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A Word on the Trip Diaries and Their  
Odd Titles

Loie has always taken notes on our trips; I used to struggle with a 
lot of gear and took pictures. At some point she got a small camera 
and took over the photography. Before digital photography and 
personal computers, Loie and I used to make picture albums for 
our trips. Now we’ve gone digital!

As you may have read in the Introduction document and the 
diary for Driving Yo, we’ve been taking trips we call Driving the 
Stone Age. That’s a long story, but we’ve both been interested in 
old stuff for a long time, so we took one trip in 1999, to the Scottish 
Highlands and out islands, looking for what we thought would be a 
good introduction to the beginnings of Western Civilization in the 
Neolithic monuments so prevalent there. We decided we weren’t 
seeing the beginning, but that it was fun nonetheless. (See The Rocks 
in our Heads, Driving the Stone Age I: Highlands and Islands.) And 
we got the Europe bug, so went to Italy and France, sometimes on 
trips that were mainly Driving the Stone Age, sometimes not.

So as the trip diaries and albums accumulated, and when we 
created a Life List of prehistoric sites, I started to name the trips. 
We had DtSAs, and Interludes: trips with few or no prehistoric sites. 

Then, I started to write an essay based on our thoughts garnered 
driving the Stone Age, and a whole lot of reading. Loie didn’t like 
the working title, so I changed it to The Rocks in Our Heads. When 
the Trip Diaries went digital, I decided to munge the two projects 
by including a serial version of the essay at the ends of the diaries.

So now we have The Rocks in Our Heads: DtSAs and The Rocks 
in Our Heads: Interludes, both of which may end with an essay 
installment.

Documentation Notes

In the beginning, Loie wrote out her Trip Diaries in longhand 
in notebooks. For our trip “Driving the Stone Age X, The Oldest 
Stones” she bought a netbook computer and began to write her 
diaries with it. That made formatting the diaries a lot easier!

But there were a few trips since that one where lugging the net-
book was less than congenial, and she went back to hand-written 
notes. 

Her handwriting is beautiful, and I wanted to preserve some 
aspects of it. In the Trip Diaries it has a few short-hand style 
shortcuts. So, when you see + meaning “and,” or @ meaning “at,” 
or “w/” meaning “with” you will know that I have transcribed a 
hand-written diary.

Navigation Tips

These interactive PDFs include… 
a Bookmarks List for Days and their individual events, use 
the Bookmarks; we hope your device will make that easy; 
a clickable/tappable Table of Contents, and; 
various hyperlinks.

You may also just page through by… 
scrolling, clicking Page Down buttons, or; 
right side tapping/right left swiping; 
depending on your viewing device.

➧ Zoom the pictures to examine details.
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On January 29th of 2016, Hilary made a Facebook post . 

401 Broad Street

Milford, Pennsylvania 18337

Bucky Edgett: Let’s hope this doesn’t jinx possible events. Ahem.
Hilary Pierce Hatfield: No way. In fact I already have possible dates in 
July for the Hudson to the Berkshires Tour!

I was making a joke about what had just been going on: the bliz-
zard of 2016. We were still watching the two feet of snow slowly sink 
and melt. It had been some months since we had been talking with 
The Guys—Hilary and Mark—about a trip to the Hudson River 

and the Berkshires.
How exactly it came up we don’t remember. It may even have first 

been when we were on our Seafood Diet* trip to Maine, or maybe 
reminiscing about it. On a trip long ago,** Loie and I had been to 
Maine, and stayed for a while in Stockbridge with Hilary and Mark. 
(Long ago—while Hilary was pregnant with Nathan.) The two ideas 
sort of go together in our rememberies.

Hilary said, “We should go to stay with Lee in Stockbridge. I 
could show you Onteora, and the library, and Witchwood House. 
It would be fun!” These are all places Hilary knows from her work.

“We had a good time when we went to Stockbridge with you and 
stayed at Lee’s,” said Loie. “I’d love to go back again.”

I said, “And we could make it a road trip up the river, and look at 
places the Hudson River School artists painted.”

Then we were off and running! I was researching the Hudson 
River: the artists, places to see, restaurants and bakeries, when I 
came across an article claiming that the landscape of the valley, its 
wild appeal that drew the artists, “…all comes out of the ice age.” I 
have appended the article below, for those who want to know more.

I ordered The Hudson Valley in the Ice Age: A Geographical History & 
Tour, the book about which the article was written, and it fascinated 
me. Here was the link between land and art. For the art part, I 
found a wonderful source: The Hudson River School Art Trail Guide. A 
series of historical markers has been placed at sites where you can 
see the exact view the artists painted. We could coordinate the two, 

* See 2015-09_Interlude_XVI,_”Seafood_Diet”_(Maine,_with_Hilary,_Mark_
and_Nathan). 

** See 1998-07_Intimations_V,_”In_Honor_of_Phel_and_Bob”_(Stockbridge,_
MA_with_Lee,_Hilary_and_Mark;_Bar_Harbor,_ME).

http://myemail.constantcontact.com/Delicious-Weekend.html%3Fsoid%3D1101549761008%26aid%3D2vSbq4hstXE
https://www.amazon.com/Hudson-Valley-Ice-Age-Geological/dp/1883789729
https://www.amazon.com/Hudson-Valley-Ice-Age-Geological/dp/1883789729
http://thomascole.org/shop-new/the-hudson-river-school-art-trail-guide/
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and find Ice Age Art! Kind of. 
I wanted to make a road trip up the Valley, staying a few different 

places, to see all we could. But The Guys couldn’t get time off to 
have a long trip. And Loie said, “We’ve been to Costa Rica, and 
we’re going to Portugal this year. We can’t be away from Tictoc, 
and we really can’t spend that much money on this trip.” Well, I get 
enthusiastic, and Loie sees to it we don’t go overboard. We agreed a 
few days in Kingston, NY, would be a good introduction to the idea 
of Glacial Art.

“And from Kingston, we can still see Mary and Gary,” she said. 
Mary is a former work colleague and long-time friend we haven’t 
seen in ages.

We were set to go traveling Artful Lands.
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Notes on the Hudson River School artists
From Wikipedia  

(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hudson_River_School)
The Hudson River School was a mid-19th century American 

art movement embodied by a group of landscape painters whose 
aesthetic vision was influenced by romanticism. The paintings for 
which the movement is named depict the Hudson River Valley and 
the surrounding area, including the Catskill, Adirondack, and the 
White Mountains; eventually works by the second generation of 
artists associated with the school expanded to include other locales 
in New England, the Maritimes, the American West, and South 
America.
Overview

Neither the originator of the term Hudson River School nor 
its first published use has been fixed with certainty. The term is 
thought to have originated with the New York Tribune art critic 
Clarence Cook or the landscape painter Homer Dodge Martin. As 
originally used, the term was meant disparagingly, as the work so 
labeled had gone out of favor after the plein-air Barbizon School 
had come into vogue among American patrons and collectors.

Hudson River School paintings reflect three themes of America 
in the 19th century: discovery, exploration, and settlement. The 
paintings also depict the American landscape as a pastoral setting, 
where human beings and nature coexist peacefully. Hudson River 
School landscapes are characterized by their realistic, detailed, 
and sometimes idealized portrayal of nature, often juxtaposing 
peaceful agriculture and the remaining wilderness, which was fast 
disappearing from the Hudson Valley just as it was coming to be 
appreciated for its qualities of ruggedness and sublimity. In general, 
Hudson River School artists believed that nature in the form of 
the American landscape was an ineffable manifestation of God, 
though the artists varied in the depth of their religious conviction. 

They took as their inspiration such European masters as Claude 
Lorrain, John Constable and J. M. W. Turner. Their reverence for 
America’s natural beauty was shared with contemporary American 
writers such as Henry David Thoreau and Ralph Waldo Emerson. 
Several painters, such as were members of the Düsseldorf school of 
painting, others were educated by the German Paul Weber.

While the elements of the paintings were rendered realistically, 
many of the scenes were composed as a synthesis of multiple scenes 
or natural images observed by the artists. In gathering the visual 
data for their paintings, the artists would travel to extraordinary 
and extreme environments, which generally had conditions that 
would not permit extended painting at the site. During these 
expeditions, the artists recorded sketches and memories, returning 
to their studios to paint the finished works later.
Founder

The artist Thomas Cole is generally acknowledged as the founder 
of the Hudson River School. Cole took a steamship up the Hudson 
in the autumn of 1825, the same year the Erie Canal opened, stop-
ping first at West Point, then at Catskill landing. He hiked west 
high up into the eastern Catskill Mountains of New York State to 
paint the first landscapes of the area. The first review of his work 
appeared in the New York Evening Post on November 22, 1825. At 
that time, only the English native Cole, born in a landscape where 
autumnal tints were of browns and yellows, found the brilliant 
autumn hues of the area to be inspirational. Cole’s close friend, 
Asher Durand, became a prominent figure in the school as well. 

An important part of the popularity of the Hudson River School 
was its celebration of its themes of nationalism, nature, and prop-
erty. However, its leading artists, such as Thomas Cole, were also 
suspicious (or maybe ambivalent is a better term) of the economic 
and technological development of the age.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hudson_River_School
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Second generation
The second generation of Hudson River school artists emerged 

to prominence after Cole’s premature death in 1848; its members 
included Cole’s prize pupil Frederic Edwin Church, John Frederick 
Kensett, and Sanford Robinson Gifford. Works by artists of this 
second generation are often described as examples of Luminism. 
In addition to pursuing their art, many of the artists, including 
Kensett, Gifford and Church, were among the founders of the 
Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York City.

Most of the finest works of the Hudson River school were painted 
between 1855 and 1875. During that time, artists such as Frederic 
Edwin Church and Albert Bierstadt were celebrities. They were 
both influenced by the Düsseldorf school of painting, and Bierstadt 
had studied in that city for several years. When Church exhibited 
paintings such as Niagara or Icebergs of the North, thousands of 
people lined up around the block and paid fifty cents a head to 
view the solitary works. The epic size of the landscapes in these 
paintings, unexampled in earlier American painting, reminded 
Americans of the vast, untamed, but magnificent wilderness areas 
in their country. Such works were being painted during the period 
of settlement of the American West, preservation of national parks, 
and establishment of green city parks.
Collections
Public collections

One of the largest collections of paintings by artists of the 
Hudson River School is at the Wadsworth Atheneum in Hartford, 
Connecticut. Some of the most notable works in the Atheneum’s 
collection are 13 landscapes by Thomas Cole, and 11 by Hartford 
native Frederic Edwin Church, both of whom were personal 
friends of the museum’s founder, Daniel Wadsworth.
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An Appreciation
From American Paradise: The World of the Hudson River 

School. 
Published in conjunction with an exhibition held at the 

Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, N.Y., Oct. 4, 1987-
Jan. 3, 1988.
The introduction to the catalog, by John K. Howat:
Since the discovery of the North American continent and the 

beginning of the difficult process of its occupation and settlement 
by pioneers, the physical and mental possession of the land has been 
the focus of attention for Americans of whatever stripe. From the 
earliest years of our written national record, that attention has been 
the result of a natural and wholly understandable combination of 
the desires of emigrant newcomers refashioned into Americans: to 
garner a better existence for themselves in the midst of a mapless 
and daunting wilderness and to satisfy their endless curiosity 
about the nature and appearance of the unknown country that lay 
beyond the horizon. Work and wonder were common companions 
in such an exploratory situation, but fear and dread of the land-
scape came to be replaced by loving awe. Though citizens of the 
United States exercise one of the oldest and stablest governments in 
the world, now, in the late twentieth century, most Americans still 
possess the ability to marvel at the nation’s immense and dramati-
cally varied landscape and to be astonished by it.

