HAXDBOOK FOR JUDGES
The American Ivis Sociely

THE MEANING OF THIS HANDBOOK

Several years ago when the Roster of Judges of the American Iris
Society began to include members whose iris experience did not run
back to the beginning of the Society, it was suggested that some sort of
Handbook or Guide should be compiled, which would help Judges with
their work. This idea was developed until a clear plan emerged, and
the result is presented to the Society on the following pages, and on the
pages of future issues of the BULLETIN. »

The complete Handbook has been divided into two parts, which will
be published in two consecutive issues of the BULLETIN. Its purpose
is that of a reference manual, not only for Accredited Judges of the
Society, but also for all iris lovers, whether members of the Society or
not. It will set forth history of the Society, history of iris judging, and
other background material which will assist the lover of irises better to
understand how our favorite flower has reached its present high state
of development, and how present judging policies of the Society were
evolved. It will present discussions, written by various members of the
Society, explaining what makes an example of a particular type of iris
good or bad. It will set forth certain records of the Society which are
valuable to the Judge, but ordinarily difficult to locate. In short, it will
attempt to fulfill the promise of its title—to be a useful tool for the
Judge and for the lover of irises.

If, following its serial publication in the pages of the BULLETIN, it
appears to have sufficient permanent value, and if there is sufficient
demand for it, this Handbook will be reprinted in book form and offered
for general sale by the Society.

z)eclicaﬁon

This Handbook is Dedicated to the Memory of

DR. FRANKLIN -COOK
Member of the Board of Directors of the Society
from 1938 until 1952, and President of the Society
during 1947 and 1948. He was influential in the.
establishment of Regional Performance Ratings, and
originally began the work of compiling the informa-
tion contained herein.
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C)onfenfd, First Installment, April, 1953

A Short History of the Society, and of Iris Judging
The Two Kinds of American Iris Society Judges
The Work of the Garden Judge

The Work of the Exhibition Judge

THE TWO KINDS OF
AMERICAN IRIS SOCIETY JUDGES

There are two kinds of Judges accredited by the American Iris
Society: the Garden Judge, and the Exhibition Judge. Garden Judges
have the duty to judge irises growing in gardens, and to vote on the
Official Awards of the Society. Exhibition Judges have the duty to
judge irises entered in Shows or Exhibitions held under the auspices and
regulations of the Society.

Garden Judges are appointed annually by the President, or by the
Chairman of the Awards Committee, upon the basis of recommendations
made by the Regional Vice-Presidents, and subject to the approval of
the Board of Directors. Appointments are made to the approximate
number of ten per cent of the total membership of each Region.

Exhibition Judges are appointed annually by the President upon the
basis of recommendations made by the Chairman of the Exhibition
Committee, and subject to the approval of the Board of Directors. At
present, all Garden Judges also are accredited Exhibition Judges, but
not all Exhibition Judges are Garden Judges.

In the ensuing pages the work of each of these two kinds of Judges
will be explained in detail, and statistical data relating to their work
will be set forth. The Society hopes that this information will be of
assistance, not only to the Accredited Judges of the American Iris
Society, but also to every lover of irises who would like to improve his
or her understanding of them.

THE WORK OF THE GARDEN JUDGE
Awards of the American Iris Society
The AWARDS of the AIS for irises in the garden are:
The Dykes Memorial Medal The Eric Nies Award

The Award of Merit The Mary Swords Debaillon Award
The Caparne Award Honorable Mention
The Morgan Award High Commendation

It is upon these eight honors that the Garden Judges of the Society
vote each year.

The Dykes Memorial Medal is- the highest award that can be given
to an iris. This medal commemorates the name of William R. Dykes,

102



born November 4, 1877; died December 1, 1925. While he was in-
terested in many types of flowers, his first love was the iris. W. R.
Dykes was the author of a monograph on irises entitled “THE GENUS
IRIS” which was one of the first orderly classifications of the family.
He was a superb gardener and his keen observation of the behavior of
hundreds of species which he grew in his garden furnished the material
for his many writings and lectures on irises.

