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Report No.__lg_ 

Symposium - Rating. 

The first Symposium of the American Iris Society was published as 

Bulletin.No. 5 in May, 1922. It listed a large number of varieties 

which had been voted on by a jury consisting of the following: 

A. C. Arny, Minneapolis 
s. Stillman, Berry, Calif. 
James Boyd, Pennsylvania 
Lee E. Bonnewitz, Ohio 
Sam. P. Burchfield, Michigan 
Mrs. Jennett Dean, Calif. 
Bertrand H. Farr, Penna. 
Dr. H. C. Glen, Tennessee 
C. W. Hubbard, Illinois 
T. A. Kenning, Minn. 
Mrs. H. G. Lloyd, Penna. 

F. B. Mead, Indiana 
Mrs. E. P. McKinney, New Jersey 
Sydney B. Mitchell, California 
B. Y. Morrison, Washington, D.C. 
William A. Peterson, Illinois 
Charles Phillips, Ohio 
w. E. Saunders, Ontario 
Grace Sturtevant, Massachusetts 
R. S. Sturtevant, " 
John C. Wister, Pennsylvania 

There is a preface prophesying that there will be criticism about 

the votes and as there have been great differences of opinion as to 

how Symposiums ought to be conducted it is well to record in detail 

instructions to the first jurors. Galley proof of the Check List was 

sent to each juror; the votes were to be marked on a scale of 10, 

doubtful votes to be enclosed in a circle, and varieties grown but not 

yet judged merely checked. In the compilation doubtful votes were 

not included in the averages whenever they were abnormally high or low 

and would have perceptibly changed the result. 

Each juror was eequested to study the Score Card published in 

Bulletin No. 2 and to allow for the comparative value of any variety. 

For example, the existence of a closely similar but superior variety 

lowers the rating that should be given the one that has been outclassed. 

(Prosper Laugier tends to reduce the value of Dr. Bernice or Jacquesiana) 

and also a strict comparison between an Intermediate and a Tall Bearded 

Iris is unfair. (Prince Victor and Dominion do not compete). 
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In detail the votes should be considered as follows: 

10 The recent work of breeders forecasts far superior development 
than known at present so that no variety should be given ten. 

9.7 or 9.8 The nearest perfection among existing Irises. 

9.5 Almost perfect. 

9.0 Very fine. 

8.5 Fine. 

8.o Very good. 

7.0 Good 

6.0 Good but not outstanding 

5.0 Fair but surpassed by similar varieties. 

Below 5 Poor and practically worthless. 

The following ratings by five of the jury are a fair guide, in 

fact it is remarkable how closely their votes agree. A comparison with 

the final results (given in parentheses) is of interest. 

Lent A. Williamson, (96) •• 9.7--9.8 Rhein Nixe, (84) ••.•.• 8.9-9.0 
Queen of May, (74) ••••• 6.5--8.o Victorine, (65) •••••• 6.0-6.5 
Flavescens, (70) ••••• 6.5--8.o Mrs. H. Darwin, (68) ••• 6.5-7.0 
Iris King, (79) •••••• 7.5--8.5 Mme. Chereau (74) •••.• 7.5-8.o 

This first Symposium has of course been superceded by many later 

ones but it is of interest to see how the Society in its early years 

tackled this problem and how the findings of those jurors have often 

been corroborated by the history of later years. 

During the following summer the secretary wrote a series of notes 

emphasizing the value of a Symposium, as a guide to the purchase of 

new Irises. "It has been unfortunate that the published Symposium 

should give only tentative ratings on new and expensive varieties. 

- - - -I feel the ratings on novelties are high. -- - - - -There is a 

certain glamor attached to a much liked variety when first seen, parti­

cularly if it is expensive. - - -
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11 I have been getting some insight into the general opinion con­

cerning the Symposium and quite naturally also a number of adverse 

c,ri t icisms. - - - - This has been no surprise to the jurors who by 

the way are in no enviable position. - - - - It is generally con­

ceded that on the whole the Symposium is a big help. - - - - It was a 

question of publishing a jurors' Symposium NOW or a full vote of the 

members the Lord knows when. - - - - -

"The Symposium is far from perfect but criticisms such as one 

member mades reveals too clearly the author himself. A consensus of 

the opinion of twenty-three of the foremost growers is hardly in the 

same class as the opinion of one small grower, in fact anyone who 

suggests such comparison merely lays himself open to ridicule." 