 Love and admiration for one’s own landscape is hardly unique 
to Americans. Here, however, the blend of almost naive wonder-
ment and driving curiosity about the land tends to differentiate 
our perceptions from those of western Europeans. The Europeans, 
deeply rooted in their ageless ancestral lands, seem to have, to 
own, or calmly to accept a place in landscape, while we Americans 
have been, and still are, discovering our heritage and finding a 
resting place in it. For us, the manifold process of discovery and 

familiarization has been long and complicated, calling for more 
than mere geographic expansion, much more than economic 
growth, infinitely more than the simple, factual recording of the 
face of the land. Rather, from the beginning, it has been a continu-
ing emotional and spiritual development of the American ethos, 
deeply interwoven with literary thought and- basic to the concerns 
of this publication-with subsequently developed attitudes toward 
landscape art and the artists who paint it.

 In that process, landscape painting as a separate, coherent art 
form is a relative latecomer to American art, rising, in chrono-
logical parallel with sculpture, from 1825 through 1875, years during 
which both art forms attracted and nurtured numerous artists 
and created substantial patronage where none had existed. In 
American art-history texts, a familiar and worthy article of faith 
is that fine architecture, stylish decorative arts, and handsome 
painted portraiture, because of their obviously greater social utility, 
long preceded landscape painting onto the American cultural 
scene. Accordingly, landscape painting is normally perceived as 
the product of a later phase of cultural development, characterized 
by greater wealth, increased leisure, and a heightened taste that 
encouraged the embracement of more contemplative art forms.

 The paintings of the Hudson River School, so diverse in their 
choice of scenery, so varied in their scale of scene and size of canvas, 
have a valid claim to be hailed as the finest landscape pictures 
yet produced in this country. They captured center stage in the 
theater of the American art world at the time of their creation, and 
today they have reclaimed the keen admiration of those who love 
American art, a public now immeasurably greater in number than 
that the artists originally commanded.

 This book and the exhibition that it accompanies attempt to dis-
cuss and to record the most distinguished works of art produced 
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by the Hudson River School-a school memorable for the aesthetic 
beauty of its works and for the enthusiastic moral certitude of 
its many followers—in the hope that a yet wider audience may 
discover the greatness of its interpreters.
John K. Howat
The Lawrence A. Fleischman Chairman of the Departments of 

American Art
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A Historiography of the Hudson River School
Kevin J. Avery
Also from American Paradise: The World of the Hudson 

River School. Published in conjunction with an exhibition 
held at the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, N.Y., 
Oct. 4, 1987-Jan. 3, 1988.

The term “Hudson River School,” applied to the foremost 
representatives of nineteenth century American landscape 

painting, was neither self bestowed nor charitably intended. 
Apparently unknown during the halcyon days of the American 
landscape movement, which began around 185o and lasted until 
the end of the Civil War decade, it seems to have emerged in the 
1870s as a direct result of the struggle between the old and the 
new generations of artists to assert their style as the representative 
American art. The older painters, most of whom were born before 
1835, practiced in a mode often self-taught and monopolized by 
landscape subject matter, and were securely established in and 
fostered by the reigning American art organization, the National 
Academy of Design. The younger men, returning home from train-
ing in Europe, worked more with figural subject matter and in a 
bold and impressionistic technique; their prospects for patronage 
in their own country were uncertain, and they sought to attract 
it by attaining academic recognition in New York. One of the 
results of the conflict between the two factions was that what in 
previous years had been referred to as the “American,” “native,” or, 
occasionally, “New York” school—the most representative school of 
American art in any genre—had by 189o become firmly established 
in the minds of critics and public alike as the “Hudson River 
School.”

The sobriquet was first applied around 1879. While it was 
not intended as f lattering, it was hardly inappropriate. The 

Academicians at whom it was aimed—Asher B. Durand, Frederic 
E. Church, Albert Bierstadt, Sanford R. Gifford, T. Worthington 
Whittredge (then Academy president), and Jasper F. Cropsey, 
among others—had worked and socialized in New York, the 
Hudson’s port city, and had painted the river and its shores with 
varying frequency. Most important, perhaps, was that they had 
all maintained with a certain fidelity a manner of technique and 
composition consistent with those of America’s first popular 
landscape artist, Thomas Cole, who built a career painting the 
Catskill Mountain scenery bordering the Hudson River. A possible 
implication in the term applied to the group of landscapists was 
that many of them—most notably, Church, Bierstadt, Gifford, and 
Cropsey—had, like Cole, lived on or near the banks of the Hudson. 
Further, the river had long served as the principal route to other 
sketching grounds favored by the Academicians, particularly the 
Adirondacks and the mountains of Vermont and New Hampshire.

Neither the originator of the term nor its first published use has 
been fixed with absolute certainty. Whittredge attributed the name 
to a “savage critic in the New York Tribune.” He was undoubtedly 
alluding to Clarence Cook, who from 1864 until the late 187os 
wielded formidable influence at the Tribune and who was the bane 
of the New York art establishment, which suffered his incessant 
attacks. Cook was the first to use the name in the historical sense, 
and could also have originated it in private conversation, though it 
does not appear in his published utterances until 1883. According 
to historian Frederick S. Fairchild, another candidate for originator 
of the term is Homer D. Martin, a landscape painter who converted 
from a Hudson River School style to one Barbizon in inspiration in 
the 1870s. It is easy to imagine Martin, an intemperate and unpre-
dictable man, inventing it in a moment of mischief or derision, but 
neither his letters nor any account of his colorful conversation 
document that he did.
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Whenever it arose and whoever its originator was, the name is 
not likely to have been used before 1877. That was the year several 
young, foreign-trained or foreign-influenced painters, faced with 
the discriminatory hanging policies adopted by the National 
Academy in its spring annuals, founded the Society of American 
Artists to create their own exhibition forum. The open opposition to 
the Academy exemplified by the Society generated an atmosphere 
so hostile that, as one critic put it, “Many persons [are] willing to 
quarrel outright over delicate aesthetic considerations, and to call 
each other names because they differ about little dis-tinctions of 
artistic style or nice discriminations of technical theory or practice.”

Partisans of the Academicians, particularly outraged by the 
thought that the foreign-trained artists were attempting to iden-
tify themselves as an “American” school, claimed that only the 
established artists had the right to that distinction and scoffed at 
the younger men, calling them the “American Society of Munich 
Artists.” For their part, those who sympathized with the members 
of the new generation of artists devised a host of epithets for the 
traditionalists. “Fogies” was the simplest; references also were 
made to the “panoramic school” and the “Rocky Mountain period” 
in American art in the 187os and to the “Coast of Maine” and 

“Adirondack” schools in the 188os. (In 1905, a “White Mountain” 
designation would be added.) One alert critic, referring to the 
monopolizing of the eyeline-that is, the hanging space at eye level-
at Academy exhibitions by the Academicians, who had previously 
accorded generous space to works submitted by younger men, 
dubbed the 1878 exhibition “The Return of the Natives.” In that 
hostile environment the name Hudson River School was fermented. 
It proved to be the most enduring label.

The first recorded use of the name dates to May 1879, when it 
appeared in a review of the annual National Academy exhibition, 
written by Earl Shinn (under the pseudonym Edward Strahan), in 

the inaugural issue of the monthly Art Amateur. Shinn remarked 
on the startling contrast between the old and the new styles of 
painting as they were ref lected in the pictures on the Academy 
walls:

…It is striking how quickly the new tendencies, the fogy pictures and 
the innovating pictures, the Hudson River school and the impres-
sion school, separate themselves out and assort their families. 
Never were the old men with their deeds more completely sent to 
the wall by the new men and their creeds. The ideas sprouting in 
the minds of those who have been seeking a fuller education in 
Paris or Munich, are seen lending their fuller color to the walls that 
in old years were so dull and conventional…
What is remarkable in Shinn’s early use (or, possibly, coining) 

of the name is that he did not mean it primarily to address the 
parochialism inherent in such a geographical reference; when 
he compared “the fogy pictures and the innovating pictures, the 
Hudson River School and the impression school,” he was disparag-
ing the Academicians’ works chiefly on stylistic grounds. The word 

“impression,” which he employed to characterize the soft-edged, 
more spontaneous technique of the foreign-trained painters, had 
been in current use for several years. In contrast, “Hudson River 
School” had already come to connote a hard-edged, “finished” 
technique practiced by a generation in eclipse (“the old men”). 
However, a reference to “Hudson River methods” later in the article 
comes close to criticizing the regional limitations with which later 
generations would mistakenly connect the School. Shinn pointed 
approvingly to landscape painter Edward Moran, brother of the 
better-known Thomas, as an example of several artists “trying to 
forsake old ‘Hudson River’ methods” by attempting figure paint-
ings in the manner of French Barbizon genre painters. In short, the 
critic was anticipating the weakening hold land-scape painting had 
on the American art world it had domi-nated since the 184os.
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The second known reference to the name makes evident that 
Academic landscape painting was considered mere topographical 
description or scenic display. In early June 1879, soon after Shinn’s 
Academy review appeared, an interview with George Inness was 
published in the New York Post. In response to the anonymous 
interviewer’s observation, “Some of the newspapers sneer at what 
they call ‘the Hudson River school,’ ” Inness, an Academician since 
1868 but also a member of the new Society of American Artists, 
observed:

Certain members of the National Academy of Design have been 
stigmatized, I know, as the Hudson River school. But if they have 
artistic vitality really sufficient to form a society devoted to the 
development of scenic landscape, why should there not be such 
a school?…It is true that scenic art can never assume to be a 
representative of the higher forms of mind…Yet it may become a 
very beautiful representation of one of the various forms of culture 
which lead mankind from the lower into the higher types of life.
Inness’s defense of the scenic standards of the Hudson River 

School painters anticipates the many apologists who were to usher 
the group through the dark ages of public neglect in the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries. Also to be detected in Inness’s 
comments is that as an Academician himself he was reluctant to 
condemn the land-scape sensibility he had once shared, and that 
even at that time he anticipated the recognition the School was 
eventually to achieve.

Aside from the distinctions of style and subject matter it implied, 
the name Hudson River School was undoubtedly perceived by con-
temporary critics as bearing a certain irony. The so-called native 
American school, made up in large part of local landscape painters, 
was neither representatively American nor a school: until 1869, the 

“National” Academy that was its aegis excluded from membership 
artists living outside New York, and could not rival the European 

academies in the quality of its teaching. Relatively few of its mem-
bers had ever studied under a recognized (i.e., Continental) master, 
and many of them were apt to use the Academy primarily to pro-
tect and to enhance their own economic security. Those factors, in 
concert with the generally arrogant disdain the Academy showed 
to new talents and styles, made the Academicians an easy target for 
the scorn of more up-to-date critics, who measured them against 
the students coming from academies in Paris and Munich.