The Dykes Medal may be awarded yearly by The British Iris Society
to an English variety, a French variety, and an American variety under
rules established by The British Iris Society. In the United States and
Canada, the Directors of the American Iris Society may award the
Dykes Medal annually to the eligible variety receiving the greatest num-
ber of votes from the Accredited Garden Judges; with the added stipu-
lation that it must receive at least fifteen per cent of the total number
of votes cast. If the variety receiving the greatest number of votes has
less than fifteen per cent of the votes cast, or in the event of a tie for
first place, the Directors may order that a supplementary ballot be sent
to the Judges, and that the medal be awarded to the variety receiving
the most votes on such supplementary ballot. The Board of Directors
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has full authority to award the medal or to make no award in any year,
whether or not a supplementary ballot is required. To be eligible, a
variety must be of North American origin and must have received the
Award of Merit, the Caparne Award, the Morgan Award, the Eric E.
Nies Award, or the Mary Swords Debaillon Award not more than four

full years prior to the voting year.

Winners of the Dykes Memorial Medal in past years are:

1927 1939
England—Margot Holmes (Perry ’27) America—Rosy Wings (Gage ’35)
America—San Francisco (Mohr 27) 1940

1928 - England—White City (Murrell ’39)
France —Plui D’Or (Cayeux "28) America—Wabash (Mary Williamson

1929 ’36)
England—Joyance (Dykes '29) 1941
France —Vert Galant (Cay "29) England—Mabel Chadburn (Chadburn
America—Dauntless (Connell 29) ’39)

1930 America—The Red Douglas (J. Sass
England—G. P. Baker (Perry ’30) ’37)
France —Depute Nomblot (Cay 29) 1942

1931 America—Great Lakes (Cousins *38
England—Gudrun (Dykes ’30) Canada)
France —Jean Cayeux (Cayeux ’31) 1943

1932 America—Prairie Sunset (H. Sass ’39)
France —Eclador (Cayeux ’32) 1944
America—Rameses (H. Sass ’29) America—Spun Gold (Glutzbeck ’40)

1933 1945
France —Alice Harding (Cay ’33) America—Elmohr (Loomis *42)
America—Coralie (Ayers ’32) 1946

1934 No awards in England, France or
England—Golden Hind (Chadburn ’34) America.
France —Madame Louis Aureau (Cay 1947

’34) America—Chivalry (Wills ’44)

1935 1948
England—Sahara (Pilkington ’34) England—Mrs. J. L. Gibson (Gibson
France —Madame Maurice Lassailly ’30)

(Cayeux ’35) America—Ola Kala (J. Sass ’43)

America—Sierra Blue (Essig ’32) 1949

1936
France —Olympio (Cayeux 36)

England—Blue Ensign (Meyer ’37)
America—Helen McGregor (Graves

America—Mary Geddes (Stahl-Wash ’46)
’31) 1950
1937 America—Blue Rhythm (Whiting ’45)
France —Nicole Lassailly (Cay ’38) 1951
America—Missouri (Grinter ’33) America—Cherie (Hall ’47)
1938 1952

France —Antigone (Rene Cayeux ’39)
America-—Copper Lustre (Kirkland 34)

England-—Seathwaite (Randall —)
America—Argus Pheasant (DeForest
’48)

Having in mind that the Dykes Memorial Medal is the “top of the
ladder” let us now go to the bottom and trace the path of a. winning

variety upward.

104



High Commendation

The first award a new variety may receive from the Garden Judges is
High Commendation. This is awarded to irises usually seen in the
hybridizer’s garden or as guest irises in exhibition gardens, not neces-
sarily either named or registered. They may be named, or they may be
simply numbered. Each Garden Judge may vote for ten such irises each
year and any variety receiving five or more votes is given the award.
This is tantamount to a recommendation to the breeder that the variety
be registered and introduced; but is not a requirement for registration
or introduction.

Honorable Mention

The next step up the ladder is Honorable Mention. This award is
made only to irises duly named, registered and introduced. Each Garden
Judge may vote for 14 tall bearded varieties and for five varieties in
other classifications. If a variety has the characteristics of a tall bearded
iris (even though it may be of hybrid origin) then 12 votes are required
for it to receive Honorable Mention. If it is of any other classification,
then 5 votes are required.