-~ At the Directors meeting in March, 1923, it was voted that any 

variety could be re-rated on the request of five members. The records 

do not show that any such requests were received.. 

The December 1923 membership list mentions the difficulty of 

tentative rating of new varieties. It states that Messrs. Burchfield, 

Connell, Mead, Mitchell and Shull have promised to send in ratings 

in the spring of 1924 for publication without averaging. 

In January, 1924, there is a Symposium of 1917 and 1918 varieties 

compiled by c. P. Connell. Here varieties which did not receive five 

or more votes were omitted, a custom which later in the history of 

the Society was unfortunately on one occasion (1932) not followed and 

the storm of protest which followed the publication of less than five 

votes seems a valid endorsement of the older policy which was re­

established in 1933. 

----•a-•----••---~~~--~------•••--•----
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The large number of votes is commented upon favorably and the 

seceetary notes that Afterglow leads all the others with fifty-one 

votes. It is mentioned that all voters did not use the same manimum 

and minimum and were conservative in giving high numbers and only one 

used a zero as a minimum. It is noted "If we do not hesitate to throw 

out any variety out of the garden why should we hesitate to give it a 

zero value?" As the 1932 work of the judges was so greatly criticised 

vecause there was a wide range in the votes, it is interesting to note 

that in the Symposium on the 1917-1918 varieties the varieties Elinor, 

Medallion, Rakan and Sarabande show a range of votes from the low mark of 

zero to the high mark of 80, 76, 70 and 85 respectively. Many other 

varieties were rated all the way from 50 to 90. This was accepted by 

the members then as a normal range. It seems curious that they should 

have been so much upset at the range in 1932. The following is noted 

by the secretary, "It is still an open question whether the Society 

vote is worth more than a Jury vote. With minor exceptions, the two 

show little variation, certainly not more of a change than would be 

expected from added experience with a variety and an increased opport­

unity of comparing it with other novelties. 

Mr. Duffy writes, "I was glad to see your suggestion of a small 

committee to do the rating for it is the only practical method. In an 

experience of twenty years as a sporting editor on various Chicago 

papers, I met and used every day some system of point and percentage 

rating, grading, scoring, or handicaping and I think I understand the 

machinery very well. It was the universal experience, with no exceptions 

that I know of, that the larger the judging committee or jury the less 

satisfactory and conclusive the results for the reason that it seems 

- -------- --
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practically impossible to induce any considerable number of citizens 

to work on a basis of agreed and mutually understood facts upon which 

judgment is to be rendered, - in short to talk the same language. It 

can't be done and the American Iris Society Symposium, analyzed, 

indicates to me that possibly six or seven members are working on a 

common basis and the rest are stabbing around. In competent rating or 

judging committees working on a mutual agreement and understanding, the 

variation on personal opinion is normally not more than 15 or 20 points 

on a scale of 100, at most. It runs from 10 to 45 points in the 

Symposium, and in some cases I noted from 9 to 4.5, one judge rating 

an Iris as 100% better than another. They are not talking the same 

language." 

Bulletin No. 11, May, 1924, announces that "Registration of Names 

will be continued. Registration of Certified Varieties implies that 

the American Iris Society officially recommends said variety until 

five years after its introduction when it receives a percentage rating 

by symposium. 

"For certification two requirements must be fulfilled. 1st. a 

report or rating signed by three competent judges, and 2nd, a description 

must be fuled sufficiently complete for purposes of unmistakable 

identification, preferably on a standard Data Card. Said description 

to be published as certified as soon as possible. 

