenta.
of his est. was made 20 Mar. 1666 to the ch. Eliz. Benjamin, wh. was then under 21 yrs. of age
and Phebe, with wid. Margaret, who. m. Walter Todd. Phebe m. 23 May 1671, Richard Codner
of Swanzey.”
Source – A Genealogical Dictionary of The First Settlers of New England, Showing Three
Generations of Those Who Came Before May, 1692, on The Basis of Farmer’s Register, 1860-1862,
by James Savage. [Savage’s Dictionary]
See Curiosity – Claude Shannon, “But then the great insights don’t spring from curiosity alone, but
from dissatisfaction – not from the depressive kind of dissatisfaction (of which, he did not say, he
had experienced his fair share), but rather a ‘constructive dissatisfaction,’ or ‘a slight irritation
when things don’t look quite right.”

The quoted material from Savage’s Dictionary not only doesn’t look quite right, it seems absurd. The
Dutch are and have been for centuries among the most tolerant people on earth. They didn’t and don’t
persecute anyone. Judge Brayton was possibly misled by the rent strikes on the vast Dutch lands
along the Hudson River during the middle of the 19th Century, 200 years after Rufus Barton’s era,
when the Judge was doing his historical research.
Savage’s material for Rufus Barton is Barton-Brayton family lore, two hundred years and six
generations after the fact (three generations per century). It was not even first hand. Judge Brayton’s
wife is a descendant of Rufus Barton through his son Benjamin, and Benjamin was only three years
old when his father Rufus died. The family lore had to originate elsewhere.
-----------------------------------------------------------------All about Judge Brayton
-----------------------------------------------------------------Judge Brayton is Judge George Arnold Brayton. In 1843 he was elected an Associate Justice of
the R.I. Supreme Court. In 1868 he was elected Chief Justice. His wife was Celia Green Clark(e),
daughter of Ray and Celia Clark(e). He was much interested in historical studies, and became a
member of the New England Historic Genealogical Society (NEHGS) in 1847.
Source – NEHG Register, July 1880, Vol. 34, p. 328. Brayton’s memorial.
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On March 20, 1877, at a meeting of the Rhode Island Historical Society, Judge Brayton read his
paper titled “Some account of Samuel Gorton; his landing at Boston; his residence and treatment at
Plymouth; his arrival at Pocasset in pursuance of his sentence of banishment.”
Source – NEHG Register, July 1877, Vol. 31, p. 338, “Societies and their Proceedings.”
In 1883, the late Judge Brayton’s paper titled “A Defence (sic) of Samuel Gorton and the Settlers of
Shawomet,” was published as Rhode Island Historical Tracts. No. 17. Judge Brayton’s wife was a
descendant of Samuel Gorton, hence his interest in history and genealogy.
“The original deed of the above mentioned tract of land [the deed of Shawomet since renamed
Warwick] is now in possession of Hon. George A. Brayton, the late chief justice of Rhode
Island, a native and late resident of this town.”
Source – The History of Warwick, Rhode Island, 1875, by Oliver Payson Fuller, page 11.
Judge Brayton’s wife was a descendant of Rufus Barton and Samuel Gorton, hence Judge
Brayton’s interest in the two, and the Judge being a notable person in the small state of R.I. was the
ideal person for Savage’s agents to contact for information about Rufus Barton.
Rufus Barton and Margaret
Their son, Benjamin Barton m. Susannah Gorton, dau. of Samuel Gorton
Their daughter, Mary Barton m. Jabez Greene
Their son, Nathaniel Greene m. Mary Mott
Their son, Christopher Greene m. Deborah Ward
Their daughter, Celia Greene m. Ray Clark(e)
Their daughter, Celia Green(e) Clark(e) m. George Arnold Brayton
-----------------------------------------------------------------Comments on Judge Brayton’s “Rufus Barton” in Savages’s Dictionary and Fuller’s Warwick
by correcting O’Callaghan’s Calendar
-----------------------------------------------------------------Judge Brayton and Warwick historian Fuller were obviously working from Rufus Barton family lore.
That family lore was distorted by O’Callaghan changing Rufus Barton’s name to Roger Barton and
changing the location from the East River to the North (Hudson) River.
The Rufus Barton family lore was that Rufus had lived in New Netherlands. Because O’Callaghan
had changed Rufus Barton’s name to Roger Barton when he indexed the 1642 lease, Rufus Barton’s
descendants could not find Rufus Barton’s name in New Netherland’s records. Therefore, they
assumed Rufus had been in New Netherlands before there were records.
In fact, in 1642, Rufus Barton fled Portsmouth, Rhode Island, and went to New Amsterdam to escape
persecution by the Puritans of the Massachusetts Bay Colony. Rufus went to Manhattan where he met
with Rev. Everardus Bogardus and where he signed the lease on August 14, 1642, before Secretary
Cornelis van Tienhoven.
Thus what Rufus Barton genealogists depicted as persecution by the Dutch was actually persecution
by the Massachusetts Bay Colony’s Puritan ministers. The Dutch welcomed the Rhode Island
families and helped them escape the persecution. For this, the Dutch get blamed as the persecutors.
No justice.
After arranging and signing the lease in Manhattan, Rufus “moved” to Long Island, across the East
River, where the leased land was. The lease called for Rufus Barton to build a house on the leased
land, which was later misinterpreted as being the first house in Manhattan, and thus Rufus was
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depicted as perhaps the first settler in Manhattan. Rufus Barton’s house on Rev. Everardus Bogardus’
land was the first house on the leased land not the first house on Manhattan Island. This error was the
result of O’Callaghan changing the location of the house when he indexed the 1642 lease.