Honorable Mention is the foundation upon which all higher awards
rest. An iris need not have received High Commendation in order to
receive Honorable Mention; but it must receive Honorable Mention
if it is to progress higher up the awards ladder.

An iris must have Honorable Mention to become eligible for the
Award of Merit, or any other of the higher level awards. It can never
become eligible for the Dykes Medal without having received Honorable
Mention. Also, Honorable Mention is a requisite for eligibility in the
balloting for the Popularity Symposium. Essentially, Honorable Men-
tion is a regional award; since only a few votes are required for it.
It is designed to call attention to promising irises from any part of the
world. Unlike the Dykes Medal, Honorable Mention is not limited to
irises of North American origin.

From Honorable Mention, an iris is next eligible, according to its
classification, to one of five awards which hold equal rank. They are:

THE AwWARD OF MERIT for tall bearded irises
TaE MARY SwORDS DEBAILLON AWARD for Louisiana irises
THE CAPARNE AWARD for dwarf bearded irises
THE MORGAN AWARD for Siberica irises

THE Eric NiEs AwArD for Spuria irises

The Award of Merit is open to tall bearded irises of any origin,
which have received an Honorable Mention not less than two years,
and not more than six years, prior to the voting year. This requirement
of a “lag” of at least two years subsequent to the winning of H. M. is
designed to carry out the National character of the A. M. as contrasted
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to the Regional character of the H. M. It allows time for wide distribu-
tion of the variety. Each Garden Judge may vote for twelve of the eli-
gible tall bearded irises for the Award of Merit; and the twelve varieties
receiving the greatest number of votes may receive the award, except
that if there is a tie for twelfth place, all varieties so tied may receive
the award.

Also, a minimum of ten votes is required; but this means little, since
most of the top twelve receive 50 or more votes. A list of the irises
eligible for the Award of Merit is printed each year, on the ballots. It
now comprises some 200 varieties. For lists of irises which have re-
ceived Awards of Merit in the past, consult Bulletins 60, 63, 66, 93, 94,
98, 103, 106, 110, 115, 119, 123 and 127.

The Mary Swords Debaillon Award
The Mary Swords Debaillon Award ranks with the Award of Merit,

but is given to Louisiana varieties only. This award was originated by
the Society for Louisiana Irises in honor of Mary S. Debaillon, who was
instrumental in bringing about the preservation of many of the Louisi-
ana species, and of intensifying interest in them and their hybrids. In
1948 The Society for Louisiana Irises affiliated with the American Iris
Society, and this award was made a part of the awards system of the
American Iris Society. Many of the Louisiana varieties are collected
from the wild; many are hybrids from crosses carefully made. There-
fore, this award is open not only to those varieties originated by
hybridizers, but also to varieties collected from the wild. To become
eligible for this award, a variety must have received an Honorable Men-
tion, and a plant of it must have been sent to the Test Garden of The
Society for Louisiana Irises at Lafayette, Louisiana, for growing and
identification. Each year, the variety receiving the greatest number of
votes is given the award; but it must receive not less than seven votes.
A list of the eligible varieties is printed each year, on the ballot.

The Caparne Award

The Caparne Award likewise ranks with the Award of Merit, but is
given to dwarf bearded irises only. This award was instituted in 1950,
in honor of Mr. W. J. Caparne, an English breeder of irises, who spe-
cialized in dwarf varieties and who originated and introduced a number
of them around 1900. Because of the specialized nature of the dwarf
irises, the Chairman of the Dwarf Iris Committee recommends Judges
whose particular duty is to judge dwarf bearded irises, thus insuring
continued proper attention for them. However, all Garden Judges of the
Society are accredited also to judge the dwarfs, if they so desire. To be
eligible for the voting on the Caparne Award, a dwarf iris must have
received H. M. Each year the award is given to the eligible variety re-
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ceiving the greatest number of votes; except that a minimum of seven
votes is required. The list of eligible varieties is printed on the ballot
each year.
"The Morgan Award

The Morgan Award, also ranks equal to the Award of Merit. It is
given each year to the eligible Siberica variety receiving the greatest
number of votes; but with a minimum requirement of seven votes. This
award was instituted in 1951, and named in honor of Mr. H. Cleveland
Morgan, a Canadian hybridizer who did outstanding work with the
Siberica species and their hybrids. To be eligible for this award, a va-
riety must have received H.M. A list of the eligible varieties is printed
on the ballot each year.