"The judges (one of whom may be the originator) are to judge the 

growing and established plant in accordance with the following Score 

Card: 

Plant - 20% 
Growth exceedingly strong and vigorous 
Effect in garden: free flowering floriferous 

10% 
10% 
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Stalk - 20% 
Poise: the flowers pleasingly proportioned in size 
and form to the height and branching of the stalk. 10% 
Height: preferably over 40 in. in the taller groups. 
15 in. for intermediates, etc. 10% 

Flower - 35% 
Color: clear; venation or reticulation, if noticeable, 

clearly defined. 15% 
Form: if distinctive and pleasing; e.g. Princess 

Beatrice, Queen Caterina 10% 
Size: e.g., Juniata, Rhein Nixe, Sindjkha of their 

types. 10% 
Substance: firm and resistant to weather conditions 10% 

outstanding Quality - Unless a variety is both clearly 
distinct and pleasing, it should receive 
no credit on this point. 15% 

Distribution: Fragrance not over 5%; foliage thruout 
season not over 10%; value for exhibition or 
as a cut-flower not over 5%; exceptional 
development of form, color, or substance not 
over 5% each. 

"A full description is to accompany their report. Preferably 

the judges will act as a committee though their separate reports may 

be considered adequate. 

"With such a basis our members should purchase none but certified 

novelties even though it is clear that many a meritorious new Iris 

will not be certified immediately. 11 

Such action was evidently not forthcoming as there appears to be 

nothing further published about this scheme and it does not even seem 

to have been tried in 1924. 

Bulletin No. 13, December, 1924, has a note of pessimism about the 

difficulties in making a Symposium because only six members have 

voted on the 1919 introductions. A note is made that a Jurors' Symposium 

in the past has worked when it has been impossible to get action from 

the entire membership. "We shall try it again next year but unless 

there is a real response either the Symposium idea must be dropped or 

left to the generosity of a few." 

--- ---~--~ --~ ~---------- ------ --------------- ~- -~---
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Bulletin No. 15, April, 1925, has some individual ratings by Messrs. 

Mead, Burchfield and Sturtevant. The first named starts out his list 

with Ambassadeur, Asia and Prospero, all of them to be rated over nine. 

Mr. Mead includes in his list Ochracea, Ambassadeur, Ballerine, Magni­

fica, Mary Williamson, Mother of Pearl, Bruno, Duke of Bedford, Harriet 

Presby and Susan Bliss, while Mr. Sturtevant has only Ambassadeur and 

Asia. There are notes from Mr. G. L. Pilkington in England with parti­

cular reference to new varie.ties of Bliss, Dykes, Yeld, Perry and Hort, 

and on the American varieties of Mr. Farr and Miss Sturtevant. He likes 

Juniata, Seminole, Mount Penn and Montezuma best of the Farr Irises and 

Queen Caterina, Avalon, Shekinah, Mme. Cheri and Dream the best of 

Miss Sturtevant•s. He also comments on Wm. Mohr's varieties Balboa and 

~conquistador which seem very fine. 

In Bulletin No. 17, October, 1925, there is a note that so many 

members have expressed their confidence in the jury Symposium, and that 

the returns from the attempt at a membership Symposium have been so poor 

that we are going back to the jury plan. A jury Symposium was attempted 

in December, 1924, but was postponed a year at the request of many judges. 

A year later only 17 lists were received from 50 jurors so that Mr. 

Connell did not recommend publication. 

In Bulletin No. 18, January, 1926, is a note that Mr. Connell will 

again act as Chairman of the Jury on Symposium varieteis not previously 

rated. There follows a letter from Edward Auten, Jr., criticising the 

present score and giving a protest scale as follows: color 30, distinctive­

ness of color 15, substance 20, fragrance 5, size of bloom 7.5, form of 

~bloom 7.5 height 7.5, stalk (carriage of bloom 7.5). Total 100. Mr. 

Auten believes that such a scale conscientiously carried out would 
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eliminate from our lists many of the kinds now offered. He thinks that 

a full range of points in each item should be used and not the upper 

third or two-fifths. For instance, if a variety was unworthy in color 

it should receive zero for color and in some other color he suggests tack­

ing to the ratings the letters A, Band C to denote vigorous, moderately 

vigorous and weak. Mr. Sturtevant follows this article with comments 

headed "I am one of the original members of the Score Card Committee" 

and makes the following comments: first that practically all growers of 

any experience consider that hardiness and vigor are matters of culture, 

more than of locality or weather. He says there are entirely too many 

conflicting reports. Second, he believes that Mr. Auten gives too much 

to color and feels that as most people like clear colors best all the 

-~ blends will rate too low. 

