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			PENGUIN CLASSICS

			THE SPY

			James Fenimore Cooper (1789-1851) was raised in the upstate New York village of Cooperstown, founded by his father, a self-made land developer and Federalist politician. After attending Yale, Cooper set himself for a naval career, but in 1811 he married and settled down to a life of expected ease. Within a decade, the collapse of the family fortune set him scrambling for support, and when his‘wife jokingly suggested that he write a novel, she pointed him toward a career that brought him international fame as well as economic independence. Following his unremarkable first book, Precaution (1820), he went on to write over four dozen works of fiction, travel, social commentary, political theory, and history. Among his most famous early books were his second novel, The Spy (1821), which was an immediate success, and the first three of the Leatherstocking Tales, The Pioneers (1823), The Last of the Mohicans (1826), and The Prairie (1827). Riding a tide of growing fame, in 1826 he took his family to Europe, garnering rich experience as well as a darkened view of human nature and political realities. His return to the United States in 1833 began a long and sometimes bitter argument with the American press and the American public, but the 1840s saw the return of his literary reputation as he produced seventeen new books, including such masterpieces as the two final Leatherstocking books, The Pathfinder (1840) and The Deerslayer (1841), as well as the colonial “Dutch” romance Satanstoe (1845). By the time of his death in 1851, “this great, robust-souled man,” as Herman Melville termed him, was widely recognized as the key figure in the establishment of American literature.
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			INTRODUCTION

			I

			Romantic novels — James Fenimore Cooper’s The Spy (1821) among them — often open with a solitary horseman following an uncertain route through a risky world. So do some historical episodes. On a cool autumn morning in 1780, one such rider made his way south through war-torn Westchester County, New York, with his own fate and that of the American rebellion in the balance. Maj. John André, adjutant general of the royal forces in New York City, was young, handsome, and well liked in the cultivated circles huddled around such British enclaves in North America. A poet and an actor of some talent, he excelled at contriving such things as the “Mischianza” (or “Medley”), the sumptuous public entertainment honoring Sir William Howe in Philadelphia on the resignation of that largely inept British commander in May 1778. Everything about the fete bespoke André’s impeccable taste, from the opening regatta on the Delaware to the elaborate temporary buildings, including a grand dining salon, erected for the evening on shore. Music poured from army bands as soldiers passed in chivalric costume. For the ball that followed the feast, the ladies wore medieval garb André himself had designed, giving William Penn’s sober city an decidedly un-Quaker appearance. Quakers themselves found the whole affair shameful, and even some of the British command thought it weakened the reputation of British arms. Loyalist Thomas Jones, later exiled in England, called it a “ridiculous farce,” adding that if Howe were to be fairly rewarded for his “services” in America, an execution would have been more in order.

			Dashing and witty, John André hardly shared Jones’s view of life as a morality play. Despite his early capture during the American attack on Canada in 1775, he seemed to spend his time during the Revolution avoiding its nastiness — and its philosophical depths. His satiric poem called “The Cow Chace,” appearing in print just as he took his Westchester ride, betrays not the slightest interest in ideology while painting the American general Anthony Wayne (in peacetime, a leather tanner) as a mock-hero who chases much-needed cattle rather than redcoats across the New Jersey countryside:

			
				To drive the kine one summer’s morn

				The Tanner took his way;

				The calf shall me, that is unborn,

				The jumbling of that day.

			

			Within the frame of such witty evasions, John André seemed the least dangerous of His Majesty’s officers. His dalliance, however, veiled a more serious theatricality. For siome time prior to his 178O ride, he had been corresponding with an American general — in code, with special inks — about the latter’s offer to betray America for cash and a suitable British commission. Benedict Arnold made an odd gambling partner for suave André. A brilliant field commander twice seriously wounded, Arnold was mercurial, hotheaded, and ambitious. He could offer Britain his flawed talents, as well as — hence Andréws ride — the crucial American stronghold of West Point, of which Arnold was commander. As André neared the bridge at Tarrytown after a secret meeting with Arnold, he carried in his boots documents detailing American positions on the Hudson. He originally had intended to return on the British sloop that had brought him upriver, but that plan had fallen through. Dressed in a rough countryman’s coat and travelling as American agent “John Anderson,” he struck out overland, playing the riskiest theatrical role of his life. It was also to be his last.

			
				Solitary horsemen, in novels if not in life, often pass unseen. John André had no such luck. As he approached the bridge over a small brook, he was observed by three American militiamen lying in wait. Tory “Cow-boys,” so called because they, too, foraged for American beef, had been out overnight; now American partisans (some were called “Skinners” because they’d steal the skin off anybody and anything) were hunting Tory stragglers. Bitterly contested by British forces in New York City and Americans up the Hudson, Westchester’s “Neutral Ground” was overrun with such irregular troops and freebooters. Nominally devoted to a cause, many raiders fought only for material advantage and at times even collaborated, forcing those caught in the middle to hide behind masks of their own. Timothy Dwight, stationed in Westchester late in 1777, found a population so demoralized that people displayed apathetic countenances and behaved with an odd combination of incivility and compliance.

			The “three simple peasants” who watched André approach — so Washington’s aide-de-camp Alexander Hamilton called them — knew this landscape well. Like many of their neighbors, they looked on the world with a necessary opportunism. Perhaps from the expert way the ill-dressed but well-booted horseman sat and rode his fine steed, he struck them as promising. The sophisticated André, out of his depth in Westchester, was an easy mark for them. As he neared the bridge, he apparently thought himself within the lines of British control, and as the others stepped out with their muskets he incautiously asked them if they belonged to the “lower” — that is, the British — party. When one of them assented, André took the bait, informing them he was a British officer “on business of importance” and was not to be detained.

			One of the three, recently escaped from a British prison in New York City (the scavenged green-and-red German sharpshooter’s jacket he wore may have prompted Andréws blunder), had entered the war after a Tory attack on his family’s modest farm. A second had been so severely frostbitten during the 1775-76 campaign against Canada that he now could serve only in the local militia, while the third, a resident in the heart of the Neutral Ground throughout the war, knew all about plundering. At this point, the three understandably saw André only as a plausible victim. When he held out his officer’s watch, certain it would prove his claims, they took it as booty and ordered him to dismount. Major André saw his mistake and with a kind of foolish desperation tried to change his story, claiming he was a Patriot travelling under an American general’s pass. Unimpressed, they asked him for his money, and when he said he had none they searched him. Looking for concealed valuables, they pulled off his boots but found only the ultimately damning papers.

