- FEATURE -

The Sincerest Form of Flattery: Grace Hudson'’s
Little Mendocino and Its Many Copies

by Karen Holmes

s autumn turned to win-
ter in 1895, something
of a scandal brewed in

San Francisco’s art world. The
general public became aware of
it via an exposé in the Decem-
ber 8 issue of the San Francisco
Chronicle. Entitled “An Imita-
tion of ‘Little Mendocino,” It
Makes Trouble in Art Circles.
A Local Dealer’s Scheme,” the
article revealed that displayed in
the window of “a Grant Avenue
store” was an oil painting by a
30-year-old artist from Califor-
nia named Grace Carpenter Hud-
son, whose star was on the rise.
Her 36" x 26" canvas was called
Little Mendocino. 1t portrayed a
Mendocino County Pomo Indian
baby sobbing with palpable mis-
ery, laced in its traditional cradle
basket and propped against a
redwood tree. The painting bore
a $1000 price tag and was owned
by “Colonel” Marcus H. Hecht,
a prominent San Francisco busi-
nessman and civic leader, who
had presumably put it up for sale.
The scandal arose from the fact
that alongside Hudson’s original
had been a nearly identical copy
by an unidentified painter, priced
at a mere $150.

As the newspaper article
pointed out, the artists of the city
were angered “over what they
regard as unjust treatment of one
of their number by a local exhib-
itor and dealer.” It was further
explained that other “exhibitors,
quite a number of them, seem to
think the grievance a just one,
and are rather caustic in their
criticisms.” The juxtaposition
of the copy with the original at
a fraction of the price was con-
sidered an insult to Hudson, who
first portrayed the rather unusual
subject matter and brought it to
fruition in a masterly way. Those
in San Francisco’s artistic com-
munity felt that to undermine
the originality and the monetary
value of her work was “a gross
breach of the proprieties.” After
complaints were made, the orig-
inal was removed from the store
window. With a hint of intrigue
the article continued, “The iden-
tity of the imitator and how he
obtained the opportunity to make
a copy of the picture are ques-
tions which a number of artists
would like to have answered.
The dealer knows, but does not
care to talk.”!

An Artistic Life Begins

Grace Hudson, née Carpen-
ter, was born on February 21,
1865, in Potter Valley, Cali-

Grace Hudson, Little Mendocino, (#5),
1892, oil on canvas, 36" x 26". California
Historical Society, Gift of the San Fran-
cisco Art Institute, the Bridgeman Art
Library.
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Grace Hudson, The Interrupted Bath,
(#4), 1892, oil on canvas, 384" x 22V4".
Collection of the Monterey Museum of
Art, Monterey, California. Bequest of Mr.
& Mrs. W.R. Holman. Photo courtesy of
the Grace Hudson Museum & Sun House,
Ukiah, California.

fornia, some 130 miles north of San
Francisco in rural Mendocino County.
Grace entered the world with a twin
brother, Louis Grant Carpenter (known
as “Grant”), and together they joined
an older sister named May. Grace’s
parents, Helen McCowen Carpenter
and Aurelius Ormando “A.O.” Car-
penter, were enterprising and creative.

Grace and John Hudson around the time of their marriage, circa 1890,
Aurelius O. Carpenter, photographer. Photo courtesy of the Grace Hud-
son Museum & Sun House, Ukiah California.
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The Carpenter family, circa 1873, Aurelius
O. Carpenter, photographer. Standing at
rear, May Carpenter. Seated, left to right:
Helen, Grant, Frank, Grace, and Aurelius
Ormando “A.0.” Carpenter. A.O. Carpen-
ter took this family portrait via a camera
shutter release bulb he held behind Grace’s
back. Photo courtesy of the Grace Hudson
Museum & Sun House, Ukiah, California.

Among the first white settlers in Potter
Valley in the late 1850’s, they came by
way of Kansas Territory, where A.O. had
served alongside revolutionary leader John
Brown in the fight to secure Kansas’s entry
into the Union as a state free from slavery
and where A.O.’s mother, Clarina Nichols,
sought to get improved rights for women
written into the state’s constitution. Once in
California, Helen taught school while A.O.
ranched and worked as a newspaperman.?

The Carpenters found the native Pomo
Indians of Potter Valley suffering because
of the arrival of white pioneers into their
ancestral territory. As the endlessly appear-
ing newcomers continued to take the most
fertile land in the valley for themselves, the
Indians were increasingly in distress and
on the brink of starvation. Many of their
traditional ways of life became unsustain-
able. The members of the Carpenter family
were sensitive to the local Indians’ plight,
and helped them in what ways they could. A
cordial, if paternalistic, relationship devel-
oped between the family and their indige-
nous neighbors, many of whom were fre-
quent visitors to the Carpenter homestead.

Today considered among the most
accomplished basket makers in the world,
the Pomo peoples and their striking basket
weaving interested the Carpenter family.
Helen and Grace would eventually collect
notable examples of their beautiful work.
The baskets were made of native plants
such as sedge, bulrush, and redbud, while
some of the more lavishly decorated exam-
ples were embellished with feathers and
beads or enhanced with dangles of abalone
and clamshell. Throughout her childhood,
Grace keenly observed these cultural arti-
facts and the people who made them, build-
ing visual memories and social connections
that would serve her well in the years to
come.’

At age four, Grace moved with her family
to the county seat in nearby Ukiah, where
a final Carpenter child, Frank, was born.
While Helen and A.O. ventured jointly
into a new profession—studio photogra-
phy—Grace finished grammar school and
devoted a good portion of her spare time to
drawing with noticeable skill. As no high
school existed in Ukiah in the late 1870’s,
the Carpenters sent their children elsewhere
for secondary education. Grace attended a
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Grace Hudson, National Thorn, (#1), 1891, oil on
canvas, 30" x 30". Grace Hudson Museum & Sun
House, Ukiah, California. Photo courtesy of the
Grace Hudson Museum & Sun House.

high school in San Francisco, although it is unclear
how long she was enrolled there. Because of the
artistic talent that she and her parents knew she
possessed, after a short time she was registered at
the prestigious San Francisco School of Design,
probably in early 1879 at about the time of her
14th birthday.*

The school of design was founded by the mem-
bers of the San Francisco Art Association (SFAA),
which had formed in 1871 for the “promotion of
painting, sculpture, and fine arts akin thereto,”
for “the diffusion of a cultivated taste for art in
the community at large,” and most significantly
for “the establishment of an academy or school
of design.” Officially organized on December 31,
1873, the new art school was the first of its kind
west of the Mississippi. Around the time of Car-
penter’s initial enrollment, it had approximately
60 students and was under the management of
the SFAA and the directorship of painter Virgil
Williams.®

At the school, Grace learned to draw from casts
and sculptures, eventually moving on to live mod-
els. She also painted in a variety of media and
benefited from plein air classes. By the end of
1881, the SFAA awarded her the highly coveted
Alvord Gold Medal for best full-length study in
crayon from a cast. Oscar Kunath, Grace’s portrait
teacher at the school of design, later commented
to her that he always remembered her with plea-
sure as the “most talented pupil I ever had.”