Rufus fled from New Netherland because of Indian attacks, not persecution by the Dutch.
The documents that state 35 families from Rhode Island emigrated from Rhode Island to New
Netherlands did not name the 35 families other than John Throckmorton, the leader.
-------------------------------1875 Fuller and 1907 Gorton state that Rufus Barton was a Quaker. Not so.
“George Fox (July 1624 – 13 January 1691) was an English Dissenter, who was a founder of the
Religious Society of Friends, commonly known as the Quakers or Friends. . . . In 1647 Fox
began to preach publicly: in market-places, fields, appointed meetings of various kinds or even
sometimes "steeple-houses" after the service. . . . By 1651 he had gathered other talented
preachers around him and continued to roam the country . . . [England]”
Source – Wikipedia – George Fox
“The Religious Society of Friends began in England in the 1650’s, as a Nonconformist
breakaway movement from English Puritanism.”
Source – Wikipedia – Religious Society of Friends
“The first Quakers to land on American soil were two women,–Mary Fisher and Ann Austin,–
who, coming from England by way of Barbados, landed in the town of Boston, July 11, 1656, to
the great consternation of the Puritan town. . . . Both had been disciples of George Fox and
preachers of Quaker beliefs since 1652.
Source – The History of the State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations, 1920, by Thomas
Williams Bicknell, the first page of Chapter XXIX, “The Quakers in Rhode Island.”
Comment – Rufus Barton could not have been a Quaker; he died in 1648, years before the Quaker
religion was formed and came to America. The religious controversy that led to Rufus and others
fleeing from Rhode Island was known as the Antinomian Controversy which involved the Free Grace
theology of Puritan minister John Cotton. See Wikipedia – Antinomian Controversy.
-----------------------------------------------------------------Rufus Barton in genealogies and histories
-----------------------------------------------------------------1875 – The History of Warwick, Rhode Island, 1875, by Oliver Payson Fuller., page 40.
“Rufus Barton came from England, but at what date is not known. He first settled where the city
of New York now stands, and is said to have been the first settler there. He soon removed to
Long Island and thence to Aquidneck, and finally to Warwick, where he continued to reside until
his death. He built a ‘Thatch house’ on the east side of the road that leads down the Neck, at the
head of Warwick Cove, south of the Gorton place. An old well in a vacant lot is supposed to bear
some relation to the ancient dwelling. A portion or all of the homestead estate is now owned by
Benjamin Rufus Barton, a descendant of the seventh generation. His religious views were of the
Quaker order. His wife’s name was Margaret. His children are mentioned in his will which was
made for him by the town council in 1648. Benjamin married Susannah, daughter of Samuel
Gorton. There were two daughters, Elizabeth and Phebe. Rufus Barton, son of Benjamin and
Susannah (Gorton) married Sarah, daughter of Rowland and Mary (Allen) Robinson of
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Narragansett, one of whose children, (Rowland) born April 7, 1709, married Freelove Stafford,
daughter of Amos.”
-------------------------------1887 – The Genealogical Dictionary of Rhode Island; Comprising Three Generations of Settlers Who
Came Before 1690, 1887, by John Osborne Austin, page 250.
“ BARTON, Rufus, _______, New York, Portsmouth, Warwick, R.I.
1640.
Portsmouth. He came here about this time, having fled from the persecution of the
Dutch at New York.
1641, Feb. 4. He had a grant of land.
1647, Aug. 8. Warwick. Town Council.
1647.
Town Magistrate.
1648, May 22. Having been sent with another messenger to petition the General Court of
Massachusetts (in matters then in difference between Warwick and Massachusetts, he learned at
Dedham that the Court had adjourned, and hence wrote the following letter under above date,
from the inn of Michael Powell, at Dedham.” [The letter follows this text.]
-------------------------------1898 – Genealogical Guide to the Early Settlers of America With a Brief History of Those of The
First Generation, 1898, by Henry Whittemore, page 29.
“Rufus Barton of Providence, R.I.., had fled from persecution by the Dutch at Manhattan and
settled in 1640, at Portsmoth, R.I., He had Elizabeth, Benjamin, Margaret and others.”
Comment – Lists references “Austin’s R.I. Gen. Dic. 250; Baird’s His. Rye, N.Y., 396;” and others.
-------------------------------1907 – The Life and Times of Samuel Gorton, 1907, by Adelos Gorton, page 166.
“. . . Rufus came from England and first settled where the city of New York now stands, and is
said to have been the first settler there, but left there to escape the persecution of the Dutch, he
being a Quaker, and settled in Portsmouth, R.I.; lived later in Warwick and was a Magistrate
there.”
Comment – It is obvious that all of the Rufus Barton genealogical material is copied from Savage’s
Dictionary of 1860 – 1862, which is family lore gathered from Judge Brayton, or from material
which was copied from Savage’s Dictionary. None of the Rufus Barton genealogical material
beginning with Savage’s Dictionary is from an original source.
Multiple publications of the same incorrect material do not make it correct.
-------------------------------Unreliable genealogies
-------------------------------Rufus Barton and Roger Barton as brothers are mentioned in The Name and Family of Barton,
published by The Media Research Bureau, and in Immigrants to America before 1750, published in
The Magazine of American Genealogy, by The Institute of American Genealogy, 1929, all headed by
Frederick Adams Virkus.
Both of these did business by copying from genealogical books and journals at nearby libraries, the
former in Washington, DC, and the latter in Chicago. They are not original sources, and not even
secondary sources. They are copied from secondary sources, with no knowledge as to whether they
are accurate. In this case, both are as wrong as one can get.