			Thinking he knew their game but actually revealing his own, André began hinting of rewards if they delivered him to the British lines. Bribes might have interested them; British traps didn’t. He suggested alternatives, but in this world of masquerade how valuable was the word of a British officer who had already lied to them twice? Besides, booty wasn’t their only motive. Later, they said the talk about plunder and bribes had been a further trap for André, who deepened the dye of his guilt with each new effort to escape. In any case, what they did next is what has mattered ever since: they took him prisoner to the nearest American post.

			
				André, wearing the civilian garb dictated by Arnold, carrying the documents Arnold insisted he carry, and using the false name Arnold gave him, was convicted of espionage and within two weeks had been hanged. Arnold, alerted to the collapse of his scheme, barely escaped the clutches of Washington and fled down the Hudson on André’s aptly named sloop, the Vulture. He was quickly heaped with opprobrium, but his escape from the hanging he deserved made mere verbal abuse of Arnold unsatisfying. André, by contrast, had faced his execution gallantly, showing a sense of honor that mightily impressed many Americans. The unfortunate André died; the ambitious Arnold festered.

			II

			John André kept dying in American literature from 178O on. Joel Barlow, who witnessed the execution, wrote a letter to his fiancee in which he rued a hero’s death rather than celebrating an enemy’s. Philip Freneau began a drama on the theme almost immediately; William Dunlap finished his tragedy called André in 1798, produced it, and published it then, and in 1803 produced a more politic version called The Glory of Columbia Her Yeomanry!, which, with its reenactment of André’s capture and execution — and a rousing finale representing the defeat of Cornwallis at Yorktown — was to become standard Fourth of July fare. But the most intriguing literary response to André, an 1821 novel called The Spy, concerned the British major only indirectly. This second book by literary newcomer James Cooper (as he was still called then, before he legally assumed his mother’s maiden name, Feni more, as part of his own) emerged from a constellation of other literary texts, but its real inspiration lay in the longing of Cooper’s period to reclaim the fading era of the country’s origins.

			Born into the family of merchant, land developer, and Federalist politician Judge William Cooper in 1789, James Cooper typified that longing. Too young to remember the Revolution except as it echoed in the scenes he saw and tales he heard, he was raised in affluence in the half-genteel, half-awkward frontier village his father had founded on the shores of New York’s Lake Otsego right after the war. James went to school in Albany with the offspring of the Van Rensselaers and the Jays, before, as an overprepared but immature thirteen-year-old, he entered Yale in 1803. The bright, outgoing, gray-eyed boy used his ample free time the way his older brother William had at Princeton a few years earlier: he spent a good deal of his father’s money (especially on shoes and boots and coats), got into scrapes, and, in 1805, was expelled. After about a year back under his father’s watchful eye in Cooperstown, the young man went to sea, sailing on a merchantman to England and then passing around the Mediterranean before, back home in 1807, he set himself for a career in the U.S. Navy.

			Like much else in the young man’s life, that career did not last. In an era of big naval engagements — such as Admiral Horatio Nelson’s victory over the French and Spanish fleets off Trafalgar in 1805 — Cooper looked to the navy for adventure but found little of it at his frontier posting on Lake Ontario or his recruiting work in New York City. When a young lady named Susan Augusta De Lancey accepted his marriage proposal but demanded he resign his midshipman’s warrant, James Cooper may have been happy for the excuse. Owing to the death of his father barely a year before he and Susan married in January 1811, he now looked forward to a happy existence passed among Susan’s kin in Westchester and his own in Cooperstown, comfortably supported by his inheritance from Judge Cooper.

			James Cooper would have had few stories to tell had the future been more obliging. Between 1813 and 1819, however, his four older brothers all died, none of them having reached forty. All told, they left behind some seventeen children, who, as the family continued to atrophy, became more and more James’s responsibility. Worse yet, the unsettled estate of Judge Cooper was burdened with a mass of debts traceable to the extravagant living and bad judgment of the heirs, a poor economy — and, as it turned out, the tangled affairs of Judge Cooper himself. Although he became the judge’s executor after 1819, the deepening devastation left James Cooper so shaken that, as massive sales of family assets were held in Cooperstown to cover debts, he completely avoided the village and his expensive, unfinished mansion there. He stayed in Westchester and then, following an argument with the De Lan ceys that sprang from his financial woes, moved Susan and their four children to rented quarters in New York City in the fall of 1822.

			
				By that point, Cooper had turned to several expedients in order to stave off financial disaster. He had purchased a whaleship, the Union, in the hope that its profits might help, though the debts he acquired through that risky venture in fact cost him more property in the long run, including the unfinished Cooperstown mansion. The pressures created health problems that were to plague Cooper for the rest of his life, but they also made his inherently conservative temperament more venturesome — helping to account for his 182O turn toward literature, from which no American then was making a living. The often-told story of how he wrote his Anglo-centric first book, Precaution (1820), on a dare from his wife obscures the role that economic necessity played in virtually all Cooper did in that period. Cooper risked further scarce resources on the book, which was printed at his own expense and was merely distributed by its “publisher,” any profits being wholly reserved to its author. The experience could hardly have cheered Cooper, since the book made no splash, but widely circulating news reports of Walter Scott’s fantastic profits from his fiction may have led Cooper to risk more resources on a second book, the historical plot of which was more nearly in Scott’s successful manner. Set in America and concerned with American life, The Spy: A Tale of the Neutral Ground was begun even before Precaution appeared, and when published late in 1821 met with warm applause, quickly ran through several printings, and brought Cooper sizable returns. Soon adapted for the theater, it launched Cooper unambiguously on a new career that was to bring him financial security, personal satisfaction, and international fame.

			III

			Why was this first American historical novel a tale about the Revolution? For Cooper’s generation the War for Independence was the defining historical premise of their own era, but most Americans alive in 182O had been born after 1783, and as those who had lived through the Revolution passed on — most ominous were the deaths of John Adams and Thomas Jefferson on July 4, 1826 — this crucial event seemed increasingly remote. Americans longed to recover the Revolution, but where were the memories that could help them do so? In some sense, as I think the case of The Spy demonstrates, those memories were not so much recalled as invented.

			Cooper obviously had no personal recollections of the war or its immediate aftermath, and only a few family stories to fall back on. His father had seen no service during the Revolution, and from one uncle who had, the novelist could recall in 1846 only a few vague stories — the most vivid being “a humorous account … of the manner in which his regiment retreated from the battle of Brandywine.” Such antiheroic fare was a slim family inheritance for the author who was to contribute so much to the popular memory of the Revolution.