Moreover, the name of the School, identified not with a city but a 
river, denied the Academy landscape painters the international sta-
tus of a European school. Indeed, as “Hudson River” painters, they 
were characterized in the most primitive terms. In 188o, a writer in 
Art Amateur, claiming to echo the theory put forth by European 
critics of American art, so identified American artists: 

[In] America, being an untamed wilderness, nature was the proper 
study of American art. Destitute of the schools with their masters 
and models of European critics, without the monuments of an old 
civilization, the palaces, castles, and cathedrals, the galleries of 
old masters, the vistas of a long and great history, the American 
savages in art must show their inspiration…as the aborigines show 
their religion, from the woods and waterfalls, from the great rivers 
and mountain ranges of the American continent. 
The writer rejected that theory: “A generation of artists has arisen 

in America not content to be simple untutored savages in art.”
Despite the aptness of the name and the complexity of meaning 

inherent in it as early as the 1880s, “Hudson River School” did 
not become a catch phrase for identifying the older generation 
of landscapists until the 189os. Even though critical approbation 
shifted inexorably to the newer styles in the 1880s, discreet com-
mentators avoided the irreverence of invoking the label, for many 
Academicians were still very much alive, however dead their styles. 
Only in 1886, with the death of Asher B. Durand, dean of the older 
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generation of landscapists, did an editor of Harper’s Weekly refer to 
his paintings as belonging to “what has of late years been disparag-
ingly called the ‘Hudson River School.’ ” Having used the phrase, 
he was quick to defend the group for “a power of reproducing 
poetic impressions with delicacy and grace which the younger and 
better equipped men by no means always show.”

By 1883, the name had gained a foothold of historical currency: 
that was how Clarence Cook used it in confirming the course of 
American art he had helped to establish in 1877, when he exhorted 
the younger painters to form the Society of American Artists. 
Cook’s presumption in evaluating the art of the past and dictating 
the future fate of academic landscape art is so sweeping, so char-
acteristically arrogant—and, as a consequence, so prophetic of the 
attitude of the next several decades—that his words bear repeating. 
In 1883, recalling the work of the new generation in the Society’s 
first exhibition five years earlier, Cook wrote:

Their dash and unexpectedness made the Academy seem tame, 
and we heard all this tameness summed up in the newly invented 
stigma, “the Hudson River School,” with which our pastoral and 
chromo-lithographic art, till then firm-seated in the popular heart, 
was now daily pestered by the confident lovers of the new. And, in 
truth, it was time for the Hudson River School to at least begin to 
die. It had played its part, and played it well, but it lingered on a 
stage where Irving and Paulding and Bryant and their disciples 
had acted a similar part in our springtime literature, and had said 
Farewell, and now in art also we were ready for a new set of players. 
It was not possible to regret the change. Nothing more alien to what 
is recognized as art everywhere, outside of England at least, has 
ever existed anywhere, than the now defunct or moribund school 
of landscape once so much delighted in as the American school, but 
now so slightingly spoken of as the Hudson River School. It has a 
historical value, and specimens of it deserve to be collected in the 

museum of the future as characteristic of the pleasant and peaceful 
if a trifle tame and tedious days “before the war.” Nevertheless the 
hope may be expressed that in the museum of the future it will 
not be thought necessary to collect these specimens by the gross…
Historical value of a certain mild sort it may be allowed these 
pictures have; but artistic value they never had, nor can any turn 
in the Wheel of Fashion or of Fortune ever make them seem artistic 
to a future generation.
With the passing of time, alternate meanings or additional con-

notations attached themselves to the concept of the Hudson River 
School in American art. As originally used, the phrase seems to 
have been aimed specifically at living Academicians. But even in 
the mid-century heyday of the landscape movement, it was widely 
acknowledged that the School’s standards had originated in the art 
of Thomas Cole. It was not long before Cole became known as the 

“father” of the Hudson River School, even though some early his-
torians separated Cole and Durand (along with Thomas Doughty) 
from true membership in the group. As early as 1880, however, a 
eulogy to Sanford R. Gifford assigned him to the “Thomas Cole 
school of American landscape,” while stopping short of identifying 
that school by the topographical epithet that had been applied to it 
the previous year.

A final nineteenth-century meaning implicit in the name has 
to do with the group’s tribalism, seen as reactionary in an age of 
individuality. In the 188os and 189os, and more especially as the 
artistic personalities of Inness, Alexander Wyant, and Homer 
Martin continued to distinguish themselves in landscape paint-
ing, “Hudson River School” began to evoke the specter of coercive 
Academicism, brutishly opposed to individual poetic expression. 
That interpretation was voiced as early as 1884, when a review in 
the New York Tribune (possibly written by Clarence Cook) hailed 
Inness as a “heretic as regards the tenets of the ‘Hudson River 
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School.’ ” 
In 1898, another commentator declared himself satisfied that 

Martin, by 1876, was “emancipating himself ” from “the influence 
of the well-termed ‘Hudson River School.’ ” Nevertheless, as 
Montgomery Schuyler conceded in 1894, “It seems inevitable 
that [Inness] should have become a member of the ‘Hudson River 
School’ ” during his early career, while in 1912, Frederick Sherman 
would assert that Martin had known himself to be “the last and 
greatest expression of that discredited movement.”

During the decade of the 189os, the critics’ concept of the group 
style took on a firmer, if simplistic, shape. Their new evalua-
tions seem to have been made not on the basis of what few recent 
Hudson River paintings they were likely to have seen, but from a 
combination of their distant recollection of past Academy exhibi-
tions and their need for a negative foil to contrast with the qualities 
they admired in works by Inness, Wyant, and Winslow Homer. 
Thus, as Schuyler noted in 1894, whereas Inness was devoted to 

“action, the action of clouds, the action of waves,” in a landscape 
painting, the Hudson River School had preferred the “scene,” the 

”view,” or even the “panorama.” In 19oo, another critic charged Cole 
with having ignored the technique of aerial perspective to convey 
spatial recession, expressing instead “the retreating of forms by 
means of perspective diminution of objects and not by color val-
ues,” whereas in the work of Inness, Wyant, and Homer, he found 
that “foreground objects are so related to distant objects that they 
do not clamor for undue attention.” It was Schuyler who helped to 
plant the notion, commonly asserted in early histories of American 
art, that the engraving practice of several mid-century landscape 
painters, such as Durand, John F. Kensett, and John W. Casilear, 
had an ineluctably deadening effect on their technique, leading to 
overemphasis on detail. He also perpetuated the myth, common in 
his day, that the majority of Hudson River painters avoided expo-

sure to European artistic influence. He excepted Kensett from their 
number, since he had “studied painting in England and exhibited 
at the Royal Academy before he exhibited at the National Academy.”

It was natural, too, that the label “Hudson River School” would 
by the end of the nineteenth century impute to the mid-century 
landscapists the narrowest possible geographic range. That is, 
besides their lack of European training and culture, they had 
never ventured beyond the eastern United States for subject matter. 
That misconception seems to have been invoked around 191o by 
Theodore Roosevelt, in praising the western genre paintings of 
Frederic Remington. Roosevelt’s remarks were paraphrased in a 
newspaper account:

…Probably MR. ROOSEVELT spoke without any special desire 
to condemn the ancient Hudson River school of painters when 
he declared that our earlier “artists of real ability” had their eyes 
turned toward Europe and lacked the “robust originality to see 
where their chance lay to do a great work.” Their failure cannot be 
remedied at this late hour. The conditions of life in the “great divide” 
and the trails across mountains and plains were not so much as to 
tempt the artist in those days. Life was perilous, sustenance was 
hard to get. Most of our earlier artists had hard enough work to live 
near the Eastern seaboard.
Both the reporter and, if Roosevelt’s words and meaning were 

accurately ref lected, the former president spoke as though they 
were entirely unaware of Thomas Moran’s huge painting The 
Grand Canyon of the Yellowstone (Fig. r.4), which was purchased 
by Congress in I 8 7 2 and which partly inspired the creation of the 
first national park. Equally forgot-ten was Albert Bierstadt, who 
had earlier journeyed West to collect material for the mammoth 
Rocky Mountain and Sierra Nevada scenes that secured him an 
international repu-tation in his own day. How Roosevelt and his 
companions could have overlooked such formidable achievements 
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of western landscape art by eastern artists is a wonder today.
The distorted ideas evolving in the 1890s and early 19oos of the 

Hudson River School—such as its features of style and technique, 
its lack of European antecedents, and its restricted range of subject 
matter—were in some measure the result of the virtual oblivion 
into which many of the largest paintings of the era had been cast. 
If “Hudson River School” was a label avidly seized on by contem-
porary historians attempting to identify an increasingly obscure 
phase in the history of American art, the aesthetic and commercial 
value of the works so designated had commensurately declined, in 
many cases to almost nothing.

That fate is manifested in a few notices of private and public 
collections in the early twentieth century. As long ago as 1884, a 
writer (again, perhaps Clarence Cook) in The Studio revealed that 
the collection of Kensett’s late work, donated to the Metropolitan  
Museum by his brother, had been “consigned to the cellar” with no 
opposition; the writer could not imagine that “the whirligig of time 
will ever bring about for them a full revenge.” Often, such notices 
are more telling in what they omit than in what they include. In 
a review of the collection of “Italian, Flemish, Dutch, French, and 
early American painting” amassed by The New-York Historical 
Society by 19o8, a newspaper reporter described only the European 
pictures. 

Not even the splendid American portraits in the society’s collec-
tion seemed to merit mention, to say nothing of the major canvases 
by Cole (including his Course of Empire series), Durand, and other 
Hudson River painters that enriched it then, as they do today. 

It need hardly be said that during that period there were few, if 
any, exhibitions devoted to mid-nineteenth-century landscape or 
even including it. An exception was the retrospective given at the 
Metropolitan Museum of the work of Frederic E. Church in 1900, 
the year of his death. 

That show, however, was mounted perhaps more because of 
Church’s status as a founder and an early trustee of the Museum, 
and out of respect for a once huge reputation, than for any lasting 
merit perceived in his art. Even in 1909, on the occasion of the 
Hudson/Fulton Celebration, when New York hailed the dual anni-
versaries of Henry Hudson’s first exploration of the river that bears 
his name, in 1609, and Robert Fulton’s first commercial steamboat 
trial two centuries later, the river’s namesake—the Hudson River 
School—went unrepresented in the special exhibition held at the 
Metropolitan Museum. Instead, Dutch portraits from the Baroque 
age formed the centerpiece of the exhibition, supplemented by 
American portraits and furniture from the Colonial and Federal 
periods. 

Sales of private collections that had been formed in the mid-
nineteenth century give a fair idea of the decline in commercial 
value of Hudson River School pictures. The enormous sums 
commanded by Church and Bierstadt in the 186os—the highest 
said to have been $25,000 paid for Bierstadt’s The Rocky Mountains, 
Lander’s Peak in 1865—are well known today. Though Bierstadt’s 
paintings continued to sell for respectable prices, Among the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains, California, comparable in size to The Rocky 
Mountains, had by 1892 been sold at auction for $8,ooo, a third to a 
half of what it probably would have brought three decades earlier.

During the first half of this century, when the market for his 
large-scale compositions was all but nonexistent, Bierstadt’s pic-
tures were sometimes sold as part of the great houses in which they 
had originally hung. Or else they were deliberately destroyed, as 
was the case in 196o with the largest of three versions of his Landing 
of Columbus, on the order of the director of the museum in whose 
power plant it had hung unseen for decades.

Church’s nine-and-a-half-foot-wide Icebergs was sold about 1865 
to a railroad magnate from Manchester, England, whose residence 
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later became a boys’ reformatory. Not until 1979 did anyone suspect 
that the huge painting, hung in an upstairs hallway, might sell for 
a few needed pounds. Thus was a renowned “lost” masterpiece 
brought to light. Bierstadt’s Emigrants Crossing the Plains had a 
similar fate: it turned up in 1969 in the offices of the Cleveland 
Automobile Club, which had formerly been the home of the daugh-
ter of the painting’s original owner.