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From the web site of the American Society of Genealogists.
http://fasg.org/about/first-fifty-years/
“From its inception the Society has fought actively against agencies which sought to delude the
public for profit by misusing genealogy or heraldry. Early in the Society’s history, Milton
Rubincam, with the cooperation of the U.S. Postal Service, forced dissolution of the Media
Research Bureau that sold genealogical data “on your family name” along with coats of
arms. Noel Stevenson was appointed in 1956 chairman of a Committee on Abuses, which
committee was enlarged the next year to include Milton Rubincam and Walter Lee Sheppard, Jr.
In 1958 this committee’s report spelled out the need to intercede against false and misleading
advertising, and the 1959 Annual Meeting authorized them to act. As Fellows have reported
instances of misleading advertising, this committee, aided by the U.S. Postal Service and the
Bureau of Deceptive Practices of the Federal Trade Commission, has exposed and combated
such abuses.” (emphasis added)
From The American Genealogist (TAG), July 1976, Vol. 52, No. 3, P. 182.
“Towards an Index Expurgatorius,” by George E. McCracken, F.A.S.G. and Editor-in-Chief of TAG
“. . . in the genealogical field we think it may be salutary to prepare at least a start of a list of
genealogical authors whose works are so untrustworthy that they deserve general condemnation.
We do not mean to assert that these authors never said anything that was true – indeed, it would
be difficult, even for these people, to achieve such a standard of inaccuracy, but those on our
list are so unreliable that nothing they say should be accepted without clear and
unmistakable verification. (emphasis added)
“Here is the list:
Gustav Anjou
Orra E. Monnette
Horatio Gates Somerby
C. A. Hoppin
Frederick A. Virkus” (emphasis added)

Charles H. Browning
John S. Wurts

Frederick A. Virkus was the head of Immigrants to America before 1750, published in The Magazine
of American Genealogy, by The Institute of American Genealogy
-------------------------------The family ancestries of the web site associated with the Mormon Church are donated by individuals
and are not necessarily checked for accuracy.
The genealogies on RootsWeb WorldConnect, like those on the LDS site, are donated by individuals
and are not necessarily checked for accuracy.
In both cases, the LDS and WorldConnect, one can use them for ideas, but nothing should be used or
published without verifying the data with original sources.
-----------------------------------------------------------------End Rufus Barton genealogies and histories
-----------------------------------------------------------------1865 – O’Callaghan’s Calendar
March, 1865 – Edmund Bailey O’Callaghan completed and published his Calendar of Historical
Manuscripts In the Office of the Secretary of State, Albany, N.Y..
In his Calendar, O’Callaghan showed the tenant as Roger Barton instead of Rufus Barton as shown
on the actual 1642 lease, and showed the location as the North (Hudson) River instead of the East
River as shown on the actual 1642 lease.
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Comments – Why did O’Callaghan change the name of the lessee from Rufus Barton to Roger
Barton? Only he knows, and he is indisposed. The following is my best guess:
O’Callaghan used the early translations of 1818 - 1822 by Francis Adrian van der Kemp to create the
calendar. O’Callaghan knew the translations were not very good, and the project was a struggle.
When he came to the 1642 lease, he saw the name Rufus Barton. He had seen several records of
Roger Barton, but never a record of Rufus Barton. He assumed the translation was in error. Being a
know-it-all, O’Callaghan saved himself the time and trouble of searching about 10,000 pages of
records to find the original Dutch text. If he had done so, he would have seen the name was clearly
Rufus, not Roger, just as McCracken saw when he obtained a photocopy of the original Dutch lease.
Why did O’Callaghan change the location of the leased land from the East River to the North
(Hudson) River? Only he knows, and he is indisposed. The following is my best guess:
For the same reasons, when O’Callaghan came to the 1642 lease and saw the name Everardus
Bogardus, he immediately thought of the well known property of Bogardus’ wife, Anneke Jans. Her
property, on the North (Hudson) River, had been in the news repeatedly because of a legal battle over
the ownership. It was a very valuable property by the 1850’s and 1860’s when O’Callaghan was
preparing his Calendar. The legal battles continued to the 1920’s when Adolph Law Voge and Joshua
Lindley Barton were similarly fooled. The part of the original Dutch manuscript that named the
location of the property was on the upper right corner of the lease, the part that was burned off in the
1911 fire. Fortunately, A.J.F. van Lear had made a new transcription and translation of the 1642
lease, and those documents were saved from the fire. They were then stored in the restored library
and didn’t resurface until about 1974.
O’Callaghan’s misdeed of changing the name and location in his Calendar had two bottom line
results.
1. On the Roger Barton side, it created a false record of Roger being in Manhattan in 1642.
2. On the Rufus Barton side, it removed his actual record in Manhattan in 1642 and resulted in Judge
Brayton logically creating a false record of Rufus Barton being in Manhattan before records were
kept, then Long Island, from where he supposedly removed to Portsmouth in 1640.
This one record, corrupted by O’Callaghan’s know-it-all attitude, resulted in two records, one on the
Roger Barton side, and one on the Rufus Barton side, putting the two in the same place at about the
same time. It was bound to cause some amateur genealogists to conclude that Roger and Rufus were
brothers.
In 1951 and 1952 when McCracken published his finding from the original Dutch lease, the only
possible connection between Roger Barton and Rufus Barton evaporated.
-------------------------------1894 – Arnold Johan Ferdinand van Laer became Assistant State Archivist of the Library in the New
York State capitol building. He was born in Holland and got a degree as an engineer. He found that
he preferred the quiet work and life as a librarian over the dirt and noise of the work place of an
engineer.