			More important was Cooper’s collateral inheritance, as it were, from the Westchester family of his wife, Susan. Though of American birth, De Lancey men had long served as British officers, providing Cooper a fund of battle anecdotes, some with pointed urgency. Susan was the daughter, after all, of a British officer from Westchester who had served against the Americans — including Cooper’s uncle James — at Brandywine, among other places. John Peter De Lancey left the country during the war and managed to return after 1783 only by renouncing his royal commission and re-Americanizing himself. De Lancey clearly told Cooper many tales of his service — in 1831 Cooper published a detailed anecdote about Washington at the battle of Brandywine that he “often [had] heard Mr. De Lancey relate” — and, more important, De Lancey conveyed to him a sense of the “delicate situation” that someone who had “served against his native country,” as Cooper put it, continued to occupy well after the peace. Part of Cooper’s deep interest in his wife’s family in later years stemmed from his desire to remove that “delicacy,” rehabilitating what in 1778 New York’s governor, Gen. George Clinton, had called the “very bad name” of the Loyalist De Lanceys. This theme of Loyalism is one I want to return to later.

			
				Susan Cooper’s mother, Elizabeth Floyd, was connected to several prominent Patriots, including a signer of the Declaration of Independence, but as the daughter of Loyalist Col. Richard Floyd, who in 1783 had abandoned his American property and fled to Nova Scotia, she could add her own poignant tales to those of the De Lanceys. In 1781, she had gone into exile in England with her Loyalist uncle Thomas Jones (the man who wished Howe had been executed rather than feted in Philadelphia), while in 1777 she had been bodily attacked when a Patriot party invaded and burned a Loyalist mansion in Manhattan. In the latter instance, which may have served Cooper as the model for the burning of the Wharton house, the Locusts, in The Spy, she had managed to escape only by fleeing and hiding overnight with her sister in a nearby marsh.

			
				Susan Cooper’s family included many other prominent Loyalists, among them Oliver De Lancey the younger, a close associate of André’s who helped mount the “Mischianza” and, after André’s execution, succeeded him as adjutant general of Sir Henry Clinton’s forces in New York. Then there was the most intriguing of the whole clan, Col. James De Lancey, who (as Cooper himself remarked in 1844) “commanded the corps which got the sobriquet of the Cow-Boys.” Mentioned at several junctures in The Spy, Colonel De Lancey was a figure of considerable notoriety in Westchester, where he had served as high sheriff, the most powerful local official, prior to the war.

			Wherever Cooper looked or wandered in his wife’s home county, the tales of her unfortunate family richly covered the ground. Especially significant in this Loyalist lore was the reminder that the Revolution had been a civil war, as well as a revolt against foreign authority, and that among its losers were many Americans, not just the Crown. The prominence of Loyalism as a theme in all of Cooper’s Revolutionary tales (and thus in the novelistic tradition he founded) sprang from the sympathy with which he listened to the tales of this losing side, a sympathy all the more remarkable because it anticipated by two decades the pioneering work of historian Lorenzo Sabine, whose first volume on the Loyalists, published in 1847, Cooper in fact corrected in several letters to the press.

			
				Beyond the De Lancey lore, Westchester contributed other memories Cooper deployed in The Spy. Living there from 1811 to 1813 and then again from 1817 until 1822, including the period when he wrote the novel, he developed an intimate acquaintance with the Neutral Ground and in fact chose as the novel’s setting the area on Long Island Sound where the remaining De Lanceys and his own family then lived. It was a neighborhood, Cooper’s daughter Susan later recalled, full of Revolutionary survivors, from Cooper’s coachman, Sam Brimmer, the son of a Hessian soldier, to the nearby farmers Cooper invited to his home or, once he had decided to write The Spy, visited on their own ground. Such men often “[fought] the country battles over with fresh interest,” Susan remembered, dwelling on the “countless deeds of violence, more or less flagrant, … of Cow-boy and Skinner” that they had witnessed or suffered — or perhaps committed. While making improvements at his Westchester farm, Angevine, Cooper similarly found that several of his workers had been in the war, and he keenly listened as, working side by side, they shared their recollections with him. The torturous experience of Westchester during the Revolution had deposited a thick layer of such memories on this ground, and, like the tales of the De Lanceys, those of local farmers and laborers tutored Cooper in the war’s lingering traces.

			IV

			All these memories provided texture and substance for The Spy, but the motivating impulse came from another crucial Westchester source. Cooper’s sense of the county derived mostly from his De Lancey ties, yet in one particular it predated his marriage to Susan. As a young boy from Cooperstown sent in 1801 to that Albany school, he had become close to fellow student William Jay, a Westchester boy who likewise went on to Yale and was to remain Cooper’s lifelong friend. Jay was, of course, the son of John Jay, an associate of Cooper’s father in New York Federalist politics and a monumental figure in state and national affairs. New York’s chief justice in the 1770s and its governor in the 1790s, Jay represented New York in the first and second Continental Congresses, and served as president of Congress in 1778 before beginning a diplomatic career that led him to Spain in the late 1770s and then to Paris for the peace negotiations with Britain in 1782. After coauthoring The Federalist Papers, he served as first chief justice of the U.S. Supreme Court. At the time of James Cooper’s first acquaintance with Jay’s son, Jay had retired to his country estate at Bedford, where he died in 1829.

			
				Although there is no clear evidence that Cooper visited Bedford during his school days in Albany or his time at Yale, the portrait of Corny Littlepage’s Westchester boyhood in the late novel Sa tanstoe (1845) suggests that Cooper had scanned that landscape with his own youthful eyes long before they first fell on Susan De Lancey. Indeed, it must have been through the Jays that Cooper met Susan in the first place; Jay was not only intimate with Susan’s family but was related by blood, and both families shared a Huguenot cultural heritage. Even if Cooper met the De Lanceys on his own, once allied to them his ties with the Jay household were themselves doubled or tripled. No longer simply young William Jay’s close friend from upstate, he was a neighbor and a member of the larger family. After James and Susan moved back to Westchester from Cooperstown in the summer of 1817, the Jay household became a nodal point in the Coopers’ social life there. At the Jay home, for instance, Cooper read the Precaution manuscript out loud, waiting to see whether it would pass muster; only when the Jays approved did he proceed to publish it. But the Jays also served Cooper’s muse in more substantial ways. The Jays had escaped from the advancing British early in the war, and Cooper based a key episode in The Spy, the retreat of the Whar tons to Fishkill, on their flight to that town. Furthermore, John Jay’s penchant for regaling his visitors with Revolutionary tales was legendary. Cooper himself recalled in an 1828 sketch of Jay that the statesman spoke to his many visitors with “clearness, simplicity, modesty and discretion” about the war, and for this one visitor Jay’s memories offered a special gift — in effect, the basic outline of Cooper’s first American novel. And that outline will lead us back, in the end, to that solitary horseman of September 1780.