Vivacious teenaged Grace enjoyed her time in
San Francisco, reveling in the fashions and social
possibilities offered in the cosmopolitan city.
A petite, attractive brunette with a sprinkling of
freckles across her face, she drew her fair share of
beaux, including fellow painting student Edward
Espey. Other long-lasting friendships developed
during her art school days included those with the
deaf artist Theophilus d’Estrella and landscape
painter Lorenzo P. Latimer.

In addition to her schoolwork, Grace helped
her parents in their photography business by
hand-tinting portraits that they sent to her at the
various boarding houses in San Francisco where
she lived throughout her student days. She con-
tinued this practice during school vacations and
holidays back home in Ukiah, where she also
picked up ideas about lighting and composition by
observing the workings of the family photo studio.

Though Grace’s art school records did not sur-
vive the 1906 earthquake and fire in San Fran-
cisco, it is likely that her attendance there ended
with the final term of 1883.” She returned to Ukiah
in December of that year under somewhat strained
circumstances. She had fallen in love with Wil-
liam T. Davis, a real estate and money broker, who
was 15 years her senior and the father of a child.
As her parents became aware of the seriousness
of their daughter’s relationship, they increasingly
showed their disapproval. They did not encourage
18-year-old Grace to return after the holidays to
the city, where it would be much easier for her to
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entertain visits from her suitor.

To complicate matters, Edward Espey
was still interested in her and was due to
return soon from his continued art stud-
ies at the Académie Julian in Paris. If she
pressed for a formal engagement with
Davis, whose finances and future were
questionable, she would lose Espey, a
promising young painter whom her par-
ents much preferred.® Grace spent the
spring and summer living at home, trav-
eling locally with her family, helping in
the studio, and trying to decide between
her two admirers. She did make up her
mind, and by the fall she was back in San
Francisco. Much to Helen and A.O.’s
dismay, Grace eloped with Davis in Sep-
tember 1884.

Little is known about the groom or the
marriage, other than that it was short-
lived. Only 27 months later, by Decem-
ber of 1886, the couple’s divorce was
finalized. Mrs. Grace Davis, as she was
now known, had returned by this time to
Ukiah. There she helped out in her par-
ents’ photography studio and gave art
lessons in her own small atelier that her
parents built for her on their property.
Grace’s own artistic output dwindled to
a period of relative inactivity following
her divorce, and few examples of her
work remain bearing a “Grace Davis”
signature. She remained young and tal-
ented, however, and soon met the man
who would provide the direction, part-
nership, and encouragement she needed
to help establish her art career.

Lasting Marriage and
Early Career

John Wilz Napier Hudson arrived in
California from Nashville, Tennessee,
in 1889. He was trained as a medical
doctor, but his true passion was ethnog-
raphy. He found work as a physician for
the newly extended San Francisco and
North Pacific Railroad Company that
had its terminus and medical office in
Ukiah. A tall, handsome bachelor, he
was a welcome addition to Ukiah soci-
ety, and he came across Grace and her
relatives often at the small town’s gath-
erings. Having left Nashville in part to
escape his conventional and conserva-
tive family, who expected him to be a
doctor just as his father had been, Hud-
son found that in many ways the Car-
penters were everything his own family
was not. Charmed by bohemian Grace
and intrigued by her progressive parents,
John was accepted on his own merits in
a way that he hadn’t quite been accepted
by his own family in Tennessee. Within
a year Grace and John wed, this time
with the full approval of Helen and A.O.
Carpenter.

Through the Carpenters, Hudson dis-
covered a wealth of information regard-
ing Indian basketry and culture. He also
greatly benefited from their longstand-
ing connections to local Native families,
which provided him with a foundation
for his own cultural and linguistic stud-
ies. John joined Grace in her interest
in basketry. Over the course of several
years and with her help, he developed
a sizeable and much-admired basket
collection, which was comprehensive
in style and function. As for the career
of his bride, he became her champion,
urging her to focus her paintings on the
Pomo people, with whom she was so
familiar.

As Native Americans across the coun-
try continued to suffer the debilitating
cultural effects of years of war, disease,
and dislocation, Grace and John Hudson
genuinely believed that the local Pomo
peoples were on the verge of extinction.
Though they felt it their duty to pre-
serve and record all they could about
them, they were also well placed to take
advantage of a growing national nos-
talgic interest in “all things Indian,” as
Native ways of life disappeared. Both
were astute enough to realize that Grace
could make a professional name for her-
self portraying a subject matter that no
other artist at that time was attempting
to depict.’

Working out of her studio, modestly
remodeled to serve additionally as the
Hudsons” home, Grace now started
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Unframed Little Mendocino, 1893, Aurelius
O. Carpenter, photographer. This image
closely resembles the one on which so many
of the Little Mendocino copies seem to be
based or overpainted. Photo courtesy of
the Grace Hudson Museum & Sun House,
Ukiah, California.

Anonymous, Little Mendocino copy, unknown
date, oil on panel, 9%" x 7%". Photo from
painting file on Little Mendocino larger oil
copies. Photo courtesy of the Grace Hudson
Museum & Sun House, Ukiah, California.

to approach her art in a more systematic
manner. In the summer of 1891, she began
to keep a “painting diary,” in which she
planned to record information regarding her
oil paintings that she felt were of high qual-
ity, complete, and saleable. Numbered “1”
in this diary was National Thorn, a realis-
tic portrait of a slumbering Pomo baby in a
cradle basket, protected by a watchful dog.

The motherly choice of a sleeping Indian
child for the painting’s focal point did not
particularly occur to male artists of the day,
and it was one that Hudson would return to
consistently throughout her career. Its initial
novelty was not lost on H. Jay Smith, the
director of the art department of the Minne-
apolis Industrial Exposition, who happened
to be visiting the Hudsons on a Pomo bas-
ket buying expedition. When he spied the
piece unfinished on Grace’s easel, her sensi-
tive portrayal and unusual theme prompted
him to make an offer on the painting, with
the intent of hanging it at the exposition for
sale. Hudson readily agreed.