1899 – Arnold Johan Ferdinand van Laer was promoted to State Archivist. At some time he began
the work of transcribing and translating the Dutch records.
1911 – March 25 – A fire in the New York State Capitol library destroyed some of the Dutch
records. The fire and water damaged others. Fortunately for us, van Laer had already transcribed the
1642 lease and stored the work elsewhere. Van Laer also assisted in retrieving some of the Dutch
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manuscripts from the fire, and in restoring the damaged records. Without van Laer’s dedication to
saving and restoring many of the records, we would have only the incorrect O’Callaghan Calendar,
and we would forever think Roger Barton was in Manhattan in 1642 and probably was a brother of
Rufus Barton.
Van Lear’s transcription and translation of the 1642 lease to Rufus Barton were saved from the fire,
though slightly damaged, but not enough to destroy any of the text, therefore a damage free text was
available after the fire. That and other damage free translations were stored in the library. They
resurfaced before 1974 and were printed in 1974 by the Genealogical Publishing Co.
-----------------------------------------------------------------Begin Roger Barton genealogy
-----------------------------------------------------------------1871 – History of Rye – Baird
“BARTON. Roger was a considerable landed proprietor under the Dutch in New Netherland
as early as 1642. It was probably his son who gave the name of Barton’s Neck to a part of
Rye. In 1667 he signs a deed as witness, and in 1701 he is mentioned as former owner of a
tract of land in Rye. In 1688, Roger, senior, aged sixty, made a deposition relative to a riot in
the town of Westchester. (Co. Rec., A, 269.)”
Source – History of Rye, 1871, by Charles W. Baird, page 396.
Comment – The preface, page iv, states the following:
“To Dr. O’Callaghan, State Librarian of New York, I am indebted not only for facilities in the
examination of documents in his care, but also for information and for suggestions most kindly
given and exceedingly useful.” Thus O’Callaghan’s Calendar struck its first victim.
-------------------------------1900 – Lieutenant William Barton – W.E. Barton
In 1900, Reverend William Eleazar Barton published his Lieutenant William Barton of Morris
County, New Jersey. Chapter I is titled "The Name and Family of Barton." The chapter begins on
page 10. Page 17 provides this well intended, but unhelpful, information about New York
Barton's:
"Roger Barton was a considerable landed proprietor under the Dutch in New Netherland as early
as 1642. His son was an early settler of Rye. Baird's History of Rye, 296 (sic)."
Comment – O'Callaghan's Calendar had struck again, and William Eleazar Barton added an error.
The sentence is on page 396 of Baird's History of Rye, not page 296. O'Callaghan's Calendar was
just warming up. William Eleazar Barton's text continued:
"Mr. C.A. Rundall of Brewster, N.Y. has compiled from public records the following data
concerning the family of Roger Barton.
“1642. Aug. 18. Lease, Rev. Everardus Bogardus to Roger Barton."
Comment – Mr. Rundall's line is a shortened version of the text in O'Callaghan's Calendar which
continues "of land on the North river." Another error: The date was Aug. 14, not Aug. 18. There were
no entries for Aug. 18. This shows the power of O'Callaghan's Calendar, an error in a sentence which
itself is an error.
Source – Lieutenant William Barton of Morris County, New Jersey, 1900, by William Eleazar
Barton, p. 17.
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-------------------------------1928 – Solomon Barton – Joshua Lindley Barton
“It has been stated that the original ancestor in America of Solomon Barton [a descendant of
Roger Barton the Immigrant] was Edward Barton, a sea-captain, who brought his family from
England and settled in the Barbadoes (sic) Islands. No printed record of this has been located,
although it is said to exist in the Barbadoes. The same uncertain source is responsible for the
statement that two sons of Edward, namely Roger and Rufus came to the Island of Manhattan
about 1641 from Barbadoes. Rufus, very shortly afterwards went into the English colony at
Providence, R.I., and was the founder of the Barton family of that section. Roger settled amongst
the Dutch and in August, 1642, leased land of the Reverend Everardus Bogardus, second
husband of Anneke Jans, on Manhattan Island: 62 acres, bounded on the south by the present
Warren Street and on the north by Canal Street."
Near the bottom of the same page, the following is included:
"Authorities : - O'Callaghan, Calendar Hist. Mss. N.Y., p. 19."
Source – “The Descendants of Solomon Barton of Dutchess County, New York, and Monkton,
Vermont,” in the New York Genealogical and Biographical Record, by Joshua Lindley Barton
(assisted by Adolph Law Voge), July 1928, page 239.
Comment – The authority for the entry was on page 19 of O'Callaghan's Calendar. The Calendar
had struck again. It went big time on this one. The article named the second of Roger’s many fathers,
named a supposed brother, and revealed Roger’s supposed path to America. This article ran in three
installments in 1928/1929. The NYGBR apparently got a large number of requests for copies. The
NYBGR combined the three installments into a book of the same name. The book is listed in the
online catalog of the Library of Congress with the note "Reprinted from the New York Genealogical
and Biographical Record for July and October, 1928, and January, 1929." The addition of Rufus is
explained in the Rufus side of this essay. Adolph Law Voge arranged this article for publication after
the death of Dr. Joshua. I have two letters from Voge to Paul A. Barton which make that claim. Voge
backed out of the story in his 1937 address to his Roger Barton's Kinsmen organization, but he stuck
with the Roger in Manhattan myth, because he had seen the lease as he asserted in his 1941
manuscript. What he remembered seeing actually was O’Callaghan’s Calendar, its shelf life had not
yet expired.