			
				In his introduction to the revised edition of The Spy, published in London in 1831, Cooper confessed: “Many years since, the writer of these volumes was at the residence of an illustrious man, who was remarkable for [his selfless services] during the darkest days of the American revolution.… The discourse turned upon the effects which great political excitement produced on character, and the purifying consequences of love of country, when that sentiment is powerfully awakened in a people.” Cooper’s host emphasized how the nation’s “great struggle” had suppressed selfish motives in favor of higher ones, and he drove home his point by telling an anecdote about the heroic sacrifices of an ordinary man caught up in the war. When Britain sought to exploit divisions among the Americans by raising Loyalist troops, a special secret committee was appointed for countering the effort: “Of this committee,” Cooper added, “Mr. — — , the narrator of the anecdote, was the chairman.” Cooper never named his source, but it clearly was John Jay, who had served in the summer of 1776 on the New York provincial Committee to Detect Conspiracies, and, following the adoption of the Declaration of Independence, on the state Committee for Detecting and Defeating Conspiracies, of which in 1777 he was chair. Cooper’s daughter Susan confirmed this identification in retelling his story about the “anecdote.”

			Part of Jay’s responsibility as a member of the New York committees was to run an espionage network. His story concerned a secret agent, described by Cooper as “poor, ignorant so far as the usual instruction went, but cool, shrewd, and fearless by nature,” whose job was to locate British agents covertly recruiting for the Crown. Masquerading as a Royalist, he would ferret out the names of actual Tories and details about their planned meetings, appear eager to enlist, and linger among them until the committee’s troops could move in. Because concealing his actual sympathies was crucial for his success, all but a few highly placed Patriots such as Jay thought he was “a bold and inveterate Tory,” and on several occasions he was himself arrested and had to escape or be secretly freed. Through all this risk, Cooper stressed, the man was motivated solely by commitment to the cause; when Jay, on the eve of his Spanish mission in 1779, sought to pay him, he refused with these words: “The country has need of all its means … and as for myself, I can work, or gain a livelihood in various ways.” Cooper added, “Persuasion was useless, for Patriotism was uppermost in the heart of this remarkable individual.” Jay departed from their secret meeting with “a deep respect for the man who had so long hazarded his life, unrequited, for the cause they served in common.”

			In 1831, Cooper said that, having “chose[n] Patriotism for [the] theme” of the novel, Jay’s spy recurred to him as that theme’s “best illustration.” But there is more to the story. When Jay told about the Westchester spy it was to illustrate a larger point, stated by Cooper as follows: “There is a purity in real Patriotism which elevates its subject above all the grosser motives of selfishness.” Jay was speaking of the effect of Patriotism not on gentlemen such as himself but rather on the “multitudes whose time had formerly been engrossed by the most vulgar concerns of life.” This topic concerned Jay as his son and Cooper gathered with others on the veranda at Bedford, because, I would argue, the undated gathering in fact took place in the summer of 1817, the summer Cooper returned to Westchester from Cooperstown — and the summer when a bitter public debate about the André affair, specifically about his captors and their motives, was echoing in the public press and the public mind.

			V

			John Paulding, Isaac Van Wart, and David Williams, the “three simple peasants” of Hamilton, had been treated as heroes almost immediately in 1780. Congress gave them pensions and instructed Washington to present them with silver medals for their resistance to André’s offered bribes. New York gave each of them a farm. But the captors’ later fate, historian Robert E. Cray, Jr., has argued, was not uniformly smooth. Early in 1817, the ailing John Paulding, the captor who had worn the German military coat, petitioned Congress for an increased pension. At the time, no general pension program existed for veterans of the regular army, let alone state and local militiamen such as Paulding. When Paul-ding’s petition came before Congress, supporters cited the captor’s Patriotism, while opponents thought it unfair to give more aid to even so meritorious a man while so many other deserving veterans had been completely unsupported since the war. The argument against Paulding, however, took a sudden personal turn when congressman and Revolutionary veteran Benjamin Tall madge of Connecticut bitterly condemned all three captors as unprincipled freebooters who would have sold the country had André been carrying the cash they demanded. Had he himself met the three in 1780, Tallmadge continued, he would have arrested them as soon as André.

			
				Astonishing as these statements were, Tallmadge in fact knew a good deal about the case. When André had been taken but had not yet confessed or divulged his real identity, it was Tallmadge, Washington’s chief of espionage, who first became suspicious of Arnold’s involvement. He convinced a superior officer it would be a mistake to send André on to Arnold, as André had requested, or even to alert Arnold that his supposed agent “Jbhn Anderson” had been detained. André, already on his way to Arnold under guard, was successfully recalled, but the letter to Arnold was allowed to go forward against Tallmadge’s advice, thus allowing Arnold’s escape. Vigilant and shrewd enough to quickly grasp the nature of André’s deeds, Tallmadge nonetheless succumbed to a common illusion among the American officer corps regarding André’s essential character. As he guarded André and discussed the affair with him in the days prior to the hanging, he fell under André’s spell, seeing him as the epitome of genteel honor. When he attacked Paulding and the other captors in Congress in 1817, Tallmadge drew on memories still colored — perhaps even more colored — by this fundamental illusion, granting the convicted spy a credibility and dignity the congressman would not concede to André’s common captors. As Robert E. Cray, Jr., asserts, Tall madge’s bitter assault on the character of the captors in 1817 drew a sharp class line through Revolutionary memory. André had sought America’s defeat by invidious means; as a result, when he asked to be shot as a gentleman and an officer rather than hanged as a common spy, Washington had denied the request. Yet André remained for Tallmadge a far worthier figure than Paulding, and Tallmadge was hardly alone. Hence Timothy Dwight’s comment on André and his American champions: “Perhaps no person in the like circumstances was ever more lamented by those whose prime interests he had attempted to destroy.”