Bulletin No. 28, July, 1928, is largely given over to Symposium. 

It mentions criticisms of the first Symposium, including one Iris grower 

who believed the Symposium was so bad he would not join the Society, This 

seemed to be an unusually severe criticism for the reaction from most 

members was that while they might not agree with individual ratings that 

the ratings as a whole were very fair and most helpful. Attention is 

called to the fact that because one variety is rated 88 and another one 

87, the first one is not necessarily greatly superior, but that between 

an Iris rated at 90 and another at 80 there should be and probably is 

quite a difference. Certainly no one person can tell another person what 

Irises he should or should not grow, but the fact that the Iris is rated 

under 70 was considered a pretty good indication that no individual 

should grow this variety unless he had in his own mind a definite reason 

-- ----- - ----~ 
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for wishing it in spite of the low rating. Countess Senni is mentioned 

as keeping a number of low rated flowers because their color was useful 

in certain positions in the border. It was felt that if these things 

could be borne in mind the present Symposium could be made very useful. 

The difficulties in deciding on regulations for the Symposium are 

mentioned. Some officers felt that no rating should be published unless 

there were five votes; others wanted the single votes counted, and the 

present publication is a compromist between these two extremes. 

The number of votes cast is really much more important than the 

rating. Any variety that has been in commerce for five years and only 

shows a few votes must have had a very narrow distribution. A rating 

given to a variety that has only been introduced one, two, or three years 

~ust obviously be regarded as tentative. The work and preparation 

involving printing of lists, card calendars, etc., was expensive. In the 

alphabetical list a 1922 rating is quoted where given and there is an 

exhibition rating and garden rating for each of the varieties, for the 

number of varieties and the average, but the extremes of the votes are 

not given in this list. Of interest after the passage of years may be 

noted tlmt Ambassadeur received 30 votes with an average of 90 in the 

exhibition rating and 41 votes with the average 91 in the garden rating. 

Aphrodite had a large number of votes with ratings of 81 and 88; Asia 

92 and 88; Ballerine 90 and 89 on 28 and 39 votes respectively. Cardinal 

had a smaller vote but still very good, 22 and 31, with averages of 92 

and 90; while such old varieties as Dawn had only 16 and 25 votes, an 

average of 71 and 75, showing conclusively the interest of the jurors 

in the newer varieties. Frieda Mohr received 18 votes and what seems a 

rather low rating of 89 and 85, and George J. Tribolet was not much better 
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l""""'--in contrast. Germaine Pertuis rated 90 with 23 votes and Mrs. Horace 

Darwin had a garden rating of 70 on 32 votes, Princess Beatrice 90 with 

38 votes, San Francisco only 4 votes with an exhibition rating of 90 and 

a garden rating of 88, while Los Angeles which later was considered a 

finer Iris was not mentioned at all. 

,,,-- . 

Following the alphabetical list. Mr. Sturtevant comments freely 

on the varieties by color and careful study of his comments give a real 

and better idea of the different varieties in the color classes than can 

be secured by going through the alphabetical list of all colors. 

The list of Jurors was as follows: 

Dr. W. L. McL. Ayres 
James Boyd 
Sam Burchfield 
F. W. Campbell 
Paul H. Cook 
T. F. Donahue 
Sherman R. Duffy 
Samuel Earle 
Mrs. J. F. Emigholz 
E. O. Essig 
C. E. F. Gersdorff 
Mrs. John E. Hill 
Mrs. J.E. Hires 
Miss F. R. Ives 
H. S. Jackson 
Mrs. s. Johnson 
Howard Judson 
J. H. Kirkland 
H.F. Little 
F. B. Mead 
S. B. Mitchell 