The Barbados myth probably came from an old letter which was published in the NEHGR on pages
194/195 of the April 1880 issue under the title “Letter of Walter Barnesley of London to William
Pitkin of Hartford, 1667,” Which reads in part as follows:
“London Nov 4: 1667
Mr. Pitkin
Having almost a twelve moneth since sent a small parcell of wares to a good friend of mine at
Barbados Mr. Edward Barton from whome I very lately received a letter which doth acquaint me
with his receipt of them at Barbados . . . [goes on at some length about the wares] . . . This day I
saw yr brother Roger & his wife who are in good health (through mercy) and theyr little son
Roger. . .”
Wow. Edward Barton of Barbados and Roger and his son Roger all together in one letter. I went to
the kitchen and fixed a cup of coffee. When I read the letter again, I noted the date, 1667, when
Roger Barton was surely in Rye. “yr brother Roger” was Mr. Pitkin’s brother Roger. “theyr little son
Roger” was little Roger Pitkin. I suspect this was what the “young Barton genealogist” of Voge’s
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paragraph of 1937 (below) saw, and without stopping for coffee and reading the old letter again,
rushed to the home of Dr. Joshua or Voge to tell them about his remarkable find. When he looked
again at the old letter he saw he had been mistaken and never returned. This incident would have
happened in 1926 at the latest; Joshua Lindley Barton died September 10, 1926, at age 76 as per his
entry in his article “The Descendants of Solomon Barton . . .” published in the NYGBR, Oct. 1928, p.
363. Earlier, Joshua and Adolph Law Voge lived in New York City across Central Park from each
other, Joshua at 117 East 61st St, and Voge at 55 West 84th St. Thus it would have been a simple
matter for a “young Barton genealogist” in NYC to visit either or both of them.
-------------------------------1937 – Voge’s Address – Adolph Law Voge
“One young Barton genealogist, a decade ago, asserted that he had found a tradition that Roger
had come via Barbadoes (sic) to Manhattan and that he had proven him to be son of a ship
captain, Edward, plying between England and Barbadoes. He refused to cite his authorities and I
think that they were imaginary.”
Comment – Voge walked back the Edward and Barbados story, but he continued to believe in
O’Callaghan’s Calendar.
Source – “Roger Barton and his Kinsmen,” an address by Adolph Law Voge at the Organization
Meeting of his Roger Barton’s Kinsmen on Oct. 3, 1937, at Cold Spring, Putnam Co., NY, page 4.
-------------------------------1940 – Roger Barton’s Kinsmen – Margaret Alberta Barton McLean
“[Roger Barton] next appears with a party of Dutch emigrants to America. He arrived at
Manhattan Island in 1641 and rented what is now the Trinity Church property; then the Armeke
(sic) Jans farm. He rented but did not buy this property; so at that time he probably was in
comparative poverty, because the English Barton properties were confiscated by Cromwell.”
Source – Roger Barton’s Kinsmen, 1940, by Margaret Alberta Barton McLean, page 18, fifth
paragraph.
Comment – O’Callaghan’s Calendar struck once more. The six paragraphs following the above
quoted paragraph are a continuation of a fantasy begun by Adolph Law Voge in his 1937 address to
explain the supposed twenty year gap between Roger appearing in the records in 1641 but not again
until more than 20 years later when he appeared in Long Island records.
More from McLean’s Roger Barton’s Kinsmen, this from the not numbered first page of the
Introduction:
“Before this work was completed I had the good fortune to meet Mr. Law Voge, of Washington,
D.C., who had made an exhaustive study of the Bartons in U.S.A., where they paused for two
generations on their trek from Great Britain to British North America. To him I am indebted for
much of my information concerning their early history, both in America and in Great Britain.”
Comment – Mrs. McLean leads us to believe that Voge provided the otherwise not sourced data
about the first three generations in America, Roger1, Joseph2, Roger3, [pages 19/20] and their
supposed descent from an Andrew Barton of Lancashire [page 18]. Voge provided no such data.
--------------------------------
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1951 – McCracken – The American Genealogist
“. . . I obtained a photostat of the original document now preserved in the New York State
Library at Albany. We are here dealing, not with an official public transcription made by a
contemporary scribe, but with the actual paper signed by the contracting parties. It is, except for
the two signatures, in the handwriting of Cornelis van Tienh[‘oven] secr., who signed “In
kennisse van my,” i.e. “to my knowledge.”
“The signature of Barton shows that the first name of the tenant of Anneke Jans was not Roger
but Rufus, who was a fine master of the art of penmanship. Van Tienhoven’s text of the lease
twice spells the name as Ruffus Barten,” (sic) thereby confirming the identity of the tenant. Not
trusting my own reading of the Dutch text, I submitted the photostat of the lease to Mr. William
J. Hoffman who kindly confirms my conclusions . . .” “The lease is, therefore, no evidence of
the presence of Roger Barton on Manhattan in 1642, but does place Rufus Barton there as late as
that year.”
“The Magazine of American Genealogy, 19:201, states without documentation that Roger Barton
is thought to have been a brother of Rufus Barton, a Quaker. On Rufus we have the benefit of a
characteristic note from the concise pen of the masterly James Savage [Genealogical Dictionary
of New England, 1:134] under ‘Barton’:”
‘

[Still quoting McCracken who is quoting Savage] “’BARTON, RUFUS, Providence, had fled
from persecut. by the Dutch at Manhattan, and sat down 1640, at Portsmouth, R.I. In Winth. II.