			
				Although many congressmen found Tallmadge’s attack intemperate, it contributed to the denial of Paulding’s petition, and it continued to echo in the press through the rest of 1817. Surely in response to the controversy, dramatist William Dunlap published for the first time in May of that year the 1803 reworking of his André, a reworking that radically shifted the focus from the spy’s noble suffering to the staunch Patriotism of his “yeoman” captors, who had not even been mentioned in the original play. More important, in August, New York judge Egbert Benson, who had served in Westchester during the war as a member of the New York Committee for Detecting and Defeating Conspiracies, published a Vindication of the Captors of Major André. Reprinting the original documents of the André trial, press accounts of the Tallmadge debate, and new depositions from the captors, Benson ended with a classic jurist’s attack that doggedly pursued Tallmadge point by point, weighing probabilities and stressing the moral ambiguity of human action. Tallmadge, relying on André’s comments to him almost forty years before, had accused the captors of robbery, implying that the pensions they had enjoyed ever since constituted a secondary theft from the public purse. Benson replied that deeds are to be judged by their confirmable consequences, not their often unknowable motives; the captors had produced a substantial, perhaps critical benefit for the nation at large, whatever their original motives may have been. Furthermore, even if they had robbed André, as Tallmadge claimed André had said, André had not reported the robbery to the American command when he was first in custody and his captors were still present and accountable. Besides, Benson stressed in an even more situa tional argument, André was an enemy on his way to the British lines; it was arguably “rightful” for the three Patriots detaining him in that environment to confiscate his property.

			Not content with recalling the moral ambiguity of the war — especially in Westchester — Egbert Benson turned his moral microscope on Tallmadge. The latter, though in the vicinity when George Washington presented the silver medals ordered by Congress to the captors in 1781, had said nothing of André’s charges or his own suspicions. When Alexander Hamilton’s letter of 178O was published twenty years afterward, surely Tallmadge had read Hamilton’s description of the “virtue and … honest sense of their duty” exhibited by the captors and his prediction that “posterity will repeat with reverence the names of Van Wart, Paulding, and Williams” — but Tallmadge had not raised his voice. Tallmadge had sat in Congress almost twenty years, Benson continued, charged with the duty of overseeing public expenditures and detecting frauds, but as the three captors kept receiving pension payments, Tallmadge continued “PASSIVE and SILENT,” even though he now said those pensions should never have been granted. Having maneuvered the question around so that the gun of suspicion pointed at Tallmadge, Benson pulled the trigger:

			“One word more; — surely there never was an instance of such total disregard of what others may feel and suffer, and for a purpose so utterly, utterly trivial. — Let this suffice.” Tallmadge, having sought to convict the captors of pure selfishness, now stood convicted of it himself.

			The Paulding-Tallmadge-Benson dispute focused attention on the role of class distinctions in Revolutionary memory. According to widely accepted genteel formulations, ordinary citizens were either directed by “great” leaders — their social betters, who were moved by ideas and principles — or were motivated by the crassest of material appetites, in which case they quickly degenerated into “mobs.” When Thomas Gage, British commander in North America in 1765, sought to summarize recent events, he wrote that the “Boston Mob” was first roused “by the instigation of many of the principal inhabitants,” but then, “allured by plunder, rose shortly after of their own accord, [and] attacked, robbed, and destroyed, several houses.” Benjamin Tallmadge applied the same basic dichotomy to the André case — because the major’s captors were “peasants,” in other words, they were incapable of acting on principle. They arrested André, not because they suspected him of espionage, but rather because they came to the conclusion that an American reward was a safer bet than a British bribe. In pushing this view, Tallmadge ignored the obvious contradictions — André had not only tried to bribe the three militia men; he had actually bribed an American general, Benedict Arnold. And that general, regardless of his rank in the army or society, had succumbed to the basest of appetites. Tallmadge also should have had better insights into the nature of Westchester’s Revolution. The complex political and emotional culture of the area made most human action resistant to simplistic moral inquiry, as Egbert Ben-son, who knew the area better, understood.

			Given the emphasis of John Jay’s anecdote on the contrast between greed and selfless heroism among ordinary Patriots, it seems all hut certain that his memories of the Westchester “spy” were triggered by the 1817 debate about André and his captors. Like his close friend Egbert Benson, Jay knew well what the Revolution had cost his native Westchester and its people; he must have told the tale with enough force that it burned itself into young Cooper’s own memory, where it retained its clarity as he began to shape a work of the historical imagination from his fund of tales about the war-torn landscape of his new home. That Benjamin Tallmadge was related through marriage to Cooper’s wife, Susan — he had married her Patriot cousin Mary Floyd in 1784 — conceivably gave the dispute an added interest, as did the fact that Egbert Benson was a political and business associate of the Cooper family and an acquaintance of Cooper himself. But it was the image of an ordinary man scorning money and serving the nation despite the stinging condemnations of his fellow Patriots that gave the anecdote its real prominence in Cooper’s memory. The spy’s story was not just a memory of the Revolution — potentially it was a revolutionary memory, a tale aimed at revolutionizing how the present viewed the very character of the Revolution and the society the Revolution was even then producing. Cooper didn’t just add Jay’s story to the others he had gathered. Instead, he incorporated Jay’s concerns into the heart of his novel, centering it on the heroic sacrifices of the peddler Harvey Birch, whom every Patriot in the novel but one — Washington — wrongly views as a miserable, self-serving parasite selling information to the British commander in New York City in return for British gold. Indeed, even Washington mistakes his man. The book’s climactic scene thus occurs in chapter thirty-four, when Washington offers Birch the gold he thinks the spy has earned — and expects — only to have Birch scorn the offer and reveal that the same love of country has motivated both of them. The scene is, among other things, a parable of American equality.

			VI

			The same theme organizes much of the action from the opening formula on: “It was near the close of the year 1780, that a solitary traveller was seen pursuing his way through one of the numerous little valleys of West-Chester.” Wind and rain, combined with the coming darkness and the mysterious look of the shrouded figure, suggest an ominous note. In a book so circumstantially connected with the André case, which is mentioned with rhythmic regularity throughout, a shrouded horseman betraying what Cooper calls “doubtful character” does not bode well. That this particular traveller ultimately is revealed as George Washington does not detract from Cooper’s insistence that we view even this supreme Patriot, disguised in civilian clothes and using an alias, as a potentially ambiguous figure we might well confuse with André himself. Neither gentility nor obscurity have fixed political meaning in this world — or, Cooper was suggesting, in 1820s America. People are to be judged by their actions, not their words or status or reputations. In the course of the novel, even Washington’s actions temporarily seem to contradict his solemn statements.

			
				In a lengthy retelling of the André story in Notions of the Americans (1828), Cooper stressed that André had been seized by “three young American farmers, who according to the usage of the Country were [lying] in ambush to await the passage of any small party of the British, or of [the Tories], who might chance to come that way.” Cooper did not, that is, conceal their predatory purposes. But he also stressed that the three “displayed much more sagacity than the British Officer himself,” and “adroitly” parried his inquiries, adding that, although “the English were known to pay well and to possess the means of bribing high, these young yeomen were true to the sacred cause of their Country.” At the point in the novel when one of the Skinners asks the staunch Patriot, Captain Lawton, a key question — “Don’t you think Paulding’s party were fools in not letting the royal adjutant-general escape?” — Cooper in 1831 added the following footnote:

			“André, it is well known, was arrested by three countrymen, who were on the look-out for predatory parties of the enemy.… The disinterested manner in which they refused the offers of their captive is matter of history.”