Scores of other Hudson River School canvases, big and small, 
moldered unnoticed in barns, attics, cellars, warehouses, offices, 
passageways, and parlors for decades. Among them were Bierstadt’s 
Storm in the Rocky Mountains-Mount Rosalie, Church’s Twilight in 
the Wilderness, Cropsey’s View of Hastings-on-Hudson (probably 
after 1884; Union Free School District No.4, Hastings-on-Hudson, 
N.Y.), Jerome Thompson’s Belated Party on Mansfield Mountain, 
and, perhaps most recently, Gifford’s Mansfield Mountain, rescued 
in 1985 from the obscurity of a New Jersey basement. 

Despite the neglect of the larger pictures, trade in smaller Hudson 
River School paintings continued in auction sales before and after 
19oo. Though trends are difficult to measure, official and informal 
records from those years reveal an only moderate decline in price. 
That must be measured, however, against the increasing sums being 
paid for European landscapes and Barbizon-style American paint-
ings. For example, a four-foot-wide landscape by Durand could still 
fetch as much as $1,ooo in 1891, yet one half as large by the Barbizon 
painter Charles-François Daubigny commanded nearly $7,ooo 
in the same sale. In 1904, small paintings by Cropsey and Gifford 
sold in the hundred-dollar range, but an Inness of comparable size 
brought nearly ten times as much. 

Even allowing for the variable quality within the oeuvre of 
an individual artist, which always affects the price of a work, the 
overall disparity in value is inescapable. The imbalance after 1910 is 
shocking. Throughout the decade, the paintings of Inness, Wyant, 

and Martin—none of them monumental in size—excited a frenzy 
of competitive buying, culminating in the $45,ooo paid in 1917 for 
Inness’s Autumn Woodlands. Five years earlier, Cole’s The Clove, 
Catskills sold in Philadelphia for $7o. Several Kensetts purchased 
by Daniel Huntington at the auction of Kensett’s work in 1873 
went in 1916 for roughly a tenth of their original price, one picture 
fetching as little as $6.41. At that rate, the entire Kensett collection, 
numbering six hundred and fifty pictures and selling for $136,312 in 
1873, would not have come to a fourth of what a single Inness could 
bring by the time America entered the First World War. Though 
the wide disparity in value between Hudson River School works 
and Inness’s paintings lessened in succeeding decades, it persisted 
through the 1950s.

The renaissance of the Hudson River School, the first glim-
merings of which appeared after 1900, was a measured phenomenon 
marked by surges and subsidings through the 196os. The revival 
took place in three fairly distinct phases, each beginning at a differ-
ent period.

In chronological order, these phases were the scholarly, about 
1900; the popular and critical, at the time of the First World War; 
and the commercial, which began fitfully after the Second World 
War and fully blossomed only in the 196os.

The scholarly revival, in its earliest days, is something of a para-
dox, since it is inseparable from the condescension that marked 
most critical writings from 1890 through the 193os. Nonetheless, 
early-twentieth-century histories of American art, patterned on 
the hierarchical concept of art development typified in contem-
porary writings on European art and informed by the dominant, 
neo-Renaissance aesthetic culture here and abroad, kept the name 
of the School alive during the period of its worst popular and 
commercial neglect. The Hudson River School, while it may have 
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represented something of a Dark Age between an American 
Antiquity (eighteenth-century portraiture) and an American 
Renaissance (represented by urbane practitioners, such as John 
La Farge, and by rugged individualists, such as Winslow Homer), 
remained an indispensable phase of transition that historians 
could not overlook.

In earlier histories dealing with the subject, the tone was not 
always abusive: authors frequently assumed the role of apologist 
and, with individual artists, guarded admirer. In 1902, more than 
two decades after the Hudson River School name was coined, 
Sadakichi Hartmann would use it only cautiously, refusing to 
segregate the School from later developments in mid-nineteenth-
century landscape painting. Instead, he preferred to see a continuity 
between earlier and later styles, warning his contemporaries in 
the Society of American Artists: “It is ridiculous to be so narrow-
minded as to believe only in one school. Why, in a few years, the 
impressionists will also ‘be old fogies,’ and lament over the incon-
sistency of art.”

By far the most inf luential survey during the first third of 
the twentieth century was Samuel Isham’s History of American 
Painting, first published in 1905 and reprinted several times up 
to 1944. Isham clearly distinguished the Hudson River School, 
according it a separate chapter, but in so doing sought to define its 
role as an aesthetic hibernation between rich phases of English and 
French influence in American art. According to Isham, the School 
was made up of “the primitives, the men who followed most closely 
the ideals of Cole and Durand,” and who were devoted to the literal 
transcription of nature to the virtual exclusion of European artistic 
precepts. They “lacked the indefinable quality of style inseparable 
from great painting,” possessed “as a rule no breath of inspiration, 
no mastery of noble traditions,” and served chief ly as a crude 
foundation for the achievements of Inness, Wyant, and Martin. 

What emerges from Isham’s history—half its twenty-seven chapters 
devoted to the last quarter of the nineteenth century—is some idea 
of the vast shift in values that took place between the 186os and the 
1900s.

A more qualified view was offered by Charles H. Caffin in 
his Story of American Painting (1907). Though he repeats the 
fashionable opinion that the Hudson River School was “at once 
too niggling and too comprehensive” in its landscape perception, 
he maintained that it should be “honoured.” Caffin was the first 
historian to put Cole firmly at the helm of the movement instead of 
identifying him and Durand as pioneers leading to the School, and 
had the discernment to recognize strains of European-inspired 
American historical painting in the landscapes of Church, Bierstadt, 
and Moran. 

Caffin’s sensitivity to the School ref lected to a degree the con-
temporary reawakening of interest in early-nineteenth-century 
American literature, particularly in the writings of Washington 
Irving, James Fenimore Cooper, and William Cullen Bryant, 
where Caffin found genuine affinities with the native sentiment 
and subject matter that had inspired the paintings of the Hudson 
River School.

Ironically, the most severe assessments of the School were writ-
ten after the group’s first major retrospective exhibition, Paintings 
of the Hudson River School, was held at the Metropolitan Museum 
in 1917. In his book American Painting and Its Tradition (1919), John 
Van Dyke declared the School a “failure,” following the “success” of 
American portrait painters who had “grasped the foreign teaching 
handed down by [Sir Joshua] Reynolds,” and preceding landscape 
painters, such as Inness, who were “inf luenced by European art” 
and who “began to see [the native landscape school’s] weaknesses.” 

In 1923, Royal Cortissoz, though conceding the sincerity and 
“glimpses of beauty” that salvaged the School’s art from utter obscu-
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rity, adhered to the opinion of Isham and Van Dyke in concluding 
that “the spark of artistic longevity has gone out of their work.”

By 1929, Suzanne LaFollette, in her book Art in America, sub-
sumed the Hudson River School’s achievement within three 
chapters dealing with the period from 18oo to 1876, which she 
collectively titled “Material Expansion; Artistic Contraction.” She 
disallowed any concept of painterly technique or composition 
among the School’s representatives; to her, they all possessed “a 
common ignorance of the meaning of art.”

Van Dyke, Cortissoz, LaFollette, and other writers of the 1920s 
and 193os not only ref lect the persistent prejudice originating in 
the 187os against the Hudson River School, but also exemplify a 
rearguard action against contemporary trends that threatened 
the cosmopolitan ideals affecting American art for sixty years. As 
LaFollette observed: “There is a strong tendency in the United States 
at present to deprecate the foreign influence and the fascination of 
foreign life for the American artist; to maintain that if American 
art is to be truly American it must develop on American soil. This 
prescription seems a bit drastic.”

Drastic though the prescription may have seemed to LaFollette, 
events of the fifteen or more years preceding her comments made 
it a compelling one, and one that was to have an indirect bearing 
on the restoration of the Hudson River School to popular and 
critical favor. The initial outrage and disillusionment of the art 
establishment caused in 1913 by the New York Armory Show, which 
introduced Fauvism, Cubism, and other Continental avant-garde 
styles to the American public; the cynicism and chauvinism 
engendered by the First World War; and the visceral blow dealt the 
country’s self-esteem by the Great Depression created the environ-
ment in which the reputation of the nineteenth-century native 
school of landscape could regenerate and flourish.

For much the same reason that the Hudson River School was 

originally labeled and castigated—its alleged provincialism—it was 
eventually to be championed. The first major exhibition of Hudson 
River School painting was organized for an ostensibly regional 
purpose. In 1917, a major section of the Catskill Aqueduct, which 
channeled water from the old upstate sketching haunts of the 
Hudson River School to the metropolis that had been its headquar-
ters, was completed. At the request of a mayoral commission, the 
Metropolitan Museum mounted the Paintings of the Hudson River 
School exhibition to coincide with the city’s celebration of the open-
ing of the aqueduct. A single gallery was filled with sixteen pictures 
culled from the Museum’s collection of mid-nineteenth-century 
American paintings, and a catalogue of the show by Museum cura-
tor of paintings Bryson Burroughs was published as a supplement 
to the Museum Bulletin of October 1917.

Despite the New York-oriented occasion, the exhibition cata-
logue emphasized the “national flavor in the Hudson River Painters,” 
decried the “undeserved disrepute” into which the artists had fallen, 
and illustrated the variety of subject matter, domestic and foreign, 
they had essayed. In tune with that reaffirmation of the School’s 
national identity was another factor, probably also a contributing 
force in mounting the exhibition. Three years earlier, the Museum 
had received a bequest from Mrs. Morris K. Jesup consisting of 
paintings that included prime examples of the Hudson River 
School; in addition, Mrs. Jesup left $1oo,ooo to establish a perma-
nent fund “for the encouragement of American art.”

Burroughs featured the Hudson River School paintings promi-
nently in an article he wrote on the Jesup collection in the Bulletin 
of April 1915, and they formed an impressive contribution to 
the 1917 show. In his exhibition catalogue, Burroughs also out-
lined the stylistic lineage traceable from Cole and Durand to the 
School’s second generation-Church, Kensett, Cropsey, Bierstadt, 
Gifford, Whittredge, Wyant, Inness, Casilear, William Hart, Alfred 
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Thompson Bricher, David Johnson -each reflecting aspects of the 
work of one of the two older men or of one another. Dutifully echo-
ing the critical assessment of the day, he concluded that in Inness 
the Hudson River School reached “its highest achievement.” 51 The 
Metropolitan exhibition was the nucleus of a flurry of articles on 
and small shows of or including the Hudson River School from 1915 
through 1925, reflecting and nourishing the increasingly isolation-
ist temper of the contemporary American art establishment. One 
writer, perhaps alluding to those responsible for the Armory Show, 
credited the Hudson River School artists with being the first Amer-
icans “to realize the great truth in art—or what was a great truth 
before the contemporary modernists spoke—that the actual study 
of nature was the purest fount of wisdom.”

Another, writing in 1915, implicitly invoking a European art 
culture paralyzed by war, deemed the time “a fortunate moment to 
bring [the Hudson River School] forward, with America practically 
the only place left in which art schools may flourish.” Yet interest in 
the School could not be sustained throughout the 192os, and after 
1921 exhibitions devoted to it are hard to find. An article written 
by Lloyd Goodrich in 1925, to mark the centenary of the “founding” 
of the School by Thomas Cole, ref lects the patronizing attitude 
of Goodrich’s contemporary historians. Though admiring the 
Hudson River painters for their “simple and unpretending com-
panionship with nature,” he found their work “unpleasantly hot in 
color, thin in texture, and meager in form…painfully limited.”