B. Y. Morrison 
Mrs. Thos. Nesmith 
C. S. Phillips 
Mrs. W. H. Peckham 
H. P. Sass 
Jaaob Sass 
A. P. Saunders 
F. X. Schreiner 
Dr. John W. Scott 
H. G. Seyler 
J.M. Shull 
H. P. Simpson 
Mrs. Smith 
Miss Grace Sturtevant 
Mrs. W. E. Tobie 
Robert Wayman 
H. E. Weed 
Clarence White 
E. B. Williamson 
John C. Wister 

Bulletin No. 30, January, 1929, has notes on the Symposium from 

Prof. John E. Hill. He states that of 682 varieties listed, 119 have an 

exhibition rating of 85 or more, and that all but four of these 119 have 

a garden rating of 80 or more and all but 36 a garden rating of 85 or 

-·-more. He notes particularly that the difference between the exhibition 
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rating and the garden rating is less than five points of a percent in 

95 percent of the number. In other words, the finest exhibition varieties 

are, the finest garden varieties in the judgment of most jurors. Prof. 

Hill raises the question whether the closeness of the two proves that we 

have judged growing value correctly or whether we have eliminated the 

low growing and small varieties from our garden pictures. 

Bulletin No. 31, April, 1929, has a most interesting comment on 

the Symposium, and has an index of Iris popularity and dissemination by 

E. N. s. Ringueberg as follows: 

42 
41 
40 

,,,_ 39 

37 
36 

No. of Votes 

Lent A. Williamson 
Ambassadeur 
Queen Caterina 
Monsignor 
Ballerine 
S. de Mme. Gaudichau 
Prospero 
Afterglow 
B. Y. Morrison 
Lord of June 
Lohengrin 
Princess Beatrice 
Alcazar 
Archeveque 
Medrano 
Shekinah 
Isoline 
Her Majesty 
Queen of May 
Jacquesiana 
Seminole 
Opera 
Iris King 
Fairy 

Rating 

88 
91 
88 
77 
89 
88 
82 
82 
80 
78 
72 
90 
87 
81 
87 
84 
84 
74 
74 
78 
83 
83 
80 
78 

No. of Votes 

35 Prosper Laugier 
Dream 
Ma Mie 

34 Rhein Nixe 
White Knight 
Loreley 
Eldorado 
Aurea 
Flavescens 
Caprice 

33 La Neige 
32 Delicatissima 

Mrs. H. Darwin 
29 Celeste 
28 Jeanne d 1Arc 
27 Corrida 

Fro 
Mount Penn 
Miranda 
Mrs. A. Gray 

25 Pare de Neuilly 
24 Tom Tit 

Innocenza 
21 Quaker Lady 
20 Baronet 

Rating 

84 
84 
80 
82 
80 
78 
75 
73 
73 
72 
78 
80 
70 
72 
71 
84 
79 
78 
77 
74 
80 
79 
71 
75 
78 
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This article, written in conjunction with other articles has a 

good answer to many critics of the Symposium for Dr. Ringueberg shows 

how the number of votes on a variety show its general popularity and 

distribution. He grouped his Irises in tabular arrangement, first by 

those getting more than twenty votes and second, those getting from 

fifteen to twenty votes. In this same Bulletin there is also a face­

tious article on the subject of Iris names giving a list of names which 

have not as yet been used by Iris breeders. Those who think the names 

we have are bad should consult this article and see how much morse they 

might be. 

In Bulletin No. 33, October, 1929, there are protests against 

some of the unfavorable criticism to the recent Symposium. The article 

states that persons doing so have lack of knowledge and have perhaps 

seen a variety in one garden where it is particularly fine but have 

not seen it in many gardens, as was the case with the jurors who voted 

on the Irises. Climate, soil and cultural methods influence the char­

acter of the blooms and therefore there are rather few Irises which are 

universally excellent. It is stated that the average ratings for the 

whole country are valuable in showing the general adaptability and the 

worth of some varieties. An average value where the extremes are far 

apart is unsatisfactory and because the average values are sometimes 

locally unsatisfactory a few Iris dealers have omitted ratings from 

their catalogs. The suggestion is here made that regional Symposium 

might better serve the purpose, an idea which the Society finally 

adopted in 1934 but whose worth has yet to be proved. 