			
				In The Spy, the prevailing view of Harvey Birch is that he is André’s crass double. But in Cooper’s imagination, and at last in the book’s plot, his moral parallel is not André but André’s three common American captors. Virtually each mention of André in the novel, by contrast, underscores not the gentility or genius or “unfortunate” fate of the executed spy but rather his low attempt to defeat America through bribery: even old Mr. Wharton, closet Loyalist that he is, remarks that when men like André “lend themselves to the purposes of fraud,” external appearances and social status are bound to deceive. As Harvey Birch’s character rises, André’s accordingly falls. Birch even rescues — morally as well as in the plot — British captain Henry Wharton, who, disguised so he can visit his American family in the Neutral Ground, is thus technically himself a spy. Because Birch knows Wharton is acting on the most innocent of motives, motives that seem to spring from his American nativity (and more deeply, perhaps, from his imaginative alliance with the De Lanceys), Wharton will be redeemed by Birch — and his ally Washington — from his own perilous links to André. The Republic, then or now, Cooper was arguing, was finally safe not merely because great men guided it, but because the Revolution liberated the extraordinary potential of ordinary individuals like Birch. Thus Cooper answered Benjamin Tall madge.

			There is an additional underscoring of this theme in a story relayed through Cooper’s daughter Susan about how one of Cooper’s friends read the popular novel in 1821:

			
				The writer was walking in Broadway, when he saw a gentleman, well known to him, cross the street, and advance to meet him; it was a prominent merchant, a man of money, very well known in Wall street. He came on a friendly errand, to congratulate his acquaintance on the new book and its success. Lavish in his praise, the merchant told of sitting up through the night to finish the story. “My friend Harvey is much obliged to you,” was Cooper’s response. Then the merchant hesitated: “I have one criticism to make, however.… [T]he character of Harvey is excellent in most regards — but there lies the difficulty — … you have given the man no motive! … Just look at the facts. Here is a man getting into all kinds of scrapes, running his neck into the noose, of his own accord, and where, pray, is his motive? I thought he would be well paid for his services — but just as I expected to see it all made clear as day, he refuses to take the gold General Washington offers him. There was your great mistake — you should have given Harvey some motive!”

			

			The merchant’s obtuse misreading of Cooper’s Revolutionary tale makes it precisely clear why such memories were of vital importance for the early Republic.

			VII

			Cooper’s book spurred a further revealing response. It must have been in the fall of 1827, some months after Cooper had left America for a long stay in Europe, that a man by the name of H. L. Barnum chanced to speak with a Westchester “gentleman” who he claimed was well known to Cooper, and who — “on the authority of Mr. Cooper himself,” Barnum said — confided that the fictional hero of The Spy was derived from the experiences of one Enoch Crosby, a Hudson Valley resident Barnum proceeded to locate and speak with. Not long after, when Crosby was in New York City to testify in a court case unrelated to his conversations with Barnum, he was recognized by an old acquaintance and introduced to the courtroom crowd as “the original Harvey Birch of Mr. Cooper’s ‘Spy.’ ” When a story about this chance event appeared in the papers, the manager of the La Fayette Theatre, where Charles P. Clinch’s 1822 stage version of Cooper’s story was being performed, invited Crosby to attend. When his acceptancce of the invitation was in turn publicized in the papers, a large crowd came to the performance and gave Crosby “several rounds of applause.” On Barnum’s first visit to Crosby’s home, Crosby had not heard of Cooper’s book, let alone read it; but at the theater, Crosby told Barnum, he became “much interested in the performance, and readily admitted, that some of the incidents resembled transactions in which he himself had been an actor in ‘olden time,’ on ‘the Neutral Ground.’ ”

			
				His business in New York ended, Crosby published dutiful thanks to all in New York’s Journal of Commerce and exited back to the obscurity of his Hudson Valley home, though not for long. Barnum’s sense of the market for Crosby’s tale was so keen that after persistent efforts he managed to interview Crosby and a year later published The Spy Unmasked; or Memoirs of Enoch Crosby, alias Harvey Birch, the Hero of Mr. Cooper’s Tale of the Neutral Ground. This book, the most prominent of several attempts from the 1820s until the present to pin Cooper’s fictional spy down to a specific historical prototype, did not immediately cross paths with Cooper, then in France. In the 1831 introduction to his novel, a bemused Cooper acknowledged that he knew of “several accounts of different persons who are supposed to have been in the author’s mind while writing the book.” He replied simply that Jay (again, not named) had not told him the identity of the spy, and as there were many such agents at work in the area it was not possible to know who was intended. That he now inserted the long story about Jay’s anecdote, though, suggests that he took the controversy about Birch’s “real” identity somewhat more seriously than he avowed. As late as 1850, the year before he died, Cooper claimed never to have seen Barnum’s book, let alone read it: “I know nothing of such a man as Enoch Crosby, never having heard his name, until I saw it coupled with the character of the Spy, after my return from Europe [in 1833].” In his final introduction to the book, prepared in 1849, Cooper repeated his 1831 version of the Jay story, introducing it with the simple statement, “The author has often been asked if there were any foundation in real life, for the delineation of the principal character in this book.”

			
				But the Barnum-Crosby historicalization of the novel would not go away; nor would the debate, which continues to this day, about whether Cooper drew on Crosby’s experiences, via Jay’s anonymous anecdote, when he wrote his book. The controversy matters, I think, because in some sense Cooper’s novel validated the memories of men like Crosby whether or not it drew directly or indirectly on the experience of any particular soldier. And that validation was of a piece, I think, with Cooper’s intent when he decided, in 1820, to base his first American tale, not on the heroics of an officer like Washington or the espionage of a “gentleman” like André, but on the unacknowledged, perilous, crucial services of a common Patriot active behind the scenes. In point of fact, secret records since published almost certainly establish that Crosby was the man about whom Jay spoke, though there is very little in the divulged experience of Crosby that Cooper actually borrowed. This is partly because Cooper set his story — in order to engage the whole question of André in the oblique manner he did — in 1780, whereas Crosby’s espionage service was over by 1778, after which he served in the Continental army. The particulars of Crosby’s service would not have been relevant to a story set in the same landscape two-and-a-half years later.