The increasing American insularity caused by the Great 
Depression was manifested in the New York art world by the open-
ing of the Whitney Museum of American Art and by the rise of 
American Scene painting and Regionalism. Those events laid the 
groundwork for a durable and popular resurgence in the 193os of 
both the Hudson River School and other genres of mid-nineteenth-
century American painting. In 1932, the Macbeth Gallery, well 

established in New York as a showplace for American Barbizon 
and Impressionist painters, mounted its first historical exhibition 
of American art, which was devoted wholly to the School. Robert 
Macbeth, long a partisan and dealer of the modern art that had dis-
placed in favor the paintings of the old landscape school and wary 
of the criticism of proponents of American abstraction, offered 
the exhibition almost apologetically, in the modest hope that it 
would “prove interesting to those who are willing to give a thought 
to this now far distant period of ‘representational painting.’” That 
time around, it assuredly did. Some critics not only wondered why 
the School had been neglected in the preceding decades, but were 
willing to recognize the “abundant craft” exhibited in the School’s 
pictures; they also found remarkable its members’ ability “to 
communicate the moods of landscape in a manner that truly and 
sometimes magically evokes praise.”

After about 188o, only Inness and his followers—the American 
Barbizon painters—and the Impressionists had exhibited any-
thing the critics considered poetic. Undoubtedly, the new-found 
sympathy for the Hudson River School was also fostered by the 
contemporaneous revival of English Romantic landscape painting 
and by the discovery, noted in a review early in 1932, that “the best 
landscapes of such men as Thomas Doughty, Asher B. Durand, 
Thomas Cole and Jasper F. Cropsey are just as fine as the works of 
all except the most illustrious of their English contemporaries.” 

Public attention on the epoch dominated by the Hudson River 
School was maintained by the reemergence of mid-nineteenth-
century genre painting in the period immediately following the 
Macbeth Gallery exhibition, and gained impetus with a major 
retrospective of the School held in Chicago in 1945. The widely pub-
licized Macbeth show had a measurable ripple effect that lingered 
through the Second World War. For the first time, museums began 
to publicize their holdings of mid-nineteenth-century American 
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landscapes and to expand them with new acquisitions.
Other cities—Boston in 1933 and 1938 and Albany in 1939—

played host to exhibitions devoted to the School and, in 1941, 
Albany offered a retrospective on Thomas Cole, the first showing in 
modern times of the works of a Hudson River painter.  The School 
became fixed in the public mind as an integral and major historical 
factor in American art by such landmark exhibitions as the College 
Art Association’s Background of American Painting (1933), the 
Whitney Museum’s A Century of American Landscape Painting 
(1938)—an undertaking unthinkable without the restoration of 
the Hudson River School to popular favor—and the Museum of 
Modern Art’s Romantic Painting in America (1943).

Resistance to the aesthetic validity of the School would persist 
even in the minds of its supposed advocates, whose attitudes were 
partly colored by traditional criteria and partly, perhaps, by a 
negative reaction to the nationalist and representational styles of 
American painting of the 193os. In 1938, Whitney Museum curator 
Lloyd Goodrich, in selecting the eighty-one pictures that made up 
the museum’s American landscape survey that year, included only 
thirteen by Hudson River painters, compared with twenty-eight 
representing the Barbizon and Impressionist styles—proportions 
that some critics of the show found unbalanced. In the essay he 
wrote for the exhibition catalogue, Goodrich maintained the con-
ventional theory that American landscape art had vastly matured 
in its evolution from the Hudson River painters to those perceived 
as antiacademic heroes of the late nineteenth century—Inness, 
Martin, Homer, and Thomas Eakins. The Hudson River School and 
the Early American Landscape Tradition, an exhibition organized 
by Frederick A. Sweet at the Art Institute of Chicago in February 
1945 and traveling to New York’s Whitney Museum the following 
month, seemed to represent the ultimate vindication of the School 
at a propitious moment in American history.

One of the most remarkable features of the exhibition was its 
size: 164 oils, watercolors, and prints. In keeping with the exhibi-
tion’s title, many works by painters not normally associated with 
the Hudson River School were included: Washington Allston, 
Ralph Blakelock, Albertis Browere, George Catlin, and John Neagle, 
to name a few. For the first time since the nation’s Centennial 
Exposition, in Philadelphia, American landscape painting of the 
early and middle periods of the nineteenth century received the 
attention befitting its long duration and inf luence, with actual 
School paintings composing about sixty percent of the display. 
Thomas Cole alone was represented by thirty works. 

Sweet’s catalogue essay broadly traced the School’s literary 
foundations (pictorial influences were for the most part ignored), 
and he supplied biographies for each of the fifty artists whose work 
was included. Inness was now interpreted as the “villain of the 
Hudson River melodrama,” who had served mainly to import “a 
phony Impressionism based on the French.” That opinion, however 
misinformed and exaggerated it may have been, does indicate a 
shift in focus from the Barbizon and Impressionist schools back to 
the era of the Hudson River School’s greatest authority.

The exhibition, arising partly from the country’s post-war nation-
alism, was far from perfect. Its broad scope tended to obfuscate any 
idea of the School’s true identity. Though it was properly weighted 
with the paintings of Cole (thirty), Durand (twelve), Church 
(nineteen), Kensett (eight), Bierstadt (seven), and Whittredge (five), 
a few major figures were severely underrepresented (Cropsey, by 
three paintings; Gifford, by only one), and far too much work by 
predecessors of the School and by its contemporary followers was 
included. Part of the disproportion could certainly be attributed 
to the near infant state of scholarship at the time and to the relative 
paucity of available pictures by some of the artists. Poor curatorial 
judgment was also a factor: according to one critic, the exhibition 
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was so large and so unfocused that the experience of viewing it was 
exhausting.

The effect of The Hudson River School and the Early American 
Landscape Tradition was beneficial to the School’s reputation for a 
time. It stirred gallery owners to accelerate their attempts to find 
and to promote the sale of Hudson River School paintings and, in 
the late 194os and early 195os, it inspired a series of exhibitions in 
several other cities—Oberlin, Ohio, and Atlanta, Georgia, in 1946; 
Baltimore, in 1946-47; Oklahoma City, in 1948; Dallas, in 1949; 
Yonkers, in 1954; Boston, in 1957; as well as minor shows in New 
York City.

The Vose Galleries of Boston held annual exhibitions of Hudson 
River School paintings from 1944 until 1949, and, during that 
period, was responsible for several Hudson River School shows 
exported to public institutions in other states. Prior to the Chicago 
exhibition, only one painter of the group—Thomas Cole—had been 
accorded a solo retrospective, and that outside New York City. In 
New York, the Harry Shaw Newman Gallery earned special credit 
for mounting several one-man exhibitions: Kensett and Heade, 
both in 1945, and Cropsey and Durand, both in 1946. In 1949, 
Cole’s work received a second and more thorough retrospective at 
the Wadsworth Atheneum in Hartford, Connecticut, and at the 
Whitney Museum in New York.

Nonetheless, the new enthusiasm in the United States for 
Abstract Expressionism and other nonrepresentational painting 
probably served to retard the interest in premodern native painting 
traditions that had built up in previous decades. Not until the late 
195os did advanced scholarship in American nineteenth-century 
art begin to mature; only in the 196os did Cole’s followers in the 
Hudson River School enjoy major retrospectives; only then did the 
market for their paintings take fire.

THE POSTWAR PERIOD has witnessed various revisions of the 
thinking that restored the Hudson River School to the forefront of 
American nineteenth-century landscape painting. Owing perhaps 
to several causes—the overinclusiveness of the Chicago show of 
1945, the mediocre quality of some publications on the School, the 
emerging prominence of nonrepresentational painting, and the 
formation and promotion of the Karolik Collection of American 
painting, with its deliberate concentration of landscape paintings 
by nonacademic artists, particularly Fitz Hugh Lane and Martin 
Johnson Heade—the School’s apparent monopoly of the painting 
of its day, as interpreted by earlier historians, was challenged.

After 1945 only a few scholars, including Virgil Barker and James 
Thomas Flexner, granted the Hudson River School the central place 
in American landscape painting that it had apparently earned 
by the time of the Chicago exhibition. For the other historians, a 
wide range of motives—the lingering prejudice against the aca-
demic aspects of Hudson River School painting, the discovery of 
nonaca-demic landscapists of unarguable appeal, the rejection 
of developmental patterns of American painting that had been 
established in earlier accounts, the modernist tendency to endow 
certain mid-nineteenth-century landscape paintings with more 
relevance—led to questioning of the School as a stylistic entity. 

In American Landscape Painting: An Interpretation (1948), the 
first serious modern book on the subject, author Wolfgang Born 
included the Hudson River School within the framework of a “pan-
oramic style” that expressed a unique “space feeling” by American 
painters toward their native environment. To Born, the style had 
originated in the popular art form of the panorama and was the 
most original and indigenous mode of American expression. In 
American Painting; the Story of 45o Years (1956), E. P. Richardson, 
ignoring the School altogether, discussed the Cole-Durand tradi-
tion within the international tide of Romanticism, and categorized 
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the Hudson River painters of the second genera-tion as either 
romantic naturalists or “luminists.”

By far the most influential, provocative, and controversial reex-
amination of the status and validity of the Hudson River School 
has been that brought about by the concept of American Luminism. 
Whether Luminism is to be regarded as “an alternative tradition” 
to that of the Hudson River School or, more generously, as the 
School’s “culminating” or “closing phase,” it has clearly supplanted 
the School historically as the primary representative of native 
expression in American nineteenth-century painting. Luminism 
was first identified by John I. H. Baur in 1954, was strengthened 
and codified as a historical concept by Barbara Novak in 1969, and 
was consecrated (much as the Chicago show had done in 1945 for 
the Hudson River School) in the exhibition American Light: The 
Luminist Movement organized by John Wilmerding at the National 
Gallery of Art in 198o.

Though Luminism has been variously defined by art historians 
since its inception, the use of the term is ideally restricted to 
cabinet-size, strongly horizontal paintings of water or recum-
bent terrain in which clarity of light, atmosphere, and terrestrial 
forms are paramount features. The quietude and austerity of 
Luminist compositions are in stark contrast to what is held to 
be the most typical and surely most visible category of Hudson 
River School paintings: the monumental, picturesque composi-
tions of Cole, Church, and Bierstadt. Such Hudson River School 
painters as Kensett and Gifford, among others, are considered to 
have frequently practiced in the Luminist mode, but some ideal 
Luminists—the marine painter Fitz Hugh Lane, for example—are 
not identified with the School.

Baur developed the original theory of Luminism in three 
articles, beginning in 1948, when he introduced the term obliquely 
in relation to the work of Lane and Heade, two nonacademic 

American landscape painters little known up to that time. Baur saw 
Lane and Heade as part of a “spontaneous and general movement 
towards research in atmospheric problems” that took form in the 
184os and 185os, paralleling the trend toward Impressionism in 
France. He distinguished the movement from that of “our most 
prominent landscape group of the period, the Hudson River School, 
[which] tended to neglect these [researches] in favor of romantic 
composition and a generally brown tonality.” In 1949, in an essay 
titled “Trends in American Paint ing, 1815-1865” (the trends were 
those illustrated by the newly formed Karolik Collection of mid-
nineteenth-century American painting), Baur repeated the ideas 
he had proposed earlier and, using the term “pantheistic realism,” 
added informal composition as one of Luminism’s characteristics. 
Again, he contrasted that feature with “the contrived and artificial 
feeling” of Hudson River School compositions. More significant for 
the future study of American art history, however, was that Baur’s 
discoveries led him to the conclusion that “the least productive 
approach” to American painting “is that which treats of schools 
and influences.” In 1954, Baur summarized his previous findings 
and elaborated on them in a third article, “American Luminism.” 
A notable point he made was that the empiricism that guided such 
Luminist landscapists as Lane and Heade also affected genre paint-
ers—William Sidney Mount and George Caleb Bingham, to name 
but two—who could be considered as adherents to Luminism. 