Bulletin No. 36, July, 1930, has notes from E. H. S. Ringueberg. 

He mentions that the 1928 Symposium was as nearly humanly perfect as 
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the interest, or lack of it among the members permitted it to be and 

regrets that it is our national trait to let someone else do it and then 

complain about the results. He states that he does not believe in 

separate regional Symposiums because they would be both cumbersome and 

impractical, but rather that he wanted inclusion of regional notes 

along with the votes on rating. This is a rather different system than 

that voted for by the Board of Directors on December 8, 1933, and 

experience:with the new system may prove the wisdom of giving further 

attention to Dr. Ringueberg's suggestion. As to regions, he suggests 

a northern region consisting or the region from the New England States 

west throughout the northern United States and adjacent British possessions. 

Here much Irises as do well are simply to be given numerical rating 

but those which are hardy but not free blooming ones given extra care 

were to be designated by the letter A following the rating. 

Then from Washington south there could be a second section and that 

again would include all Irises hardy in that section and any which with 

extra protection could be grown north of that section could again be 

particularly marked with the letter B. Iris which is suited to the 

particularly dry climate of Southern California for instance could be 

marked C. By this method he believes that there.would be no unfavor­

able low rating because of behavior in one section but that the letter 

would be there to warn the person of that particular section that the 

variety did not do well there. 

Bulletin No. 42, January, 1932, under the heading "Symposium, 

Perhaps," gives a list of Irises which were rated 80 or over. The actual 

rating is not given because of the small number of judges who reported. 
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r-. Mr. J. Marion Shull contributes an article in reference to the 

difficulties of judging and of making awards and enters further into 

the discussion that Honorable Mention winners should be assembled as 

candidates for the Dykes !Award, bringing out many drawbacks to this 

scheme. He also asks the question whether as in the opposing schools 

of interest, the ideal or esthetic and the commercial or practical, shall 

the award be solely or chiefly an honor, an empty honor perhaps the 

practical school might say, anesthetic satisfaction granted to the one 

whose skill and good judgment had produced and perpetuated something of 

distinction? Or should the award serve chiefly as an advertisement of 

merchantable wares, the recipient profiting laPgely through the pocket 

route? He draws attention to the fact that an early award is more pro­

fitable from the viewpoint of the practical school and that by the end 

of a five year period any financial gain would go not to the producer 

but to those who had acquired it in the meantime. He wonders how much 

support can in a very practical world be won for the esthetic school 

against the practical one. 

Bulletin No. 45, October, 1932, is the first to report on ratings 

under the new system and gives fourteen pages of tabulated lists of 

varieties, followed by many comments on varieties by various members. 

There is an explanation of the work of the judges by Mrs. J. Edgar Hires. 

It is this Symposium which departs from the custom of previous ones, 

giving ratings where only a single judge has sent in a vote and largely 

for this reason the ratings were severely criticized by many members, 

these criticisms resulting in the many changes of the system as well as 

changes in the scale of points. This Bulletin also contains the first 

-----~~-~--~--------------
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of a series of comments on ratings by Ralph G. Van Name which among 

other things suggests that 100 should not be kept always as a maximum 

rating but as the Iris improved we should go on and give a rating of 

110 or 120 or whatever is necessary. By this system it would not be 

necessary to re-rate old varieties and rate them lower in order to make 

room at the top for the newer kinds. 

A departure from the usual type of Symposium is noted in Bulletin 

No. 47, April, 1933, in which a list of the fifty to one hundred most 

popular Irises is given. It is reprinted elsewhere. This same Bulletin 

also continues a discussion of the ratings in a long article by Robert 

Wayman, particularly protesting against the judges on marking certain 

varieties as not wanted and protesting that there is too much tabulating 

~ as variety is the spice of life. 

In view of great criticism of the work of the judges as expressed 

in the January and April, 1933, Bulletins, it is pleasant to note a very 

able defense of the judges and praise of their work by J.C. Nichols, Jr., 

in Bulletin No. 48, July, 1933. There is also further comment on judg­

ing and rating by Dr. F. M. Hanes, S. R. Duffy, Ralph G. Van Name, as 

well as one anonymous article on the diverging reports on one seedling 

in different years. 