			
				If in an odd way it was the idea of Crosby’s selfless service in the war that first stimulated the production of Cooper’s fiction, it was in turn the popularity of the novel that stimulated the rescue of Crosby’s own story. Had there been no novel, there would have been no divulgence from that Westchester gentleman to Bar num, no applause in the courtroom or hurrahs at the La Fayette Theatre, no newspaper stories, no second interview, and no Spy Unmasked. In rescuing Crosby’s story as he indirectly did. Cooper helped create a place, not just for Crosby and his story, but also for the many other veterans’ memoirs that began to pour from the presses of the country in that very decade. The novel suggested by its very design that common people were worth listening to, a point not evident at the time, and in this sense Harvey Birch, whatever his ties to the Neutral Ground of Westchester’s war, owed more to the political landscape of Cooper’s own America. The campaign in which Birch served was the one being fought as the nation came to terms with the legacy and implications of the Revolution.

			
				Not surprisingly, what Cooper learned in writing this book stayed with him in the future. His next novel. The Pioneers, began with his own dearest memories of Cooperstown, but neither the landholding Judge Temple nor the courtly young Effingham is its main character — much as The Spy (so Cooper’s conversation with his merchant friend reminds us) includes but is not centered on General Washington, Capt. Henry Wharton, Maj. Peyton Dun woodie, or Capt. John Lawton. In The Pioneers, the hero is the unlettered frontiersman Natty Bumppo, Birch’s legatee, whose first defining act in the novel is to wipe his nose ungenteelly on his sleeve (just as Harvey Birch in the first edition of The Spy spews tobacco juice), but who will come to indict America for its crass materialism, and whose imprisonment, even if legal, is as unjust as Harvey’s. Leatherstocking, the first great common man in American literature, owed to the American Revolution in this oblique way the very fact of his existence. Even though changes in Cooper’s political perspective in the 1830s at times made him act like a genteel crank rather than the open-handed democrat he aspired to become in the 1820s, he continued to elaborate Leatherstocking’s saga even into the 1840s, deepening his complex portrait of the ordinary American. Revolutionary in its own way, that portrait imported into art the principles Cooper came to see as the lesson of the war he was himself too young to actually remember, the war he first sought to reimagine in his “tale of the Neutral Ground.”

			VIII

			The Spy owed its particulars to the emerging story lines of American memory but its narrative shape to Sir Walter Scott. Scott’s example was so formative because Cooper came to fiction at a time when the term “American novel” was itself a novelty, and aside from the hints he grudgingly credited to Charles Brockden Brown, he found little help among the mere hundred works of prose fiction that had been written by Americans in the past half century. How crucial Cooper’s intervention in this weak tradition proved to be, the record of the next decade alone suggests: a hundred more titles came forth (fully a tenth of them from his hand alone), and by 183O there not only was an American novel; there were several subtypes — the frontier novel, the historical romance, the sea novel — which were to be credited to Cooper’s bold, widely imitated innovations. But, as The Spy itself demonstrates, Cooper’s stock-in-trade, however overtly Patriotic, was the result of international exchanges, the most important of which domesticated the “Neutral Ground” of Walter Scott’s Border romances in the landscapes of the New World.

			
				Like Scott’s romances, Cooper’s first American tale situates its characters in a time and place of historical challenge. Instead of the 1745 Jacobite rebellion of Waverley (1814), we have the American Revolution, cast by Cooper as itself a kind of uprising. Both books particularize the great events of history in the lives of their major characters, motivating political action by reference to private experience. The romantic concerns of Cooper’s plot, which at times seem to trivialize the political drama they apparently upstage, in fact import into the emotional economy of the story the great issues of the battlefield. The opening chapters capture the awkward displacements of Westchester’s social world as wandering combatants and commanders, spies and irregular forces cross the landscape and enter the sacred precincts of the family. Courtship itself hinges on political allegiances, even to the extent that Sarah Wharton, sympathetic as she is to the British because Colonel Wellmere woos her, ironically winds up mirroring her homeland. She becomes the virginal victim of British duplicity once it is discovered that Well mere, already married, owes his attentions elsewhere. Later, worse threats will bodily invade the Whartons’ universe, and in the end their home will be looted and levelled by partisan violence, forcing them to flee north to the comparative safety of the American camp at Fishkill, New York’s capital early in the war.

			
				Like Scott’s novels, The Spy thus brings the challenge of its chosen era home to its characters. Also like Scott’s novels, Cooper’s replicates in its dramatis personae the vertical class structure of the day, according decorous lifelessness to the genteel figures and a kind of winning energy and humor to those of the lower ranks, who presumably have greater latitude for action precisely because altitude is denied them. In Cooper, though, as the preceding discussion of Harvey Birch’s character suggests, the author’s deep interest in the roots of allegiance in a republic causes a fundamental shift in direction. Scott’s “lower” characters, like those in Shakespeare, from whom they derive, can be alluring precisely because they are not taken seriously. At their best, Scott’s common folk offer comic relief for their careworn betters. In Cooper’s case, however, the situation is altered by the changes in political life worked by the Revolution itself. Harvey Birch, ensconced in The Spy as the selfless Patriot who is Washington’s agent, is recognized by his social betters in the final chapter (set at the battle of Lundy’s Lane in the “Second American Revolution,” the War of 1812) as the expiring link with the legacy of Washington — not Washington the federalist or even Washington the soldier, but Washington the spiritual father, the unwavering guide for Cooper’s age. Although Cooper followed convention by grounding all his novels in the social realities of his own genteel class, his best creations were of Birch’s mold, and like Natty Bumppo they acquired an eloquent significance their counterparts in Scott (or Shakespeare) never had.

			
				Herein lay one of the most suggestive of Cooper’s accomplishments in The Spy. In Americanizing Scott’s example, Cooper not only changed the setting and historical details — he reworked the social diagram as well. And once he reinvented Birch as Bumppo in 1823, he laid the foundation for the greatest fictional sequence written by an American author, a sequence that located in the life-story of a single common man, from the 1740s to the age of Jefferson, the key episodes of national meaning and national memory. While Natty Bumppo is no simple Patriot (indeed, during the Revolution he served the Loyalist Effinghams — hence Cooper’s difficulty in ever writing, as he once intended, the sixth Leatherstocking tale, the one depicting Natty in that war of wars) — he embodies in his legendary talents and his stoic idealism not the conceded virtues of his class but the core values of his nation. Nothing in the works of that Tory, Walter Scott, could equal this; nothing in Scott even prepared for it. That was Cooper’s creation alone — and, to a remarkable degree, it was already his as early as the publication of The Spy.
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			A NOTE ON THE TEXT