Though Baur admitted in his three articles that several Hudson 
River School painters “contributed notably to the [Luminist] 
movement,” he maintained that “the school as a whole was more 
interested in panoramic and picturesque effects than it was in light.” 
The design and content of Barbara Novak’s American Painting 
of the Nineteenth Century: Realism, Idealism, and the American 
Experience (1969) confirmed and elaborated on Baur’s original 
theory. Novak made Luminism, which she called “one of the 
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most truly indigenous styles in the history of American art,” the 
core of a conceptual tradition that extended from the portraits 
of John Singleton Copley to the color-field paintings of Mark 
Rothko. Whereas to Baur, the common “personality” that defined 
the Luminists’ work was American light and atmosphere, Novak 
considered the personality to be a peculiarly American attitude 
toward the objective world, which prevented the Luminist painters 
from disintegrating form in their exploration of the problems 
of light and atmosphere, and she contrasted the aesthetic results 
thus achieved with the amorphous vision of the Impressionists in 
France a few years later. 

Both writers found support for their views in the philosophy 
of American transcendentalism, roughly contemporaneous with 
the Luminist phenomenon; to both, Ralph Waldo Emerson’s 
well-known image of the “transparent eyeball” was analogous to 
the egoless persona of the Luminist artist, who refrained from 
interposing his temperament between the world and the viewer of 
his painting. To Novak especially, that effacement of self arose from 
the artist’s reverence for the essential sacredness of every individual 
object, each imbued with both Platonic and Christian idealism; 
the attitude was seen as common to both transcendentalism and 
Luminism. 

Further, where to Baur, Luminist compositions were character-
ized by an overall informality, Novak found a finely calculated 

“classic structure” both two-dimensional and spatial. In her scheme 
of how American art developed during the nineteenth century, 
Luminism, Lane, Heade, Mount, and Bingham each warranted 
a separate chapter in her book; Hudson River School painting, 
typified by the work of Cole and Durand, represented essentially 
a “compromise solution” to the polarities of “the real and the ideal.” 
Novak discerned “a tripartite division” in Hudson River School 
painting—consisting of ambitious picturesque compositions, 

plein-air studies, and “a luminist style”—but nonetheless deemed 
Luminism “an alternative tradition” to that of the School, and the 
marine painter Lane to be Luminism’s ideal exponent.

John Wilmerding, in his book American Art (1976) and in his 
introductory essay to the catalogue for the exhibition American 
Light (1980), proposed a historical frame-work rebutting “the 
more traditional and often uneven Hudson River school surveys.” 
He emphasized that the School had inaugurated the American 
landscape painting tradition, yet to him, “the luminist view” was its 

“culminating phase,” its “conclusive development,” and “the central 
movement in American art through the middle of the nineteenth 
century.” He saw in Thomas Cole a co-originator of Luminism with 
Lane, who to Wilmerding was not merely the ideal exponent of the 
movement but its “founding figure” as well. Into the development 
of Luminism, Wilmerding projected more substantive factors: the 
brighter cadmium pig-ments being introduced at mid-century 
and the influential writings of John Ruskin, champion of Joseph 
Mallard William Turner and the English Pre-Raphaelite artists. 
He also expanded the ranks of Luminist adherents to include 
almost all the important Hudson River School painters, particu-
larly Frederic Church, whose explorations of sunset effects could 
scarcely be ignored in any review of pictorial investigations of light 
in the 185os.

The splendid sprawl of the American Light exhibition of 198o, 
with more than three hundred and fifty works, ranging from 
Washington Allston to Ralph Albert Blakelock and including 
examples of drawings and photographs, ref lected the enlarging 
ranks of artists considered as Luminists. In the view of some critics, 
however, the visual appeal of the exhibition and its accompanying 
book hardly served to give further definition to the Luminist 
movement; rather, American Light constituted something of a 
weightier reprise of A Century of American Landscape Painting, the 
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Whitney show of 1938, but with a preponderance of mid-century, 
rather than late-century, pictures.

Throughout the period of the development of the theory of 
Luminism, its tenets have certainly been questioned and some-
times rejected. Flexner categorized Luminism as “one aspect of 
the normal practice of the school Kensett led” (that is, Kensett’s 
Hudson River School contemporaries). William Gerdts hailed a 
Luminist aesthetic in mid-nineteenth century American painting, 
but found its validity as a movement weakened because its histori-
cal lineage, both domestic and international, was not convincingly 
traced.

Theodore Stebbins, in an essay published in Wilmerding’s 
American Light catalogue, found Luminism an important but rare 
phenomenon in American painting, and its modern importance 
inflated out of all proportion to historical record. He questioned 
the “indigenousness” of American Luminism, illustrating his 
doubts with numerous counterparts in contemporary European 
landscape painting. In proposing that Luminism “may better be 
seen as a last-ditch attempt to make the Hudson River School style 
of [Durand] and Church serve the complex psychic and aesthetic 
needs of post-Civil War America,” he seemed to refute the modern 
assumption that the Hudson River School style was essentially 
sublime or picturesque. To Stebbins, apparently, Luminism was 
a kind of reduction of the Romantic conventions that had guided 
Cole and Durand, and was essentially consistent with the aims and 
the ideals of the founders of the School.

Few observers today would dispute that the Luminist theory has 
isolated a distinct and significant strain in American landscape 
art: one that above all others possesses the most aesthetic appeal; 
one that reveals a visual similarity with modern art from French 
Impressionism to the American color-field painting of the 196os. 
Some historians, however, have felt that the modern point of view 

that has helped to shape Luminist theory has inevitably served 
to distort the perception of historical inheritance in nineteenth-
century American landscape painting; that the scholarly focus on 
Luminism has been made at the expense of a better understanding 
of historical trends. Over the last four decades, therefore, the varied 
but integral character of the Hudson River School—the group’s 
cohesiveness and heterogeneity, its insularity and sophistication, 
conventionality and originality, as well as the specific pictorial 
effects produced by the amity and rivalry among its representa-
tives—has been more generally assumed than seriously examined. 
Accordingly, there is a great need to redirect scholarly focus on 
the School, on its time-acknowledged artistic paternity in Cole 
and Durand, and on its organizational framework in the National 
Academy, the Century Association, and the Tenth Street Studio 
Building.

THE AMBIGUOUS ATTITUDE toward the Hudson River 
School manifested by historians in the postwar years has not 
inhibited the School’s commercial revival. On the contrary, interest 
in Luminism has probably helped to foster one of the most remark-
able appreciations in the art market in modern times. Admittedly, 
the recent focus on collecting mid-nineteenth-century American 
landscape painting must be regarded in the context of the general 
revival of interest in American art, which matches the rediscovery 
by other nations, particularly England, of their own treasures 
of nineteenth-century academic painting. The market has also 
been created in part by the gradual disappearance of affordable 
old-master and Impressionist works.In the domestic market in 
American paintings, works by the members of the Hudson River 
School frequently have led the way in setting new price standards.

The restoration of the School to critical attention in the years 
from about 1915 to 1945 took three decades to accomplish, but its 
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revival in commercial terms is of shorter duration. Demand for 
School paintings remained slow up to the mid-196os; until then, 
the succession of exhibitions articles, and books devoted to or 
including the Hudson River School had an only moderate effect on 
the actual value of representative pictures. Whereas in the 191os, the 
paintings could easily be had for well under $1oo, prices in the $15o 
to $3oo range were the norm by the early 194os, with exceptional 
paintings bringing $1,ooo. Compared with the average cost—about 
$21o—of a painting sold at the Kensett estate auction in 1873, prices 
of Hudson River School works ref lected almost no increase in 
value during the 193os and  1940s. A spate of activity following the 
exhibition in Chicago in 1945 raised the average price of a School 
painting to about $5oo. Over the next fifteen years, however, inter-
est subsided, while preference for the Barbizon-style landscapes 
of Inness continued, with prices for his work generally more than 
$1,ooo. 

By 1962, striking increases in the prices of mid-nineteenth-
century American landscapes began to occur, beginning with the 
$8,ooo paid for a Luminist picture: Fitz Hugh Lane’s Boston Harbor, 
Sunset. Over the next few years, the growth in value was extraor-
dinary, first broadening to include, and then to be dominated by 
works of Church and Bierstadt—the market leaders of a century 
earlier. A major canvas by Church, originally sold by the artist for 
$7,500 and reduced to $1,5oo in 1897, was purchased for $1o,ooo in 
1965, and was sold in 1970 to a museum for a reported $16o,ooo. In 
1972, Bierstadt’s Immigrants Crossing the Plains brought $r75,ooo-
four times as much as its value in 1869. Generalizations on trends 
in prices are difficult to justify, but it is probably not exaggerating 
to estimate that the prices of paintings by major Hudson River 
School artists increased five-to tenfold through the 196os. At that 
time, dealers were euphoric: the trading was so feverish that some 
of them predicted that the market would collapse in from ten to 

fifteen years.
Yet the furor has hardly subsided. For the six years from 1979 

to 1985, the record auction price of an American painting was for 
Church’s monumental canvas The Icebergs, sold for $2,5oo,ooo 
in 1979. Though few other mid-nineteenth-century landscape 
pictures could rival the scale, historical importance, spectacular 
visual qualities, and price of that work, noteworthy sums well into 
the hundreds of thousands of dollars have remained common for 
Hudson River School paintings. Bierstadt’s View on the Hudson 
Looking across the Tappan Zee towards Hook Mountain, auctioned 
for $115,ooo in 1975, brought $675,000 a decade later. Thomas 
Cole’s View of Boston went for $9oo,ooo in 1984. Other painters 
have fared almost as well at recent auction: $6oo,ooo for a Cropsey; 
$54o,ooo for a Kensett; $185,ooo for a Gifford measuring nine by 
sixteen inches. Paintings by Heade and Whittredge went for about 
$3oo,ooo at auction in 1981 but more recently sold for considerably 
higher sums in private transactions. On a lower scale, paintings by 
18 such lesser masters as Francis A. Silva have fetched as much as 
$125,ooo while minor works by Hudson River School masters-small 
studies and sketches in oil and in watercolor, the kind of paintings 
that brought about $21o (the equivalent of $1,700 in today’s terms) 
at the Kensett auction in 1873 now bring prices in the tens of 
thousands of dollars.

The revival of the market for Hudson River School paintings has 
surely been partly caused by increasing scholarship in the postwar 
years, but, in its turn, it has stimulated that scholarship. From 1968 
through 1976, several important exhibitions devoted to the School 
have been mounted, and most of its major representatives have 
been the subject of monographs, dissertations, and retrospective 
exhibitions. In addition, as Wilmerding’s American Art makes 
clear, the need to render a history of American landscape painting 
that establishes the proper role of the Hudson River School has 
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already been demonstrated by adherents to the Luminist theory. 
Recent exhibitions, such as The Dusseldorf Academy and the 
Americans, at the National Collection of Fine Arts in 1973, and The 
New Path: Ruskin and the American Pre-Raphaelites, organized at 
The Brooklyn Museum in 1985, 100 have also served to illuminate 
distinct historical movements that affected the Hudson River 
School aesthetic. It cannot be denied that exploration into new 
theories has instigated broad investigation of the literary, philo-
sophic, and scientific environment of mid-nineteenth-century 
art, and has added immeasurably to the understanding of the 
cultural ambience in which American landscape painters worked. 
Nevertheless, while serious studies on the careers of the premier 
Luminists Lane and Heade have both been published, monographs 
on Cole and Gifford are only now in press. Moreover, students of 
the art of Durand, Cropsey, Kensett, Whittredge, and most of the 
secondary landscape painters must be content for the present with 
dissertations and exhibition catalogues. Only two small books 
dealing specifically with the Hudson River School have appeared 
since 1947: The Hudson River and Its Painters, by John K. Howat 
(1972), and American Wilderness: The Hudson River School, by 
Barbara Babcock Lassiter (1978), both designed mainly for a popu-
lar audience. In spite of the relative neglect of the School, scholarly 
writings, the accumulated original papers of American artists 
and documents on American art made widely available in recent 
years, and the increased number of newly discovered paintings 
now make possible a meaningful and definitive study of our first 
American school of landscape. 