323 is a let. from him to the Gov. in 1648, and a few mos. after he d. in such a manner, as caus.
one to be charg. with his murder, but without convict. By the town council of P. as Judge
Brayton assures me, a sort of distrib. as testamenta. of his est. was made 20 Mar. 1666 to the ch.
Eliz. Benjamin, wh. was then under 21 yrs. of age and Phebe, with wid. Margaret, who. m.
Walter Todd. Phebe m. 23 May 1671, Richard Codner of Swanzey.’”
Source – A Genealogical Dictionary of The First Settlers of New England, Showing Three
Generations of Those Who Came Before May, 1692, on The Basis of Farmer’s Register, 1860-1862,
by James Savage. [Savage’s Dictionary]
[Still quoting McCracken]“’Savage was obviously in error as to the date of removal to Rhode
Island, for Rufus was still on friendly terms with the Dutch in 1642 and he may have stayed out
his lease and not have migrated until 1646. If Rufus was a Friend, there is reason on this account
to doubt the alleged relationship with Roger Barton, for while there is no positive evidence of the
religious beliefs of Roger beyond the presumption that he was a Puritan or married one, he
religious affiliations of such of his sons as are known, e.g. Roger, Noah, and Joseph, were of St.
Paul’s, Eastchester, and the last of the church at Rye, though he did, late in life, become a
Presbyterian in Crum Elbow Precinct, Dutchess County. No known descendant of Roger Barton
was a Friend until Caleb3, son of Joseph2, married one [see NYGBR, 59:239], and even he
apparently never joined the Society, for he was a Revolutionary soldier.’”
Comment – McCracken missed the boat on three points here.
1) As pointed out earlier, Rufus could not have been a Quaker. He died before the religion came to
America. McCracken failed to look into that.
2) McCracken failed to realize that Judge Brayton provided the data to Savage and that the data was
thus family lore. McCracken did not look into the recorded history of Rufus, thus did not know that
Rufus was in Portsmouth in 1640 and 1641 and went to Manhattan in 1642 when he leased the
Bogardus property, returning to Rhode Island after the Indian attacks in 1643 in New Netherlands.
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3) The leased property did not belong to Anneke Jans. It belonged to her husband, Dominie
Everardus Bogardus. McCracken would not have known that. The part of the lease that stated that
was the upper right corner which was burned in the 1911 fire. Unknown to McCracken, van Lear’s
translation of the unburned lease was available, but McCracken was interested only in the original
Dutch script.
Source – “Rufus Barton, Not Roger, in Manhattan 1642,” by George E. McCracken, in The
American Genealogist, vol. 27, no. 3, July 1951, pp. 136-8.
-------------------------------1952 – McCracken – New England Historical and Genealogical Register
“Though [Roger Barton] is often identified with that Barton who on 14 Aug. 1642 signed a lease
with the Rev. Everardus Bogardus for the sixty-two acres of the famous farm of Bogardus’ wife
Anneke Jans, this identification rests upon an error in indexing the still extant document, the real
tenant having been Rufus Barton, as is shown in The American Genealogist, vol. 27, no.3, July
1951, pp. 136-8, under the title of ‘Rufus Barton, not Roger, In Manhattan 1642’.”
Source – “Roger Barton of Westchester County, N.Y, and Some of His Earlier Descendants,” by
George E. McCracken, in The New England Historical and Genealogical Register, Vol. 106, July
1952, page 168.
Comment – This insures that those who are following Roger Barton will be alerted to the slightly
more detailed explanation given in his 1951 article. McCracken is still in error on the location and
ownership of the leased property.
-------------------------------1987 – Roger Barton’s Kinsmen Book 2
Comment – Despite it being 47 years after Adolph Law Voge informed Margaret Alberta Barton of
the errors in her 1940 edition of this book, and 36 years after McCracken published the data proving
it was Rufus Barton, not Roger, who was in Manhattan in 1642, nothing was done to correct the
errors in Book 1. Book 1 was reprinted exactly as the original 1940 edition as part of Book 2. This
again made descendants of Joseph2 Barton waste their time explaining the details of why McLean’s
book, Roger Barton’s Kinsmen, was full or errors in the first three generations.
Source – Roger Barton’s Kinsmen Book 2, 1987, by Franklin Jarvis Barton
-------------------------------2000 – 2002 and ever since – Barton Historical Society.
“NOTE: 15 Dec 2002: The BARTON DNA Project (www.bartonsite.org) has established that
Rufus Barton b. 1606 and Roger Barton (The Immigrant) b. 1628, alleged to be sons of Edward
Barton b. 1559, may not be brothers since their descendants (according to current pedigrees)
have different Y-Chromosome DNA. This DNA result conflicts with many published
genealogies which have been accepted as “fact” for decades. Here are some possible casuals: (1)
either or both Roger and Rufus were Foster or Adopted sons of Edward, (2) either or both Roger
and Rufus were not related in any way to Edward, (3) either Roger or Rufus was a non-paternity
event (female infidelity) of Edward… but which one? (4) Both Roger and Rufus were sons of
Edward but there was a non-paternity event downstream from one of them. Further research is
needed to resolve this apparent conflict.”
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Source – Barton Historical & Genealogical Society Barton Database for Roger Barton (The
Immigrant), the third Note.
https://www.bartondatabase.com/getperson.php?personID=I2940&tree=gbtree
Comment – As of 1951 there was no reason to think Roger Barton and Rufus Barton were brothers.
Also:
“Major Learning Opportunity
Documenting the voyage of Rufus from England and his arrival in North America.”
Source – Barton Historical & Genealogical Society Barton Lineage V
https://www.bartonsite.org/Lineage_V.html
Comment – This seems to be an obvious, but not explicit, question as to whether Rufus Barton
arrived in America in New Amsterdam, the myth, or New England, the fact.