The canvas was very well received in
Minneapolis and quickly sold. Its positive
publicity paved the way for the display of
Grace’s second, third, and fourth numbered
works at the exposition the following year.
Emboldened by her success in the Midwest,
Hudson now set her sights on exhibiting
at a respected venue closer to home—the
annual fair of the Mechanics’ Institute of
San Francisco.

The Mechanics’ Institute and Columbian
Exposition Fairs

As California’s Gold Rush wound down
in the mid-1850’s, those formerly attracted
to mining sought other ways to make a
living that would allow them to remain

Anonymous, Little Mendocino copy, circa
1896, oil over photographic reproduction
adhered to panel, 6" x 4". This particu-
lar copy has a heavy application of paint
around the baby’s eyes. It is inscribed
“Copyright 96” in the lower left corner.
Grace Hudson Museum & Sun House,
Ukiah, California. Karen Holmes photo.

Little

Anonymous, Mendocino copy,
unknown date, watercolor, 95" x 7'4".
Photo from painting file on Little Men-
docino watercolor copies. Photo courtesy
of the Grace Hudson Museum & Sun
House, Ukiah, California.

in the newest state to join the Union.
Many saw agriculture as the state’s next
potential goldmine. Fortunes were also
envisioned in the manufacturing of a
wide variety of goods to sustain the bur-
geoning and diverse populace that had
previously relied on products brought
in at great expense from elsewhere. Yet
growth in these areas was hampered by
the fact that there were few educational
opportunities available in the young state
for industrial training. In 1854 a group
of likeminded San Franciscans who
craved a place for technical instruction,
adult education, and the advancement of
industries formed a Mechanics’ Institute
in their city to fill this need. One of its
members’ earliest goals was to establish
a library and reading room, which was
soon achieved in a rented building. The
institute rapidly became a welcome cen-
ter for educational, social, and cultural
activities in the somewhat wild outpost
of San Francisco.”

Always seeking to enlarge its book
collection and membership, and to
secure a building of its own, the mechan-
ics’ organization soon developed a plan
for an annual fundraiser—an industrial
fair to promote local manufacturing and
agriculture. In keeping with its support
of cultural pursuits, the institute encour-
aged artists and writers to submit works
for consideration and exhibition as well.
The agricultural and industrial displays,
emphasis on technological marvels and
inventions, impressive art exhibits, and

Anonymous, Little Mendocino copy,
circa 1896, oil over photographic repro-
duction adhered to panel, 6" x 4". Grace
Hudson Museum & Sun House Ukiah,
California. Karen Holmes photo. Here
the paper base of the baby’s face is rel-
atively untouched by overpainting. It is
inscribed “Copyright 96” in the lower
left corner.

Anonymous, Little Mendocino copy,
unknown date, oil on canvas, 9" x 7".
Photo from painting file on Little Men-
docino copies obviously not by Grace
Hudson. Note the “G Hudson” signature
in the lower left corner. Photo courtesy of
the Grace Hudson Museum & Sun House,
Ukiah, California.

Anonymous 1898 print inspired by Little
Mendocino, approximately 10" x 8'". Note
the Herrman Cohen copyright informa-
tion in the lower left corner. Photo from
painting file on copies inspired by Lirtle
Mendocino. Photo courtesy of the Grace
Hudson Museum & Sun House, Ukiah,
California.



evening band concerts all cre-
ated a great success for the first
Mechanics’ Institute Annual Fair
and Exposition in 1857."" Not
only did it provide entertainment
and enlightenment for the people
of San Francisco and environs,
but it also showed the world that
California was still the land of
opportunity and a self-sufficient
land of opportunity at that.

By the time Grace Hudson
considered submitting her work
to the 27th Industrial Exposi-
tion of the Mechanics’ Institute
in 1893, the fairs had become a
staple in San Franciscos’ artis-
tic life. Though a quantity of
beginners and “Sunday paint-
ers” applied for entry each year,
it was generally accepted that
the best artists of the city and the
region regularly vied for inclu-
sion in its halls. Application to
this particular fair offered more
opportunity, and thus more com-
petitiveness, than usual. The
management of the Mechanics’
Institute had teamed with the
California World’s Fair Com-
mission to sponsor and advertise
the fair as a dress rehearsal for
the state of California’s entry
in the World’s Fair to be held
in Chicago that coming May.
The World’s Fair, also known as
the Columbian Exposition, was
planned as a commemoration of
the 400th anniversary of Chris-
topher Columbus’s arrival in
America. A good showing at the
Mechanics’ fair in San Francisco
would smooth the way for exhi-
bition in Chicago. The World’s
Fair also dictated the timing of
the 1893 Mechanics’ Institute
Fair. In order for its exhibitors
and producers to fully prepare
for the Columbian Exposition
in the Midwest, the Mechanics’
Institute moved its own event
from its customary opening
in the fall to an earlier date in
January.'?

As a young painter at the start
of her career, faced with stiff
competition and high expecta-
tions, Hudson was not confident
that her work would be accepted
at the Mechanics’ Institute Fair.
She arrived in San Francisco
from Ukiah the beginning of
January, leaving behind in her
studio her most recently com-
pleted canvas, Little Mendocino,
with its paint still slightly wet.
On January 6, John shipped her
now “perfectly dry” painting
to the San Francisco art supply
shop of Sanborn, Vail & Co.,
presumably for framing. Grace’s
photographer father took several
good pictures of Little Men-
docino—fifth in her series of
numbered oils—before it left her
studio, just as he had done with
the four paintings that preceded
it in her professional oeuvre.'

John wrote to Grace nearly
every day of the approximately
six weeks that she was in San
Francisco for the duration of the
fair. In his letters John regaled
her with tales of the great admi-
ration her painting had elicited in
those who saw it, as he stopped
to unroll it for them on his
way to ship it from the express
office in Ukiah. His letters also
revealed that he was intensely
interested in the response to his
Indian basket and curio collec-
tion, already accepted by the
committee on special exhibits
at the fair and prominently dis-
played in the north gallery of the
pavilion under Grace’s care.'*
Above all, he repeatedly urged
her to let him know as soon as
she learned if the fair’s jurors of
oil and watercolor paintings had

Fine Pomo basketry collected by John and Grace Hudson,
circa 1893, Aurelius O. Carpenter, photographer. Photo
courtesy of the Grace Hudson Museum & Sun House, Ukiah,
California.
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Page from Grace Hudson’s scrapbook about her artistic
career, circa 1896. Grace Hudson Museum & Sun House,
Ukiah, California. Karen Holmes photo.