			The first edition of The Spy: A Tale of the Neutral Ground (New York: Wiley & Halsted, 1821) was hastily prepared and full of errors. Cooper corrected some of the misreadings as the book was reprinted over the next few years, but undertook his first careful revision in 1831, when he prepared a new edition for his British publishers, Colburn and Bentley. For that edition he also added numerous footnotes intended to elucidate references that British readers might find puzzling. In addition to corrections of previously undetected errors, Cooper’s revisions for the Colburn and Bentley edition included many stylistic alterations, with the general effect of softening harsher aspects of the first version (for instance, innkeeper and nurse Betty Flanagan is referred to now as a “petticoat doctor” rather than a “bitch doctor,” while Patriot Harvey Birch is less inclined to spit tobacco juice into the Whar tons’ fireplace). With a few minor changes, the Colburn and Bent ley text served as the basis for the last edition of the novel supervised by Cooper (New York: Putnam, 1849), from which the famous edition illustrated by Felix 0. C. Darley (New York: W. A. Townsend, 1859) was derived. The present edition is based on the “Darley” edition, with several small errors corrected by reference to both the Colburn and Bentley and the first editions; it contains Cooper’s footnotes first printed in 1831 as well as his 1849 “Introduction,” the bulk of which first appeared in 1831 as well.

		

	
		
			THE SPY

			
				“Breathes there a man with soul so dead.,

				Who never to himself hath said,

				This is my own, my native land! — ”

			

		

	
		
			INTRODUCTION

			The author has often been asked if there were any foundation in real life, for the delineation of the principal character in this book. He can give no clearer answer to the question, than by laying before his readers a simple statement of the facts connected with its original publication.

			Many years since, the writer of this volume was at the residence of an illustrious man, who had been employed in various situations of high trust during the darkest days of the American revolution. The discourse turned upon the effects which great political excitement produce on character, and the purifying consequences of a love of country, when that sentiment is powerfully and generally awakened in a people. He who, from his years, his services, and his knowledge of men, was best qualified to take the lead in such a conversation, was the principal speaker. After dwelling on the marked manner in which the great struggle of the nation, during the war of 1775, had given a new and honorable direction to the thoughts and practices of multitudes whose time had formerly been engrossed by the most vulgar concerns of life, he illustrated his opinions by relating an anecdote, the truth of which he could attest as a personal witness.

			The dispute between England and the United States of America, though not strictly a family quarrel, had many of the features of a civil war. The people of the latter were never properly and constitutionally subject to the people of the former, but the inhabitants of both countries owed allegiance to a common king. The Americans, as a nation, disavowed this allegiance, and the English choosing to support their sovereign in the attempt to regain his power, most of the feelings of an internal struggle were involved in the conflict. A large proportion of the emigrants from Europe, then established in the colonies, took part with the crown; and there were many districts in which their influence, united to that of the Americans who refused to lay aside their allegiance, gave a decided preponderance to the royal cause. America was then too young, and too much in need of every heart and hand, to regard these partial divisions, small as they were in actual amount, with indifference. The evil was greatly increased by the activity of the English in profiting by these internal dissensions; and it became doubly serious when it was found that attempts were made to raise various corps of provincial troops, who were to be banded with those from Europe, to reduce the young republic to subjection. Congress named an especial and a secret committee, therefore, for the express purpose of defeating this object. Of this committee Mr. — , the narrator of the anecdote, was chairman.

			
				In the discharge of the novel duties which now devolved on him, Mr. — had occasion to employ an agent whose services differed but little from those of a common spy. This man, as will easily be understood, belonged to a condition in life which rendered him the least reluctant to appear in so equivocal a character. He was poor, ignorant, so far as the usual instruction was concerned; but cool, shrewd, and fearless by nature. It was his office to learn in what part of the country the agents of the crown were making their efforts to embody1 men, to repair to the place, enlist, appear zealous in the cause he affected to serve, and otherwise to get possession of as many of the secrets of the enemy as possible. The last he of course communicated to his employers, who took all the means in their power to counteract the plans of the English, and frequently with success.

			It will readily be conceived that a service like this was attended with great personal hazard. In addition to the danger of discovery, there was the daily risk of falling into the hands of the Americans themselves, who invariably visited sins of this nature more severely on the natives of the country than on the Europeans who fell into their hands. In fact, the agent of Mr. — was several times arrested by the local authorities; and, in one instance, he was actually condemned by his exasperated countrymen to the gallows. Speedy and private orders to his gaoler alone saved him from an ignominious death. He was permitted to escape; and this seeming, and indeed actual, peril was of great aid in supporting his assumed character among the English. By the Americans, in his little sphere, he was denounced as a bold and inveterate Tory. In this manner he continued to serve his country in secret during the early years of the struggle, hourly environed by danger, and the constant subject of unmerited opprobrium.

			In the year — Mr. — was named to a high and honorable employment at a European court. Before vacating his seat in Congress, he reported to that body an outline of the circumstances related, necessarily suppressing the name of his agent, and demanding an appropriation in behalf of a man who had been of so much use, at so great risk. A suitable sum was voted, and its delivery was confided to the chairman of the secret committee.

			Mr. — took the necessary means to summon his agent to a personal interview. They met in a wood, at midnight. Here Mr. — complimented his companion on his fidelity and adroitness; explained the necessity of their communications being closed; and finally tendered the money. The other drew back, and declined receiving it. “The country has need of all its means,” he said; “as for myself, I can work, or gain a livelihood in various ways.” Persuasion was useless, for Patriotism was uppermost in the heart of this remarkable individual; and Mr. — departed, bearing with him the gold he had brought, and a deep respect for the man who had so long hazarded his life, unrequited, for the cause they served in common.

			The writer is under an impression that, at a later day, the agent of Mr. — consented to receive a remuneration for what he had done; but it was not until his country was entirely in a condition to bestow it.

			
				It is scarcely necessary to add, that an anecdote like this, simply but forcibly told by one of its principal actors, made a deep impression on all who heard it. Many years later, circumstances, which it is unnecessary to relate, and of an entirely adventitious nature, induced the writer to publish a novel,2 which proved to be, what he little foresaw at the time, the first of a tolerably long series. The same adventitious causes which gave birth to the book, determined its scene and its general character. The former was laid in a foreign country; and the latter embraced a crude effort to describe foreign manners. When this tale was published, it became matter of reproach among the author’s friends, that he, an American in heart as in birth, should give to the world a work which aided perhaps, in some slight degree, to feed the imaginations of the young and unpractised among his own countrymen, by pictures drawn from a state of society so different from that to which he belonged. The writer, while he knew how much of what he had done was purely accidental, felt the reproach to be one that, in a measure, was just. As the only atonement in his power, he determined to inflict a second book, whose subject should admit of no cavil, not only on
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