WHILE MODERN SCHOLARS have identified a host of distinct 
styles and sensibilities in mid-nineteenth-century American 
landscape paintings-from Romantic, Grand, Salon, and panoramic 
styles to Realist, naturalist, and Luminist it is clear that contem-

porary critics recognized in the Hudson River School an overall 
consistency of approach that bespoke the social unity of the New 
York landscape painters and justified the single label embracing 
them all. That painters like Kensett, Gifford, and Heade chose 
not to tread the histrionic paths of Cole, Church, and Bierstadt 
did not sufficiently differentiate their basic aims from those of the 
louder talents. Outwardly, at least, and up to the 1870s, there existed 
among the academic landscape painters little of the discord that 
might have engendered styles consciously dissenting from certain 
basic conventions—among them a general fidelity to the features 
of a specific place; a carefully constructed composition of those 
features, however elaborate or simple the artist chose to make it; 
and a high degree of finish.

In the 186os, perhaps the only exceptions to any of those stan-
dards were those that represented the philosophy and art of Inness 
and those that represented the American Pre-Raphaelite move-
ment. Inness, in reaction to several academic painters who were 
mounting ostentatious single-picture exhibitions, deliberately 
professed his Barbizon-inspired style by showing independently 
his large canvas The Sign of Promise (repainted as Peace and Plenty 
[I863; Metropolitan Museum]), and by accompanying it with a 
manifesto of sorts that attempted to justify the role of the emotions 
in landscape painting. His defiance, which had little immediate 
effect on the style of his contemporaries, constituted only a distant 
premonition of the ultimate decline of the Hudson River School 
style. At the opposite end of the spectrum, the American Pre-
Raphaelites—among them Thomas Charles Farrer, John Henry 
Hill, Charles Herbert Moore, and their spokesman, Clarence 
Cook—began in 1863 to assail the New York Academicians as not 
factual enough in their representation of nature. That challenge, 
voiced largely by Cook in The New Path, the movement’s literary 
vehicle, caused considerable consternation within academic circles. 
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Though the American Pre-Raphaelites undoubtedly elevated the 
standard of fidelity to nature for several landscape painters, as 
is evident in some of the works of Heade, David Johnson, and, 
especially, William Trost Richards, the essential standard predated 
the organization of the movement. The New York painters had 
been familiar with and sympathetic to Ruskin’s precept of “truth 
to nature” since the early 185os: it undoubtedly had already been 
reflected to a greater or lesser degree in Durand’s art and aesthetic 
as expressed in his “Letters on Landscape Painting,” published in 
1855 in The Crayon, and it was especially visible in the art of Church, 
by 1857 acknowledged as America’s leading landscape painter. The 
work of the American Pre-Raphaelites themselves was not widely 
purchased or promoted; the movement, rather than vitiating the 
fundamental principles of academic landscape painting, probably 
fortified them.

However modern scholars may seek to refine the shifting cur-
rents in mid-nineteenth-century landscape painting, there seems 
to be no good reason to downplay or discard as vague or obsolete 
the original concept of the Hudson River School. Debate may 
continue for years as to whether several names—Bierstadt, Heade, 
Inness, for example—should be associated with the School, but 
the essential coherence of the School’s point of view is self-evident 
and given meaning by the close social networks among the paint-
ers who adopted it. The modern observer may justly dismiss the 
disparaging connotation of provincialism the term imputes to the 
mid-nineteenth-century New York landscape painters, and may 
well agree with Theodore Stebbins that “First New York School” 
would identify the group more accurately.

Nevertheless, the Hudson River School name possesses an 
authority gained through a century of use, and now seems particu-
larly apt in evoking the urban headquarters of the group, the river 
communities in which many of the painters took up residence, and 

the upstate wilds and resorts that were, if not their exclusive ranges, 
their original and persistent inspiration. The name, designating the 
first significant artistic fraternity in America, remains fitting.
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The original Ice Age article that made a wonderful trip.

http://www.hvmag.com/Hudson-Valley-Magazine/February-2013/
Ice-Age-in-the-Hudson-Valley-A-Geographical-History/

Ice Age in the Hudson Valley: A Geographical History
Ice capades: Journeys into the Hudson Valley’s past—the way, 
way past, that is
By David Levine

When you or I stand upon the great lawn at the Vanderbilt 
Mansion in Hyde Park, we picture ourselves living the grand life-
style of fin de siècle Hudson Valley aristocracy, of opulent balls and 
market-rigging business deals held amid the stunning landscape 
of river and mountains. When Johanna and Robert Titus stand 
on that same lawn, they picture something a bit different. In their 
minds’ eye, they are knee-deep in water, at the edge of a vast lake 
that stretches from the middle of the eastern Valley counties to the 
middle of the western ones, and from somewhere near Glens Falls 
all the way to the Atlantic Ocean (which is about 100 miles further 
out and 400 feet lower than it is now). The couple also envisions 
gigantic glaciers, which cover the continent from mid-Long Island, 
through Chicago and Omaha, to the Dakotas, Montana, and the 
Great Northwest—and are in the process of melting back to the 
Arctic.

The Tituses, you see, are standing at the Vanderbilt Mansion 
circa 15,000 years BP (the geological term meaning “before present”). 
Robert has a Ph.D. in geology and teaches at Hartwick College; 
Johanna has a master’s in molecular biology and teaches at SUNY 
Dutchess. You may know them as columnists for Kaatskill Life and 
other newspapers. They recently published a delightful book called 
The Hudson Valley in the Ice Age: A Geographical History and Tour 
(Black Dome Press, $17.95). Part popular science, part travelogue, it 
is that rare science book that is both challenging and entertaining. 

Readers learn about arcane geological formations like moraines, 
alluvial fans, and rock drumlins. Better yet, they discover where 
to find the remnants of these formations via hikes and drive-bys at 
dozens of easily accessible spots around the Valley. Consider these 
locales postcards from the ice age. 

We asked the Tituses to pick a handful of their favorite locations 
where interested parties can launch their own geological time 
travel. Once you start, our beautiful Valley will never look quite the 
same again:
The floor of glacial Lake Albany

That’s what the previously mentioned lake is known as, and the 
site of the Vanderbilt estate is just one of many places where you can 
easily imagine the soft, flat lake bottom. “Get used to the idea that 
anytime you see f lat landscapes, you may well be literally on the 
floor of the lake,” Robert says. The thruway south of Kingston, for 
instance, was built on such a flat stretch of land, which is the result 
of deposits left behind as mud on the floor of the lake. “Flat isn’t all 
that interesting, until you realize you are at a lake bottom,” he says.
North Lake

The area’s many lakes and rivers are all remnants of the Hudson 
Valley glacier, which preceded and then was overridden by the 
Laurentide Ice Sheet that covered all of the northern reaches of 
North America. As the ice advanced, it left scratches in the rock, 
called striations. One of the best places to find these is along the 
eastern shore of North Lake in Haines Falls. “Look at the bedrock 
at the edge of the water, and you’ll see the footprints of glaciers,” 
Robert says.
The Kaaterskill Clove

When deltas, like the one the Vanderbilt Mansion sits on, are 
carved into gorges by rivers, they are called cloves. In the Catskills, 
the Kaaterskill Clove—which contains Kaaterskill Falls and the 
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Red Chasm—is an example of this; at its bottom is Palenville, which 
sits on a formation known as an alluvial fan. Streams from the 
retreating glacier all headed into this delta in a fan-shaped forma-
tion, cutting through rock, sand, and clay to create the landscape. 
Johanna recommends that you stop at Red Chasm. “This is a really 
scenic spot—many use it to swim—and you can really see how the 
waters from the melting ice carved the canyon,” she says.

What’s most important about this site, the Tituses say, is that 
this landscape carved by melting glaciers became the touchstone 
of the Hudson River School of Art. “Thomas Cole painted his first 
paintings there, and they figure so importantly in the cultural 
history of the Hudson Valley,” Robert says. “And that all comes out 
of the ice age.”
The Mansions

The big houses built on the eastern edge of the river, including 
Vanderbilt Mansion and FDR’s Springwood, are all positioned on 
ice age deposits at the bottom of glacial Lake Albany. Hyde Park 
rests on one of the lake’s biggest deltas, and the mansions sit on the 
crest of that delta. “The aristocracy didn’t know it, but 150 years ago 
[when they were building their mansions] they were following the 
path of the glaciers,” Robert says.

They also didn’t know that one day, their houses might slip 
toward the river valley. The houses are not built on bedrock; they 
sit on soft sediments like clay. Whenever you hear of a home 
damaged by a landslide, usually after a heavy rain, it’s the result 
of land like this sliding down the slope of the prehistoric lake bed. 

“The sediments are very prone to landslides,” Robert says. “We 
have met people who lost homes that slid downhill, and we have 
visited homes to evaluate their threat of slides and had to tell them 
they were threatened. It is a present danger anywhere in the Valley 
where these deposits exist.”

The Tituses say they have seen evidence of the bigger mansions 

installing new drainage systems to shore up the grounds on which 
they sit. “But there is no way to know when a landslide might 
happen,” Robert says. “It could be 1,000 years, or 10,000 years, or in 
March if we get a lot of rain.” He doubts the latter, though. “The land 
has been there 15,000 years, so I don’t think there is an immediate 
threat.”
The Pine Bush

These days, the Pine Bush Preserve in Albany County is a 
foliage-covered plot of hilly, sandy soil. Just after the glaciers 
retreated, though, it was a small desert not unlike something you’d 
see in Lawrence of Arabia. “All that was missing were camels,” 
Robert says. The sand was blown in from what is now Schenectady 
County, which then was one of Lake Albany’s biggest deltas. As 
the lake retreated, the sandy deposits at its bottom were blown by 
the west winds and dropped here, forming the dunes and swales 
that have since been overgrown. “Stand on top of the dunes and 
imagine what the area looked like 12,000 years ago,” he suggests.

There are many more spots where you can pick up the ice age 
trail. Along their upper edges, the Shawangunks reveal erratic 
striations left by the passage of ice. Frederic Church’s Olana near 
Hudson sits atop a rock drumlin, a hill shaped like an inverted 
spoon bowl, which is a signature of glacial advance. “Each location 
has its own chapter. We suggest you pick up the book and go see 
what we saw,” Robert says, “because it is an autobiography of our 
great adventures.” Adventures that can take you to the dawn of 
your own homeland.
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First Ice Age site: the Palisades Cliffs on the river in New York, scraped out by the glaciers.











Exploring Kingston, a cute little town.



















Up close with the old tugboat.
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Day 2: Sunday, July 17—North-South Lake: Art Sites 6 and 8, Glacial striations

North/South Lake Campground:
“Spring-fall camping, hiking & fishing at a historic area 

with 2 lakes & mountain trails. Haines Falls, NY 12436.”





Art Trail Site 6 
Thomas Cole’s Lake with Dead Trees, 1825.















Duck!







Somewhere over there are supposed to be the glacial striations.









Loie found them. Obscure in these photos, which needed strong raking light. Look for all the faint fat scratches made by 
glaciers dragging rocks over these rocks.

















