

















denesque was “calculated for displaving the art of the
gardener.” in contrast te the picturesque which was a
“constant reference to what would look well in a pic-
ture.”

The use of exotic plants, and by extension the garde-
nesque, was not embraced by all.  Some critics con-
denmed the use of non-indigenous plants, considered
by then to be horticultural oddities and freaks, for a
variety of reasons ranging from the practical to the eso-
teric. They claimed thev were inappropriate in Ameri-
can gardens and that their use implied a reference to
artifice rather than art. Writers such as Thoreau wrote
of the reverence, purity, and truth of nature and the cul-
tivation of native plants was one manifestation of this
belief. Crities believed plants from jungles and deserts
appcared gaudy and failed to harmonize with the North
American context and that the dramatic size and showy
patterns of exotic specimens constituted a “museum of
costly curiosities.” This school of thought acknowl-
edged that since such plants failed to adapt to our cli-
mate, hardy native hardy plants were preferable. What
had begun as a question of plant choice evolved into a
debate with political and moral overtones with critics
chastising exotics for being fake, foreign, and un-Amer-
ican. (In the twentieth century their use would even he
considered “effeminate.™) Despite protests, and even
as the century drew to a close, popular and profession-
al opinion was split on the strict use of native plants and
the use of exotics.  Although prominent landscape
advocates including Frederick Law Olmsted. Warren
Manning, and Jens Jensen occasionally relied on non-
native plants to add variety to their designs, the pastoral
effects thev preferred were achieved using few
“imports.”

Not only did propenents of the picturesque dislike
exotic plants and the gardenesque's “aesthetic of scat-
ter,” they also denounced the overall effect created by
other popular methods of planting."” Ribbon and car-
pet bedding, as well as massing and “jeweled™ effects,
were belittled for their over-the-top excess and the
impression that the eclectic and mult-patterned nature
of Victorian interiors had spilled out into the garden.
Such elaborate effects had a great number of critics:
William Robinson defiantly claimed he was a flower gar-
dener not a “spreader of bad carpets,” and Frederick
Law Olnsted attacked “high bred marvels” and the fret-
ted leaves of decorative gardening, valued for variety
and elaboration over unitv of composition and soothmg
effects. Olmsted believed that such gardening consti-
tuted @ mania sacrificing “natural scenerv to coarse
manufactures of brilliant and gaudyv decoration under
the name of specimen gardeming.™ For himn. embroi-
dery beds, carpet bedding and the like were “suitable to
the house furnishing and millinery trades.”

Strict adherence to one single approach to design.
although a practical solution, was not in keeping with
the interest in rich display that characterized the nine-
teenth century. Landscape gardener Edward Kemp
promoted a sort of “official” combination of the pic-
turesque and the gardenesque in what he defined as the
“mixed style™ but in most cases the chosen approach was
a more casual mingling of the two. For example, the
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polvchrome intricacy of the Stephen Hammond resi-
dence knot garden in Geneva, New York. credited to
Calvert Vaux. was surrounded by an eclectic display of
potted bananas and palms; and landscape architect
Samuel Parsons, Jr., spoke kindlv of the “jewel-like effect
of bedding and the same charm of trees and shrubs.”
A. ]. Downing, earlier in the century, had embraced a
version of the gardenesque, combining picturesque
pleasure grounds with botanical specimens at his own
home. and in a plan, with Vaux, for public grounds
behind the White House and along the Mall in Wash-
ington. William Robinson, who raged against the Vic-
torian methods that created the “ugliest gardens ever
made,” in fact published writings on the use of subtrop-
ical plants in England. and even Arts and Crafts propo-
nent William Morris believed that gardens should be
both orderly and rich."”

It is in keeping. then. that Henry Shaw would cele-
brate this rich nineteenth-century aesthetic and com-
bine sunken parterres of exotics and the order of botan-
ical sequence, and gigantic century plants, paisley and
moon-shaped heds within the comext of a park that was
likened, by contemporaries, to a "gemn of sparkling
beaury.” Such highly decorative effects were dlspldve(l
in a multitude of public gardens, and favored by visitors,
well into the twentieth century in spite of the debate for
Or against.

Shaw’s Resolution

Both the picturesque and the gardenesque existed as
options in the landscape design of the nineteenth cen-
tury and the tug over which was best suited to place and
purpose was an on-geing process. Shaw included pic-
turesque passages at the garden and park but ideologi-
cally he sided with Loudon and dismissed the pic-
turesque as a stvle best suited to painting rather than
design. “"Wild nature.” Shaw said, was not the intention
of the landscape gardener. The harmonious unfolding
of pastoral views and sheets of foliage clinging to rough
stone appealed less to him than the emphasis on speci-
men plantings that celebrated a century of discovery
and displays that could educate and cultivate. The gar-
denesque was the ideal approach for improvement in
the countryvside because it not only suited Shaw's inten-
tions but because it most clearly contrasted with the sur-
rounding scenerv. No gcntleman would be flattered
having his grounds mistaken for uncultivated country-
side and the gardenesque best communicated that “art
had heen exercised.” revealing the hand of man in its
clearly identifiable artistic conceptions and arrange-
ments. Shaw called the gardenesque the “cultivated
stvle,” claiming it did not outrage nature with abrupt
curves or distorted forms, but instead united “uiilir,
variety and beaury.” He chose to be “the artist of the
graceful and cultivated stle” who pursued a middle
course bhetween the picturesque and the formalitv of
what he considered the purely artificial. It was within
this rich context of nineteenth century landscape aes-
theucs that Henry Shaw shaped his garden and park.
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