-----------------------------------------------------------------Closing Remarks and Conclusions
-----------------------------------------------------------------This essay is far longer and more detailed than it needs to be. I realized the “brothers” situation
almost 20 years ago based on:
1) McCracken’s 1952 article on Roger Barton, on the first page which stated that “an error in
indexing the still extant document, the real tenant having been Rufus Barton, as is shown in The
American Genealogist . . .”
2) Savage’s Genealogical Dictionary of New England which stated “BARTON, RUFUS, Providence,
had fled from persecut. by the Dutch at Manhattan, and sat down 1640, at Portsmouth, R.I.”
Item 1 removed Roger Barton from Manhattan, and there is no other evidence Roger Barton was in
America before 1662, 14 years after the death of Rufus Barton. McCracken and the NEHGR and TAG
are too prominent and respectable to make a false claim about an existing original source document.
Item 2 was obviously incorrect family lore. The Dutch were and still are among the most tolerant
people in the world, they don’t persecute anyone. Also, Rufus Barton would not have fled
persecution by the Dutch at Manhattan in 1640, and returned there to lease a farm for five years
starting in 1642.
-----------------------------------------------------------------The brothers myth should have ended in 1951-1952 with McCracken’s articles in two of the most
respected genealogy journals in the USA. The myth got new life about 50 years later when Terry
Barton of the then Barton Historical Society announced the DNA project was a success, because it
supposedly proved that Roger Barton and Rufus Barton were not brothers as supposedly believed by
a large number of genealogists. As Terry Barton afterwards realized, the DNA tests proved no such
thing. A non-paternal event (adoption, foster parents, or female infidelity) in either the Roger Barton
descendant line or the Rufus Barton descendant line would also result in DNA that did not match.
Thus the situation was back to the pre-DNA age. Perhaps, as Terry Barton must have believed, there
really was something out there that proved Roger and Rufus were brothers. As of this writing, the
BHGS database entry for Roger Barton reads that way.
Therefore, this essay. It explains and documents:
- That Edmund Bailey O’Callaghan’s incorrect Calendar of 1865 is the source of the
misunderstanding that resulted in the “brothers” myth.
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- Why did Edmund Bailey O’Callaghan change the tenants name and the location of the leased
property from Rufus Barton to Roger Barton and the East River to the North (Hudson) River?
O’Callaghan was a know-it-all and put his limited knowledge above that of the Dutch minister who
did the original translation of the Dutch manuscripts.
- Why did Rufus Barton flee Rhode Island to find safety in New Netherland? He and many others
fled persecution by the Puritan ministers of the Massachusetts Bay Colony. This is the persecution in
the family lore provided by Judge Brayton to James Savage for Savage’s Dictionary.
- Why did Rufus Barton and others flee New Netherland and return to Rhode Island? They fled from
the Indian attacks that killed many of his friends that had fled Rhode Island and settled in New
Netherlands.
- Rufus Barton could not have been a Quaker. Quakers did not come into existence and certainly did
not come to America until years after Rufus Barton died.
- Rufus Barton did not flee from persecution by the Dutch. The Dutch welcomed the English that fled
Rhode Island.
- The sources of the several secondary records of Rufus Barton are not independent sources. They are
incorrect as secondary sources, and they are not independent. They are repeats and rewrites of earlier
secondary sources, sometimes with embellishments.
--------------------------------------------------------------------The single largest point in the many pages here is that one should never rely on anything other
than original sources or expertly collected and interpreted related data.
This entire long essay is a result of O’Callaghan, a know-it-all, who thought he knew better than the
Dutch minister how to translate Rufus to English, and which compass direction the Dutch Oost is in
English. Thus he produced an incorrect translation as a secondary source. It speaks very poorly of socalled genealogists and historians along both the Roger and Rufus lines, that no one checked the
original source in the 86 years from 1865 until McCracken checked it and published the facts in
1951. It speaks even more poorly of those who continue to suggest there is fact behind the myth 68
years after McCracken authoritatively documented the falsity of the myth.
--------------------------------------------------------------------Some will disagree with this essay and cling to the myths. I suppose there is some emotional
attachment to claim they are the descendant of a brave man who was a Quaker persecuted by the
Dutch for his religious beliefs. All they need to do is to change their victimhood to be the descendant
of a brave man who fled persecution by the Puritans of the Massachusetts Bay Colony for his
adherence to the Free Grace theology of Rev. John Cotton. If that gets strange looks in response, they
can shift to the brave man who fled the massacres by Indians, although that has the risk of being
labeled a racist. And there may be a lot of family pride in being descended from the first white
inhabitant of what became New York City. It certainly isn’t easy for some people to accept the
destruction of that piece of their family lore.
---------------------------------------------------------------------

17

O’Callaghan’s Calendar – The next five pages. Here is the source of the brothers myth. Next are
two title pages, a prefix page discussing the poor quality of the 1818-1822 translation, a page of the
index showing Roger Barton as the only Barton (entry on page 19), and page 19 showing the lease of
Aug. 14, 1642,
“Lease. Rev. Everardus Bogardus to Roger Barton of Land on the North River. It is on page 26
of Vol. II of The Dutch Manuscripts, Register of Provincial Secretary.
This is the real 1865 Calendar of O’Callaghan, not something dreamed up by a so-called genealogist
or historian. It is also dead wrong, as we shall see after the Calendar pages.