Little Mendocino is shown displayed on an easel at the World’s Columbian
Exposition. This picture is from the California World’s Fair Commission’s Final
Report of the California World’s Fair Commission, Including a Description of All
Exhibits from the State of California, Collected and Maintained Under Legislative
Enactments, at the World’s Columbian Exposition, Chicago, 1893 (Sacramento:
State Office, A.J. Johnston, Supt. State Printing, 1894), facing page 58.
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Grace Hudson’s painting diary, with entries regarding Little

Mendocino, various dates. Grace

Hudson Museum & Sun

House, Ukiah, California. Karen Holmes photo.

accepted her two entries, Little
Mendocino and The Interrupted
Bath (“Number 4”). Though the
latter was passed over, she hap-
pily wrote that Little Mendocino
had been accepted for inclusion.
John responded, “Your letter
caused universal joy with us—
you are a brick, honey....Now
for the grand prix on genre. My
cup of joy will run over and you
will be announced to the Western
artistic world.”"?

The fine arts division at the
fair offered prizes for best figure
painting, best portrait, and best
genre painting. The Hudsons felt
that Little Mendocino best fit this
last category. Its subject matter of
a cradled baby with coiled bas-
ket-making materials at its feet,
whose mother was going about
her daily chores (albeit outside
the picture frame), struck them
as representative of the every-
day life of many of the Pomo
people they knew. John and
Grace hoped that Grace would
secure “the best genre painting”
award—a silver medal and its

accompanying prize of $25.

Although the prizewinners in
the fine arts division were not to
be announced for several weeks,
the Hudsons were increas-
ingly optimistic about Grace’s
chances as it became clear that
Little Mendocino was proving
very popular with critics and the
crowds at the fair. Family friend
Gene Warfield later recounted a
possibly apocryphal story that
the painting was moved from a
neglected corner of the exhibi-
tion gallery to a prime location
better able to accommodate the
throngs always viewing it.'® The
San Francisco Call termed it “a
distinct success” and praised its
ability to please from a distance
and upon close inspection, while
the Ukiah City Press, in an out-
burst of support for a hometown
denizen, referred to it as “Mrs.
Hudson’s already famous pic-
ture” and claimed that “connois-
seurs pronounce it the best paint-
ing on exhibition.”"’

As interest in Little Men-
docino grew, Grace found her-

self in great demand by San
Francisco socialites, collectors,
and the managers preparing Cal-
ifornia’s entries for the World’s
Fair. John, who was hoping to
find buyers for their basket col-
lection, now began to view his
wife’s vocation and his own
avocation of ethnography in a
new light."® “How much I would
like to be with you now sweet-
heart,” he wrote to Grace from
Ukiah. “Go to your booth every
night and watch the people and
meet new faces, talk baskets
and art....[F]Jrom what I saw in
the art gallery in front of your
picture I feel you have made a
reputation worth thousands to
any artist even if you don’t ‘get
a prize and a crown.’...I agree
of course with general opinion
that you have made a reputation
and you should profit by it in
all these requests and proposi-
tions. Six months ago either of
us would gladly accept any of
them, but now both our exhibits
are known, admired and sought
after so that we can make the
conditions not they.”"

As the days of the fair passed,
the Hudsons began discuss-
ing Grace’s next career move.
Interest in displaying both Little
Mendocino and The Interrupted
Bath at the Chicago World’s
Fair came from two women
prominent in the organization
and management of exhibits of
women’s work there. Mrs. Frona
Eunice Wait, on the National
Board of Lady Managers for the
World’s Fair, desired that the
paintings be shown in the Cal-
ifornia Room of the Woman’s
Building, while conversely, Mrs.
E.O. Smith, on the California
State Board of Lady Managers,
envisioned them in a room of

A variety of picture postcards featuring Little Mendocino, 1908-18. Grace
Hudson Museum & Sun House, Ukiah, California. Karen Holmes photo.

the Woman’s Department of the
California Building.?® Grace put
off deciding where she would
place her paintings, but the com-
petition over future exhibition
of her art only increased the
Hudsons’ expectation that Little
Mendocino would bring home an
award.

When the fine arts winners
were announced, however,
their hopes were dashed. Young
Ernest C. Peixotto secured the
prize for best genre painting in
oil, the judges having deemed
that Grace’s work was not actu-
ally a genre painting but a figure
painting. Mary Curtis Richard-
son won in that category. John
fumed, “Don’t feel hurt at losing
a prize but for being misjudged
through ignorance or design.
Your picture cannot be a figure
painting, only the face is seen...
Perhaps after all dear they may
give you a special medal—don’t
bother if they don’t.”?!

There was indeed a provision
in fair’s rules, set out before
the fair began, which allowed
for “any meritorious article on
exhibition” to be considered for
awards, even those not falling
within the approved prize cate-
gories.”? With this in mind, and
with the close of the fair only
about eight days away, Grace
swallowed her initial disappoint-
ment and concentrated on the
future. She knew from the over-
whelmingly positive response to
Little Mendocino that the likeli-
hood of her being able to sell that
work was good. John suggested
that she place both Little Men-
docino and The Interrupted Bath
at the Post Street galleries of art
dealers Morris & Kennedy after
the close of the fair while she
decided where they were to be
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displayed in Chicago. Perhaps they would
sell in the interim.?

In the end, the Hudsons’ belief in
Grace’s talent was vindicated. At the
closing of the fair she received a special
silver medal for Little Mendocino. She
left her paintings for sale with Morris &
Kennedy and returned home in triumph to
Ukiah around February 20, truly changed
by her experience at the Mechanics’ Insti-
tute Fair. Her name was now known, and
inclusion at the World’s Fair was guaran-
teed. Her career was launched in earnest.

Within weeks, dealer William Morris
wrote to Grace in Ukiah to inform her that
one of her friends, San Francisco heir-
ess Julia Shafter Hamilton, was the new
owner of Little Mendocino, purchasing it
for $300, minus a 15% commission.?*

Mrs. Hamilton was the daughter of the
respected California judge James McMil-
lan Shafter, recently deceased, who had
developed the town of Inverness. Julia’s
parents dated their connection with
the Carpenter family back to Vermont,
where they had lived near Grace’s pater-
nal grandmother and respected women’s
rights activist Clarina Nichols. Because
of this special relationship, Julia now
took more than an ordinary collector’s
interest in Grace’s budding career. She
sent out invitations to a tea on March 30
in Grace’s honor to introduce Hudson and
her work to Julia’s wealthy friends. The
event made the society pages in the San
Francisco Chronicle the next day.?