Bulletin No. 49, October, 1933, continues a Symposium list with 

new ratings as given by the following judges: 

Allen, G. A. 
Arbuckle, Mrs. J.H. 
Ayres, Dr. W. McL 
Boehland, G. J. 
Bretschneider, E.H. 
Connell, Clarence 

Donahue, T. F. 
Bouglas, M. G. 
Duffy, Sherman R. 
Du Mont, Mrs. W. G. 
Dunman, w. H. 
Everett, Dr. Harry H. 

Emigholz, Mrs. J.F. 
Gage, L. Merton 
Gersdorff, C.E.F. 
Graham, S. L. 
Grant, Henry L. 
Graves, R. J. 



Hall, D. F. 
Hanes, Fo M. 
Hill, John E. 
Hinckley, Miss Meda 
Hir~s, Mrs. J. Edgar 
Judson, H. 
Karcher, Mrs. W.L. 
Kellogg, Mrs. 
Kinsey, Alfred C. 
Kirkland, Dr. J.H. 
Lane, Bernard H. 
Lapham, E .E. 
Lewis, Mrs.Herman E. 
Little, Harry F. 
Lloyd, Mrs.Horatio Gates 
Lothrop, Mrs.Lena M. 

McCook, Mrs. R.D. 
McDade, Clint 
McKee, W. J. 
Nesmith 
Nicholls, Col. J.C. 
Nicholls, J.e. Jr., 
Pattison, Mrs. Douglas 
Peckham, Mrs.Wheeler H. 
Phillips, Charles S. 
Roe, Mrs. Helen E. 
Salbach, Carl 
Sass, H.P. 
Sass, Henry E. 
Sass, Jacob 
Schmidt, Louis 
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Schreiner, Robert 
Sherman, C.A. 
Shull, J. Marion 
Snow, Euclid 
Stoner, Miss Dorothy 
Sturtevant, Robert S. 
Sturtevant, MissGrace 
Tobie, Mrs.Walter E. 
Van Name, Ralph G. 
Wallace, JohnB.,Jr. 
Walters, Mrs.Silas B. 
Wayman, Robert 
Whipple, Harvey 
Williams, Frank F. 
Wister, John c. 

Prof. John E. Hill submits a list of the most popular varieties as 

compiled from forty-one replies to a questionnaire sent out. The follow­

ing notes are of special interest: 

In 1922, 600 varieties were rated, of which 56 were rated at 85 or 

over. In the next five years 25 of these dropped below and by 1932 only 

one, Souvenir de Mme. Gaudichau, remained at 85. (It should be remembered 

that relatively few judges rated old varieties in 1932). 

High class Irises, Lent A. Williamson 96, Princess Beatrice 95, 

Dominion 94, Ambassadeur 94, Ballerine 94, Asia 92 and Mme. Durrand 92, 

dropped below the 85 level. 

The 1927 Symposium rated 800 varieties and there were 120 in the 

85 or better class and then again 106 (over 88%) were dropped below in 

1932. Among those reduced were again the "top notchers," Candlelight 96, 

Purissima 95, Morning Splendor 91, Bruno 91, Peerless 91, Santa Barbara 

91, Petruchio, Geo. J. Tribolet and Micheline Charraire at 90 - all below 

85 in 1932. 

--------~--- ---- ----- ---
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There remain only fourteen of the 1927 winners: Mrs. Valerie West, 

Grace Sturtevant, San Francisco, Dolly Madison, Souv. de Loetitia 

M,ichaud, Frieda Mohr, Cardinal, Germaine Pertuis, Sequoiah, William Mohr. 

Sir Michael, Souv. de Mme. Gaudichau, Mildred Presby, rated above 85. 

The 1932 ratings report 1300 Irises, double the number of 1922, 

and there were 138 in the 85 or better class. Hence we have 124 new 

Irises, all grand, superfine, our very best. 

The 1933 ratings, by casual count, list 187 varieties of very recent 

introduction, of which 119 belong in the 85 or better class and only 

13 rate below 80. 