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The lease of land by Everardus Bogardus
to Rufus Barton on August 14, 1642
Page 24. A photocopy of New York Historical Manuscripts: Dutch, Register of the Provincial
Secretary, Vol. 2, Page 26 (b), the actual August 14, 1642, Lease. Everardus Bogardus to Rufus
Barton of land on the East river.
Page 25. A close up of the lease showing Rufus Barton’s name twice in the lease, spelled Ruffus
Bartem by Cornelis van Tienhover, the Provincial Secretary.
Page 26. A close up showing the date and signature of Rufus Barten.
Page 27. Discussion.
Pages 28/29. The transcription of the actual lease by A.J.F. van Laer’s secretary.
Pages 30-32. A.J.F. van Laer’s translation of the actual lease.
Pages 33-34. Land patent for Rev. Everardus Bogardus’ land on Long Island that was leased by
Rufus Barton.
Comments 1. It is indisputable. There is no evidence that Roger Barton was in Manhattan or that area in 1642.
2. It is indisputable that O’Callaghan’s Calendar was incorrect in stating that Roger Barton leased a
farm from Rev. Everardus Bogardus.
3. It is indisputable that O’Callaghan’s Calendar was incorrect in stating that the land leased by the
1642 lease was on the North (Hudson) River. It was on the East River.
4. It is indisputable that the following authors were incorrect regarding Roger Barton and the 1642
lease of land on or near Manhattan in 1642.
5. It is indisputable that the following authors were incorrect regarding Rufus Barton being an early
inhabitant of Manhattan, i.e., before records were kept.
Oliver Payson Fuller
John Osborne Austin
Henry Whittemore
Adelos Gorton
Edmund Bailey O’Callaghan
Charles W. Baird
William Eleazar Barton
Joshua Lindley Barton
Adolph Law Voge
Margaret Alberta Barton McLean
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Register of the Provincial Secretary, Vol. 2, Page 26(b).
Aug. 14, 1642, Lease. Rev. Everardus Bogardus to Rufus Barton of land on the East river.
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New York Historical Manuscripts: Dutch
Register of the Provincial Secretary, Vol. 2, Page 26(b).
Excerpt from
Aug. 14, 1642, Lease. Rev. Everardus Bogardus to Rufus Barton
of on land Long Island, fronting on the East river.

“Rufus Bartem” are the first two words in the second line above,
and the last two words in the fourth line above.
This is the original script written by Cornelis van Tienhoven, the Dutch Secretary of New
Netherland on August 14, 1642.

If the letters of the alphabet don't look familiar, you might consult the book If I Can You
Can Decipher Germanic Records, by Edna M. Bentz, published in 1982, and reprinted
several years since then. The dash over the "u" is shown in the Bentz book: also the "r"
that looks like a "w" is shown. This "r" occurs first in Rufus, then in Barton. The cross
line through the "r" in Rufus probably indicates a capital letter.
The damage to the upper right of the document was a result of the March 29, 1911, fire
in the New York State Library.
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New York Historical Manuscripts: Dutch
Register of the Provincial Secretary, Vol. 2, Page 26(b).
Excerpt from
Aug. 14, 1642, Lease. Rev. Everardus Bogardus to Rufus Barten
of land on Long Island, fronting on the East river.

14 August Ao (Anno=year) 1642
E. Bogardus Eccl. Manah. (=abbrv. Clergyman
Manhattan)
Rufus Barten
In kennisse van my (=acknowledged before me)
Cornelis van Tienh:[oven] secr. (=abbrv. secretary)
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Starting with the original lease in the Dutch script, the next step is to transcribe the Dutch script into typed
English characters for easier reading to translate to English. The following two pages are the transcription
made by Arnold J. F. van Lear’s secretary.
The unusual markings on the page are a result of the page getting wet from fire fighting in the fire of
1911.
Note the text begins with “26b”. That indicates the second text on page 26 of the volume of the Dutch
manuscripts. See O’Callaghan’s Calendar on page 22 of this document (page 19 of O’Callaghan’s
Calendar).
Note in the seventh line “de Oost Revier”. That means “the East River” in English. You can check that on
Wikipedia; just enter oost. Wikipedia says “Oost, Dutch for ‘east’, may refer to:” O’Callaghan believed
the Dutch minister didn’t know that, and believed the Dutch minister had incorrectly translated the Dutch
word for North as East.
Also note that Secretary Cornelis van Tienhoven always spelled Rufus’ surname with an “e” instead of
“o”. As we saw in the actual lease above, Rufus spelled his name with an “e”, and van Lear’s secretary,
who did the transcription transcribed it with an “e.”
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Note that van Lear’s secretary who transcribed the Dutch script read Rufus’ signature as Rufus Barten,
not Barton.
The next step was Arnold J. F. van Lear’s translation of the transcription.
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New York Historical Manuscripts: Dutch, Vol. II,
Register of the Provincial Secretary, 1642-1647, Translated by A.J.F. van Laer
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New York Historical Manuscripts: Dutch, Vol. II,
Register of the Provincial Secretary, 1642-1647, Translated by A.J.F. van Laer
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New York Historical Manuscripts: Dutch
Volumes GG, HH & H
Land Papers

[This land belonged to Domine Bogardus. It is the land leased to Rufus Barten. These patents were
issued in 1654 to replace or confirm those issued earlier. It was granted to Annetje Bogardus, because the
Domine had since passed away. This patent is shown in O’Callaghan’s Calendar on page 380, a part of
Book H.H., Part II. in the Calendar, it reads as follows:
“March 7, 1654. Patent. Anneje Bogardus, widow of rev. Everardus Bogardus;
42 morgens, 45 rods land by Hellgate, Long island (Newtown) . . . page 4.”]
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