Though Hamilton now owned Little
Mendocino, she gladly allowed Hudson
to send it off to the World’s Columbian
Exposition in Chicago, which Hudson
did, along with The Interrupted Bath. In
deciding where to display her paintings
once there, Grace heeded John’s senti-
ments that Frona Eunice Wait was indis-
criminating and only out to make a name
for herself as a decorator.”® Grace decided
in favor of Mrs. E.O. Smith’s proposal
to display her works in the Woman’s
Department, located in the northwest cor-
ner of the second floor of the California
Building.

Thanks to a thorough description of
California exhibitions and an accom-
panying photograph of Grace’s exhibi-
tion space in a report of the California
World’s Fair Commission, it is known
that the ambitious Woman’s Department
measured some 2200 square feet and was
divided into three parts: the Eschscholt-
zia or Poppy Room, painted in the yel-
low-orange tones of the California poppy
and filled with objects and paintings
in honor of that state flower; the Wild-
flower Room, with walls of olive green
silk, hung with botanical paintings and
collections; and the remaining space of
about 80' in length, dedicated to a variety
of creative work by women from through-
out California. This final gallery opened
on one long side to a large lightwell-like
space that rose from the ground floor to
the skylight above, bordered only by a
balustrade to prevent viewers from tum-
bling into thin air. It was here, in front
of a palm frond-decorated support beam
close to the balustrade, that Little Men-
docino was prominently displayed on a
freestanding easel. Though the adjacent
“Art Gallery” room, which ran the width
of the second floor at a right angle to the
Woman’s Department, displayed the work
of better-known California painters such
as Thomas Hill and William Keith, Hud-
son’s Little Mendocino reached a broader
audience, being more visible from many
points within the California Building.?’

Unfortunately John missed the for-
tuitous display. He remained behind in
Ukiah to pursue the sale of the Hudson
basket collection and ready it for display
at the California Midwinter International
Exposition at San Francisco’s Golden
Gate Park in January 1894 .2

Grace did attend the World’s Fair in
[llinois, where she sought to keep an eye
on her work, gain artistic inspiration,
and soak up the exciting and educational
atmosphere there. As at the Mechanics’
Institute fair, her painting received enthu-
siastic response, and Grace was extremely
pleased to receive an honorable mention

for it at the Columbian Exposition. As
the Ukiah Dispatch and Democrat noted,
“Coming in competition, as it did, with
the greatest paintings of the masters of the
world, this honorable mention is a recog-
nition of Mrs. Hudson’s work of which
she may well feel proud.””

Grace stayed some weeks with rela-
tives in the Chicago area in the late sum-
mer while she searched for a reputable
dealer for her work in that city. Already
so far from home, Grace took advantage
of her return trip to meet John’s family for
the first time in Nashville, Tennessee. At
John’s suggestion, while there she placed
one of her paintings in a show window
downtown, where it attracted much atten-
tion, but it is unknown if this work was
Little Mendocino.*

Hudson was back in California by
November, at the end of the World’s Fair
and an event-filled year that had often
found her away from her

was not exhibited at Schussler’s,” by this
referring to Schussler Brothers, a major
gallery and art supply store at 27 Grant
Avenue. The second story did name the
copyist. “Theophilus Reichard, the East-
ern artist, who has only been in San
Francisco eighteen months, was the man
who copied the picture.” According to
the paper, Reichard claimed he had also
touched up the original for Hecht, perhaps
in preparation for its sale, and noted that
famous paintings were regularly copied
and sold. In a bit of self-promotion he
added, “Sometimes the copies are bet-
ter than the originals. I can’t see that it
reflects either on the painter or the artist

who copies.”3¢
The details of what Grace Hudson did
next, in response to this unsanctioned
reproduction of her work, have become
faint and confused with the passage of
time. The confusion partly stems from the
fact that beyond Reich-

studio. As a result, her
1893 artistic output was
limited for the most part
to small and miniature
pieces that she could
turn out with relative
ease. Notably, that year
Grace listed “Number

There are a sur-
prising number
of other Little
Mendocino copies
in existence.

ard’s imitation (cur-
rently unlocated), there
are a surprising number
of other Little Men-
docino copies in exis-
tence by unidentified
artists, the bulk of them

14” in her painting diary

as “Miniature copy of Little Mendocino,”
and its owner as personal friend Captain
C.B. Johnson, but no image or further
provenance on this piece has ever been
found.*!

In keeping with the smaller works of
1893, illustration assignments for the
popular San Francisco-based periodical
Overland Monthly kept Grace increas-
ingly busy around this time. She had
produced artwork for seven of its articles
within the preceding 16 months and con-
tinued her work for the magazine in 1894
and 1895.* During those two years, she
traveled less and so was able to finish 36
canvases of varying sizes. By December
1895, her painting diary bore a total of
53 entries for paintings completed since
she began her professional career with
National Thorn in 1891. In addition, sev-
eral articles appearing in national publi-
cations profiled her working methods and
subject matter.*

The Copies of Little Mendocino

The energy Grace Hudson poured into
her career in the first half of the 1890’s led
to her fame and recognition. Her success
was helped by her drive but ultimately
was the outcome of impressive talent
and training. It was also enhanced by her
choice of subject matter, which proved
timely, since as Native cultures were
increasingly decimated across the U.S.,
collectors, scholars, and other members
of the art world began to show an inter-
est in what was being lost. The fever for
Indian basket collecting was one expres-
sion of this interest; the marketability of
paintings on Native themes was another.>
For Grace Hudson, as is the case for
many successful people, others sought to
achieve something of her success through
imitation of her work. The most blatant
imitator was the painter behind the pre-
viously mentioned copy of Little Men-
docino, displayed in a Grant Avenue store
window in San Francisco in 1895.

As reported in the San Francisco
Chronicle, the details surrounding this
first documented copy are vague. Neither
the artist nor the dealer nor the dealer’s
store is named. The dealer was quoted as
remarking, “An artist said to me that he
could paint just as good a picture of an
Indian baby as Mrs. Hudson could. I did
not believe it, but I told him he could try
it, as I wanted to see what he could do...
All the old masters are copied. Besides,
we had the copy photographed, thinking
we could sell the pictures, but they did not
sell. I am going to take the picture home.
Colonel Hecht is abroad, and knows noth-
ing about the copy having been made.”