Another small patch along the top, with grafitti.

















We assume these boulders are glacial erratics: dragged from elsewhere and left behind when the glaciers melted.





We think these were “chattermarks.” More on that later.
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Art Site 8: Catskill Mountain House

We walked through the recreation/beach area at the south 
of South Lake to find the next art site. It took a minute to 
figure out the path—a friendly man at a picnic table called 
out to us with directions.

This art site was a bit odd. We checked the pictures in the 
book and couldn’t figure out how Cole could have painted 
from the vantage point in the picture—the cliff under the 
hotel site was too steep. Eventually we thought he made it up!

We saw some rocks we thought might have been the ones 
he added under the house site, so decided to walk up to them. 
That worked out—nice spot up the hill.









Thomas Cole, A View of the Catskill Mountain House, 1845–48.



Loie is standing just at the far side of the House shown on the previous page.





Frederick Church, Above the Clouds at Sunrise, 1849.













Out on the point of the site, 19th century grafitti.
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Day 3: Monday, July 18—Mohonk House; The Walkway Over the Hudson

We started out going to to see more glaciation effects in 
Minnewaska State Park. By the time we got there and talked 
to two nice rangers, we decided we were a bit late—not 
enough research, appropriate equipment, no food—to try the 
hike they recommended.

B said there was something else we could see in the area. It 
turned out to be Lake Mohonk, the site of Mohonk House!

Decided to have lunch at Mohonk despite cost, and thus 
strike one item from my list of places to visit. Got a perfect 
table for two looking out at the Berkshires. Buffet style, and 
we were there about 2 and a quarter hours, no alcohol. Paying 
for lunch gave us access to the hotel and grounds.

We did a short steep walk to Skytop and Mr. Smiley’s 
memorial tower. 2 Art Site markers. B fascinated by the 
broken stones on the return walk.

Then Sky Bridge in Poughkeepsie. 















After a brief visit to Minnewaska, back 
down and on the way to Lake Mohonk.
Couldn’t make out exactly what the 
tower or structure was.





“…by the glacier.”











The long-thought-of Mohonk House.

















A sampling of some of our plates.



Good thing we didn’t go on a long hike.



















The Art Trail Site #12 at Mohonk Lake was a 
bit confusing. Our little guide book did not 
include it; only went from 1 to 9. So we had no 
picture to compare to the view. 

The little engraving looked nothing like the 
view we were seeing. Another “interpretation”? 

Thomas Cole. Lake Mohonk. Oil on panel, c. 
1846



Off on a hike to Skytop.











Striations?

























Art Trail Site # 14 at Skytop was perfect. Not 
in our guidebook, but the engraving was 
unmistakably a view of the view.

Sanford Robinson Gifford. The Shawangunk 
Mountains. Oil on canvas, 1864,

















Skytop turned out to be the tower we had 
seen from way down below.

(I didn’t take a picture of the tower itself, 
so I cribbed one from Wikimedia.)
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Day 4: Tuesday, July 19—Minnewaska State Park; Armadillo Bar & Grill

Back to Minnewaska park to walk around one side of the 
lake then on the carriage road to Patterson’s Pellet and a little 
further. 

At the very beginning of the walk we met a man who was 
walking to GN and we had a congenial chat on the part of the 
walk we shared. He and his wife were staying at Mohonk MH, 
which they do every summer for a couple/few days. In winter 
they spend 2 weeks at their condo in Ft. Lauderdale. They live 
in Albany.

Half of cheese and bacon sandwiches at Patterson’s Pellet. 
Our friend went on. We went a little further—passed trail to 
Gertrude’s Nose but decided that would be another trip with 
better shoes. On the walk back we rounded the other side of 
the lake.

More or less back to the car stopped in a little park area to 
have the second halves of sandwiches—my putting chips on 
my sandwich, remembering doing that as a chlld, and think-
ing that people would love this idea for a restaurant—build 
your sandwich with meat, cheese and chip choices.

We planned to eat leftovers our last night, then I suggested 
we walk over to the Armadillo for Margaritas on our last 
night. Funny little place, taciturn Bartender Eileen was a 
combo of Terrie and Anna H, at least in her features and 
hair. Made a good traditional margarita. Then the excitement 
of a car slamming into a motorcyclist on the street outside.   
Eventually emergency and police vehicles arrived ad we 
decided it was time to go. E was still busy, I asked for the bill, 
she said, “Just give me $20. Since she’d advised us the good 
drinks were $10 each I left $25 on the bar. Busy as she was 
she saw that and uttered a curt thanks. The cash register was 

ancient and not computerized!



This was a no-brainer. Official chatter-marks right next to the parking lot.







At the same spot, another phenomenon: polishing. The glaciers dragged sand and grit across the bedrock and polished it 
smooth. If the angle to the sun was just right, we could see a sheen on the rock.







More chatter-marks?









Off on a hike to Patterson’s Pellet.













No idea who Patterson was, but here’s his Pellet: a glacial erratic.

































A little lunch.













Walking on a bit.



































These mysterious marks point to an alignment of stones.









































Second lunch.
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Day 5: Wednesday, July 20—Hyde Park Delta; Culinary Institute of America; Val-Kill

Left CC around 9:50 enroute to Hyde Park to then go south. 
Vanderbilt Mansion exterior under renovation. Saw slumps 

and the Millionaire’s View of the Hudson River.
Drove to Culinary Institute for lunch. Gorgeous campus 

and a lovely dining room. Excellent food and service. Bakery 
shop recommended but a long line of people waiting to get in.

Drove to FDR house to investigate Val-Kill. Got a map to 
the site and took off. $18 entrance fee, not much time—prob-
lem with paying, the person who worked the register not 
there.

My digestion required me to leave and then we couldn’t go 
back in. But we got a sense of Eleanor’s house and, back at the 
Visitor Center to pay, we got a $10/life card for free entrance 
to national parks and sites; one person with a card can take 
along 3 others for free regardless of age or a carload of people.

And found our next place setting—Eleanor’s Franciscan 
Appleware! A plate was for sale in the shop, we asked and 
were told they didn’t sell—or didn’t have—settings. B ssays 
we’ll check Replacements LTD.

On to Lee’s, and about 2 miles from her house, I ran into a 
granite curb that dented the front right fender and ripped off 
half the rubber bumper protector. A funny intersection and 
avoiding a cyclist added up to accident. B was looking at RG’s 
front and saw a hub cap—someone elses’—hanging from a 
tire jack close to us. A walker stopped and gave us an earful.

Apparently, road or sidewalk “improvements” changed 
that particular sidewalk config and there have been 100s of 
similar accidents.

Relaxing evening and supper with Lee and the Guys on the 
deck under netting—mosquitos! Nate termed her cherries-

and-bought-cookies “Grammy Dessert.” Hilary told us more 
about the Sargent Saga. Mr. Ormand is now claiming he 
never saw the portrait! The good news is that this now clears 
the path to the review committee.





























The Tituses say, “If you get the chance to walk about on this lawn, please remember that you are probably up to your knees 
in the waters of Lake Albany.” Or, you would have been, 12,000 years ago. More or less.











Lunch at The Culinary Institute of America.

https://www.ciachef.edu/cia-new-york/










Alas, no pictures of lunch. Too nice to interrupt.



But we did save a menu.



Stopped at Franklin D. Roosevelt National 
Historic site to find out about going to Val-Kill. 
Saw a Morgan 3. Of course I had to look this up 
later, and I assume it was a new one, not an 
antique.

https://www.morgan-motor.co.uk/3-wheeler/








On to Val-Kill, right next door, Eleanor 
Roosevelt’s house.

“The only National Historic Site dedicated 
to a first lady, Val-Kill welcomes visitors in 
the style of Mrs. Roosevelt.”

https://www.nps.gov/elro/learn/historyculture/stories.htm
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Day 6: Thursday, July 21—Shopping at Guido’s Fresh Marketplace; Naumkeag; Chesterwood

RG to garage; next to get picnic lunch and supper.



Courtesy of Hilary

Lee’s gardens.



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary





Wild turkeys at Lee’s house.





Shopping at  Guido’s  Fresh 
Market.

This picture taken in honor of 
our friend Dave, who first discov-
ered tomahawk steaks.



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary





Naumkeag, home of Joseph Hodges Choate.



http://www.thetrustees.org/places-to-visit/berkshires/naumkeag.html


























Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary









Getting ready for our house tour.





































The broken lamp Nathan identified.



















Just like Nana’s.



























Courtesy of Hilary











Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary













Courtesy of Hilary

































A very few pictures at Chesterwood.

http://chesterwood.org/
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Day 7: Friday, July 22— Frelinghuysen Morris House, Lenox; Mahaiwe Performing Arts Center

Day 7: Friday, July 22— Frelinghuysen Morris House, Lenox; Mahaiwe Performing Arts Center

Pick up RG. Leak from rack and pump; safe if power steer-
ing oil is full; bought fluid;  bent wheel = OK to drive. $80.

http://www.frelinghuysen.org/
http://www.frelinghuysen.org/


Visiting the Frelinghuysen Morris House and Studio.

http://www.frelinghuysen.org/




















A postcard of Suzy Frelinghuysen and 
George L. K. Morris circa 1940 posing on 
their railingless stairway.



A walk ’round Lenox.
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Day 8: Saturday, July 23—Mama’s Boy; Onteora; Smiley’s Ice Cream; Deer Mountain Inn

On the road about 10:50 with the Guys headed to Mama’s 
Boy Burgers in Tannerville for lunch. Funky town, reminded 
me of Colorado. 2 PM Crazy Race, wine/cider store, restau-
rants, etc. Extreme Hasidic Jews marching to or from church. 

MBB computers wonky, wiping out orders that had to be 
re-entered. Got ours wrong,oh well! B said it should be called 
Random Burgers. The Guys’ were exactly as ordered.

On to Onteora. Drove past All Souls church, Yo would have 
loved it. It looked like the stones it came from. Then into the 
community to see the houses, stopping at the library—closed 
till 2 but the librarian said they re-opened at 2. Hilary had 
some chat about access to their archives, but they are still in a 
state of disorder. Then on to Witchwood. 

We couldn’t go in but we walked around outside. Hilary 
ran into a neighbor and we all walked a loop trail to a lookout 
and Artists’ Seat memorial. The neighbor is knowledgeable 
about O and provided a lot of history. After the walk we 
drove back to the library.

It is a lovely building, built in 1914 as a library with housing 
for the librarians. It is still the same but the collection has 
languished due to a lack of librarians. Mark and Hilary were 
recruited; young couple David and ?? who live in Brookyn 
and are school librarian and teacher took the offer. Their first 
summer. 

Then to the abandoned studio, then ice cream in 
Tannersvile; stop at wine shop first then general store for ice 
cream (recommended by Onteora friend) but closed, so to 
MMB again.

Stop at Deer Mountain Inn for wine/beer, look at lounge 
and chat about moving art from Tuckaway. Home for relax-

ation, Schnibbling supper and Apples to Apples.



Tannersville, for lunch at Mama’s Boy.



















Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary





Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary















A quick stop at the Onteora library, to speak with the librarians about the day’s schedule.



































Walking up to the Artists’ Seat.

















The artists memorialized here were all Hudson River School painters, whose painting locations we had been finding.

















Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary







Witchwood House, owned by clients of Hilary’s.





Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary







A long-abandoned artist’s studio.

















Deer Mountain House, Tannersville, for some refreshments.















The Onteora library.















Three librarians and a patron.











Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary





Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary
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Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary





















A stop-off on the way back to Lee’s.





Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary





Courtesy of Hilary



Courtesy of Hilary
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