A week later, on December 15, 1895,
the Chronicle reported for the second
time on the Little Mendocino brouhaha. It
maintained its silence on the identity of
the offending dealer, only noting crypti-
cally that Little Mendocino, “by the way,

dating from the last five
years of the 19th cen-
tury. Though the total number of extant
copies is unknown, several facsimiles of
the painting, of varying quality, reliably
appear annually on the contemporary art
market.

Just as reliably, every year the staff at
the Grace Hudson Museum & Sun House,
in Ukiah, California, receives communi-
cations from owners and potential owners
of these artworks nationwide, inquiring
as to their value, authenticity, and his-
tory.’ Sorting out whether any are by
Grace Hudson’s hand, and how and why
so many copies were made, has become a
matter of great interest not only for those
charged with caring for her work and
artistic reputation after her death, but also
for collectors and dealers intent on own-
ing a genuine Grace Hudson.

As referred to earlier, some details
about the early reproduction of Little
Mendocino are known. Grace Hudson’s
father, A.O. Carpenter, photographed the
original before it left her studio for exhi-
bition at the Mechanics’ Institute fair in
1893. In the process, he produced sev-
eral glass plate negatives from which any
number of contact prints could be made.
It can be surmised that photographs taken
of these contact prints could have been
made and printed in various sizes by A.O.
Carpenter or other photographers. Grace
Hudson painted at least one copy herself
in 1893, numbered “14” in her painting
diary and noted as a miniature. It was
almost certainly an oil and its where-
abouts is unknown. Theophilus Reichard
made the copy of it that was displayed in
San Francisco in 1895; and the unnamed
dealer in whose shop window Reichard’s
work was exhibited claimed to have pho-
tographed the copy to make photo repro-
ductions for sale, the sizes of which are
not noted. Beyond these known facts are
a number of tales, rumors, and clues that
when examined help flesh out our under-
standing of the origins of the many copies
of Little Mendocino.

The copies tend to fall into five gen-
eral categories. The first and most com-
mon comprises approximately 6" x 4"
(postcard-size) oils. In these examples,
paint is applied with varying degrees of
success over a photographic reproduc-
tion on paper, usually sepia toned, of the
original (or perhaps Reichard’s copy of)
Little Mendocino. The overlying paint is
usually thick enough that it is difficult to
detect the underlying paper reproduction,
although often the paint is thinner—or
almost nonexistent—over the baby’s
features, depending instead on the pho-
tograph beneath to provide facial details.
This is likely a sign that the copyist had
limited ability in rendering a human face.
The paper base is usually adhered to a
redwood panel, and there is often some
variation of “copyright 96” painted or
etched into the paint at the bottom of the

work. The owners of several of these cop-
ies have relayed the oral history that they
were gifts from Grace Hudson (or sold by
her) to an ancestor or earlier owner. These
copies may or may not sport a “G Hud-
son,” “GH,” or other related signature.
Hudson herself almost exclusively signed
her professional work “G Hudson.”

The second category consists of
approximately 9" x 7" reproductions in
oil, sometimes painted over a paper pho-
tographic base, though at least one litho-
graph without any paint applied on top of
it has surfaced. The copyright informa-
tion, signature, and backing are inconsis-
tent but in keeping with the variety found
in category one.

Category three features pieces executed
in watercolor and/or gouache on paper
and tend to be approximately 9" x 7".
These are often quite skillfully rendered
and may or may not be painted over a
photo layer. Again, signatures and copy-
right information are varied. The best of
these could be by Grace Hudson’s hand,
but there is no corroborating proof of that.

Perhaps the most entertaining is the
fourth category, consisting of obvious
fakes. These are not painted over photo-
graphs, are usually oils, but include odd
media such as wood burning on hides or
the use of a redwood burl as the painting
base. Imitation signatures and copyright
information may or may not be present.

Finally there is the fifth category, that
of a variation on the Little Mendocino
theme. These works reflect a true pastiche
of cultures and surroundings and are exe-
cuted in oil and in watercolor. The focal
point is not a Pomo baby in a cradle bas-
ket but a generic American Indian child
strapped to a cradleboard. At the foot of
the cradleboard is a Southwestern basket,
rather than Pomo basket-making materi-
als, while the tree against which the cra-
dleboard rests may be a redwood or a pine,
under which are pinecones and/or Cali-
fornia poppies. The works in this category
cannot be considered copies or fakes.
They have been inspired by the subject
matter of Little Mendocino and generally
do not bear a replica of Hudson’s signa-
ture, though owners and potential owners
of these works usually want to attribute
them to her.

Beyond the works in the above cate-
gories are pieces that use the Little Men-
docino baby as a device to market or
advertise something or as a decorative
element in a larger context. These include
greeting or holiday cards in a true picture
postcard format that date to the first two
decades of the 20th century, when picture
postcards were experiencing a boom in
popularity. Whether Grace approved these
commercial applications of her painting
is unknown. Ever the astute business-
woman, she would have seen the mar-
keting potential for commercial picture
postcards when they made their American
debut as souvenirs at the World’s Colum-
bian Exposition in Chicago in 1893.3¢

Because Grace Hudson was such an
accomplished draftswoman, it is easy to
discredit the authenticity of many of the
painted copies because of their poor qual-
ity and shabby technique. The question
remains, however, whether she sanctioned
the photographic reproductions on which
so many of the copies are overpainted.
It should be mentioned that these photo
reproductions bear a very close resem-
blance to Hudson’s Little Mendocino. If
they are photographs of Reichard’s copy,
then that copy would have been very
good indeed, but because the photos bear
such a close resemblance to Grace’s own
painting, there is a possibility that they
are photographs of her original. It could
be that contrary to the Grant Avenue
dealer’s statement that he photographed
the Reichard copy, he actually may have
photographed Hudson’s original. This is
an action that Grace would surely have
forbidden.

Who was this dealer on Grant Avenue?
Though research has yet to positively
identify him, many of the 6" x 4" copies,
in particular, have a “Herrman Cohen”
label affixed to their backs. This firm is
advertised under various headings g



in Langley’s San Francisco Directory
for the Year 1895 as an importer of mir-
rors and frames, a purveyor of artists’
materials and moldings, a manufacturer
of picture and looking glass frames, and
most importantly, a dealer in pictures and
engravings. Its address was 19 Grant Ave-
nue. No other concern handling art and
artists’ needs was located on this street,
aside from Schussler Brothers, which
as previously mentioned, the Chronicle
article pointedly noted was not home to
the offending dealer. It is quite possible
that Herrman Cohen, or whoever was the
dealer in charge at the firm, is one source
for the photographic reproductions and
even sold such reproductions with paint
on their surfaces. Whether or not Reich-
ard was involved or continued to have a
hand in painting Little Mendocino copies
of any size is unknown.*

Another possible source for the cop-
ies, of course, is Grace Hudson herself.
Unsubstantiated rumors persist that she
purchased existing unauthorized photo
reproductions and painted over them to
protest the theft of her work and to lay
claim to her own creation. Naturally she
would have resented that others profited
from her work and would have sought
to halt damage to her reputation due to
poorly done copies passed off as her own
paintings. There is also the possibility that
she herself produced or commissioned
reproductions, either in response to boot-
leg versions or as a way to keep her work
fresh in the public’s eye. She certainly had
access to the glass plate negatives of the
original Little Mendocino, created by her
father, from which other versions could
be made. It is important to note, however,
that no concrete evidence has been found
that confirms Hudson’s involvement in
bulk production of copies.

There are tantalizing stories, though,
such as that connected to one Little Men-
docino copy in the possession of the Cal-
ifornia State Parks’ Courthouse Museum
at the Shasta State Historic Park, near
Redding. According to that museum’s
donor files, its Little Mendocino copy was
a gift to the museum from Mae Helene
Bacon Boggs. Boggs was a patron of the
arts, an Indian basket collector, and very
actively involved in organizing the 1915
Panama-Pacific International Exposition,
particularly its art exhibits, in San Fran-
cisco. Boggs, who later donated her col-
lection of California art to the Courthouse
Museum (including the Little Mendocino
copy) is thought by Courthouse Museum
staff to have received her painted post-
card-size Little Mendocino as a gift from
Grace Hudson herself. Unfortunately, as
of this writing, the corroborating docu-
mentation to confirm this has been mis-
placed. It is certain, however, that Boggs
did know John Hudson through basket
collecting activities and was comfortable
in artistic circles.*

If giving Little Mendocino copies to
friends and appreciative acquaintances
was a habit of the Hudsons, Grace may
well have had a stockpile of reproductions
to paint over and hand out, perhaps in a
variety of sizes. It is known that Hudson
did send photos of her works, unadorned
with overpainting, to friends and family
members. She also could have sold, rather
than given, some of her own painted cop-
ies, as the previously noted oral histories
connected to the 6" x 4" oils suggest. Ulti-
mately, though, the variable quality of the
overpainting on many of the copies would
indicate that Grace was not the source of
all, or even many, of the reproductions.

Copyright Matters

“Copyright ’96” is inscribed in the
lower left corner of the painting in the
Courthouse Museum. Many of the copies,
particularly the postcard-size versions,
bear a similar inscription. Through the
years, those interested in Grace’s career
have assumed that she began legally
copyrighting her work in response to
Reichard’s theft of her Indian baby image
in 1895. It seemed logical that she would
start pursuing copyright protection the
following year, in 1896. A recent search
of copyright registrations for the years

1892-97 revealed no such
registration by Grace Hudson
for paintings entitled Little
Mendocino or Crying Indian
Baby or any similar moniker.
Nor is there any painting,
photograph, or print regis-
tered under a similar title nor
in fact any likely registration
by either Theophilus Reich-
ard or Herrman Cohen.

The “copyright *96” desig-
nation, then, does not seem to
reflect any legal registration
of copyright for the original
or the copies of Little Men-
docino. Nonetheless, Grace
Hudson would have been
aware of the necessary steps
to take in the copyright pro-
cess, for the search through
the registrations revealed
that one of her friends, pho-
tographer Floride Green, and
her own father, A.O. Carpen-
ter, copyrighted photographs
in 1896.4

The concept of a painter
copyrighting his or her own
work evolved slowly. The
original U.S. Copyright Act,
passed by Congress in May
1790, essentially defined
copyright as the right of
American citizens to make

A

earlier and proof of Hudson’s
ascent as a professional artist.
The notation regarding Sloss’s
ownership of Little Mendocino
was the last entry Hudson made
in her diary regarding “Number
5” prior to her death at age 72
in 1937.

Sloss was a successful San
Francisco businessman and,
like his parents, Louis Sloss Sr.
and Sarah Greenebaum Sloss,
a philanthropist, supporter of
the arts, and avid collector of
paintings, primarily by Califor-
nia artists. Upon his death in
1933, Sloss Jr. bequeathed his
collection of 51 works (includ-
ing Grace Hudson’s Little Men-
docino) to the San Francisco Art
Association (SFAA).¥ In 1957,
because of a lack of adequate
exhibition space and care capa-
bility, the Sloss collection was
lent to the California Historical
Society (CHS) in San Francisco,
where it fit nicely with the soci-
ety’s mission.

By 1989, the San Francisco
Art Institute (the most recent
incarnation of the SFAA and
its school) reached an agree-
ment with CHS to change the
long-term loan to a permanent
gift. In the newest chapter of

copies of their original works
of authorship via printing or
reprinting as well as the right
to publish and sell the copies
or to assign these rights of
copying to another. Though
these rights existed natu-
rally for a creator of a work
from the moment he or she
created it, registration of the
work with the appropriate agencies pro-
vided enhanced protection if one wished
to bring forth a lawsuit for infringement.

Initially, the U.S. Copyright Act spec-
ified only authors of maps, charts, and
books as qualifying for protection under
the law. Subsequent supplementary acts,
amendments, and revisions broadened the
categories of articles considered copy-
rightable to include those of photographs
and photographic negatives in 1865 but
did not include paintings until 1870. The
relative novelty of painters thinking to
copyright their works is further evidenced
by the fact that, even by 1878, of the
approximately 15,800 copyrighted publi-
cations of all types entered in the Office
of the Librarian of Congress for that year,
only 13 were paintings.*?

Though long described as one of the
earliest American painters to file copy-
rights for her works, Grace Hudson did
not begin noting in her painting diary any
copyright registrations for her paintings
until 1906. The earliest example at the
Grace Hudson Museum of a Hudson oil
painting with any inscription on its sur-
face regarding copyright is Rosa s Baby in
Basket (“Number 2257), painted in 1903.
This does not exclude the possibility that
notice of copyright exists on the backs of
some of her canvases, hidden by backing
materials, though this is not true for the
original Little Mendocino.”® In any case,
it does not seem likely that Hudson seri-
ously began registering her works until
after the turn of the century, some 30
years following the granting of copyright
protection for paintings under U.S. law.

It is still a mystery, then, why “Copy-
right ’96” appears on so many of the Little
Mendocino copies. The answer may lie in
two connected court cases regarding the
copyrighting of paintings that were in
the news in 1894 (Werckmeister v. Pierce
& Bushnell Mfg. Co., 63 Fed. Rep. 445)
and in 1896 (Pierce & Bushnell Mfg. Co.
v. Werckmeister, 72 Fed. Rep. 54). Both
cases concerned vague language in the
Copyright Act and its statutes and the
resulting possible interpretations of that
language. These possible interpretations
were sufficiently confusing that the cases
were still in discussion a decade later,
when a similar case came to trial.*

Grace Hudson, circa 1897, Aurelius O. Carpenter, photographer.
This photo illustrated the article “The California Indian on Can-
vas,” in Frank Leslie’s Popular Monthly, (Vol. XLIII, no. 4, April
1897: pp. 380-87), written by Ninetta Eames about Grace Hudson
and her career. The article also included a photograph of Little
Mendocino, which could have aided and inspired copyists. Photo
courtesy of the Grace Hudson Museum & Sun House, Ukiah,
California.

The decisions in both cases hinged on
the presence or absence of the copyright
notice—the word copyright followed
by the date of registration and the name
of the copyright holder. In the first case
it was decided that this notice was not
needed on an original painting (or its
support) for the copyright to be valid but
that it was needed on copies of the orig-
inal. The second case, an appeal by the
defendant in the first case, overturned the
first ruling with respect to originals. That
is, from 1896 forward, statutory copyright
was valid only for registered images bear-
ing the copyright notice, whether they
were originals or copies. Notice of the
appeal appeared in popular trade publica-
tions such as Publishers’ Weekly, where it
would have been of interest to artists and
copyists.®

The “Copyright 96 found on so many
Little Mendocino copies could have been
a result of the appeal, since copyists
attempted to make their works look like
authentic originals or current as dictated
by the latest interpretation of the law.
Also, because of the complexity of the
two cases and of copyright law in general,
the mistaken belief could have continued
that simply inscribing copyright informa-
tion on the surface of copies would pro-
vide statutory protection for their creators.
Back to the Original

Though many Little Mendocino copies
exist, there is only one full-size original
oil. It has passed through relatively few
hands. Grace Hudson regarded Little
Mendocino as one of her most important
works and kept careful track of its where-
abouts in her painting diary. She noted
that despite his apparent attempt to sell it
at Herrman Cohen’s store, Marcus Hecht,
its second owner, instead bequeathed
it upon his death in 1909 to a “Mrs. B.
Weisinfeld” (Grace’s spelling) of Bal-
timore, Maryland. It is not known how
Hecht and Weisinfeld were connected, but
Hecht spent his youth in Baltimore before
joining his brothers in San Francisco in
several shoe-manufacturing businesses.*®

Grace added that Mrs. Weisinfeld sold
Little Mendocino to Louis Sloss [Jr.]
in 1924 for $2500. This purchase price
was over eight times that paid by its first
owner, Julia Hamilton, some 30 years

its life, Little Mendocino, along
with a variety of 19th- and early
20th-century paintings from the
CHS collections, now resides at
the Autry National Center in Los
Angeles through a collaborative
agreement reached in 2005 to
bring the society’s collections to
a broader audience.*®

After the creation of Little
Mendocino, Grace Hudson continued
to paint consistently and productively
through the 45 years of her life that
remained. Ultimately, she completed over
680 numbered oils, though none is as well
known as “Number 5.”* Ranked with the
finest California artists during her life-
time, Hudson—whose subject matter and
style never wavered—fell out of favor
with collectors as artistic tastes changed
in the mid-20th century. More recently,
collectors, anthropologists, art histori-
ans, and students of Native cultures have
taken a renewed interest in her exquisitely
rendered and ethnographically significant
works that document cultural artifacts and
practices from an earlier time. With this
heightened regard for her work has come
an increase in the monetary value of her
original artworks, which regularly bring
tens of thousands of dollars at auction.

Though the Little Mendocino copies
themselves are not particularly valuable
monetarily, they continue to hold great
historic interest on a number of fronts. For
example, they point to Hudson’s impact
and achievement as an artist, particularly
as a female artist, at a time when well-re-
garded women painters were something
of a rarity in an art world generally dom-
inated by men. Hudson’s upbringing by
tough pioneer parents, and the strong
female role models given her by her
mother and paternal grandmother, surely
informed her view of what a woman could
do. Having no children of her own, she
could devote herself to her career and was
supported in that by her husband in what
we’d now consider a “modern” marriage.

It is also of historic interest to pon-
der why the copies were produced and
what drove the demand for them. Some
thoughts do occur. For instance, while
today it is common to purchase posters
and prints of one’s favorite painting from
any number of vendors (and even to cre-
ate them on demand at kiosks in various
museum stores), this was not possible at
the close of the 19th century. The Little
Mendocino copies may have been an
attempt at fulfilling that age-old longing
for a memento.

Also, the copies are evidence of the
nation’s general fascination with Native
peoples over a century ago and of the
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appreciation for Grace Hudson’s skill in
depicting a particular Pomo baby. They
make visible a range of late 19th-century
views on the indigenous peoples of the
United States—from curiosities to a van-
ishing race, a race whose cultures were
capable of being preserved and exploited.
There is also a sense that Hudson’s combi-

nation of a maternal subject with a Native
American theme struck members of the
public as a novelty and was something
that they wanted access to themselves.
Copyists would have capitalized on this
desire as a moneymaking proposition.
The search for hard evidence that Grace
Hudson produced some of the Little Men-

docino copies herself continues. Informa-
tion leading to that end builds with each
new inquiry from a hopeful copy owner.
For the copies that are clearly not by her,
whatever may have been the motivation
for producing them, copyists paid Grace
Hudson the sincerest form of flattery—
imitation. Ultimately, though the defini-

tive origin and purpose of the copies may
never be known, it is apparent from the
ongoing interest in Little Mendocino and
its copies today that after all these years
Hudson’s unique California baby still
captivates our imagination.
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