. The Eric Nies Award

Rules and regulations for this award are to be announced at a later
date by the Awards Committee.

Thus, it will be seen that the “Ladder of Success” in irisdom looks
something like this:

THE DYKES MEMORIAL MEDAL
The Award of Merit (tall bearded)
The Mary Swords Debaillon Award (Louisiana)
The Caparne Award (dwarf bearded)
The Morgan Award (Siberica)
The Eric Nies Award (Spuria)
Honorable Mention
High Commendation

These comprise the Official Awards of the Society. There is one
other competition upon which the Garden Judges vote—the annual
Popularity Symposium. Mention of the Symposia conducted in the
early years of the Society will be found elsewhere in these pages, and
the history is one of bitter differences of opinion.

The future will probably be no.different from the past—but the ex-
perience of 33 years shows that the membership of the Society does
feel that some sort of Symposium of Opinion is valued above the criti-
cism each one brings forth. Much of the criticism arises from a mis-
understanding of definition. Many persons think the Symposium lists
the “100 Best” irises of the year, whereas it truly is a list of the “100
Favorite” irises of the year—which is something quite different. Until
1952 the voting on the Symposium was done entirely by the Accredited
Garden Judges, but beginning then the entire membership was invited
to participate. Ballots were cast by 1,112 members, approximately 25%
of the total. The tabulation of results was published in Bulletin No. 128,
January 1953. A comparison of this tabulation with the 1951 tabula-
tion, in which only the Accredited Garden Judges participated, will
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show that substantially the same group of varieties remained “favorites”
—although their sequence was somewhat rearranged.

To be eligible for the Symposium, an iris must have received Honor-
able Mention—nothing more. Each year the top 300 in the voting are .
set aside to form next years’ list. To the list is then added the new
winners of Honorable Mention for the year.

It is possible that in future years other specialized Awards may be
instituted by the Society, in recognition of interest and progress in
various special sections of the iris family. It is a long difficult climb up
the hill from High Commendation to Dykes Medal. Many start—few
can finish. Voting on these Awards is a serious and important obliga-
tion of every Judge. The better the Awards structure is understood,
the more intelligently a Judge may be expected to vote.

CONDENSED VOTING RULES
Awards of the American Iris Society
High Commendation:
Eligibility: Any iris, any origin, as long as it has not been introduced.
Judge may vote for: Ten varieties annually. '
Votes required for award: five.
Award given: To all varieties receiving 5 votes or more.

Honorable Mention:

Eligibility: Any iris, any origin, as long as it has been duly named and
introduced.

Judge may vote for: Fourteen tall bearded varieties annually, and five
other varieties annually.

Votes required for award: 12 for tall bearded varieties.

5 for other varieties.
Award given: To all varieties receiving required number of votes.

Award of Merit:

Eligibility: Tall bearded irises of any origin which have received H. M.
not less than two and not more than six years previously.

Judge may vote for: Twelve varieties annually.

Votes required for award: Ten votes minimum.

Award given: To the 12 varieties receiving the greatest number of votes
each year. In case of tie for 12th place all tied varieties re-
ceive the award.

Mary Swords Debaillon Award:

Eligibility: Any Louisiana species, collected natural hybrid, or con-
trolled hybrid, which has received H. M. and which has been
planted and identified by the Test Garden for Louisiana
irises, at Lafayette, Louisiana.

Judge may vote for: One variety each year.
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Votes required for award: Seven votes minimum.
Award given: To the variety receiving the greatest number of votes
each year (7 minimum).

> Caparne Award:

Eligibility: Any dwarf bearded iris which has received H. M.

Judge may vote for: One variety each year.

Votes required for award: Seven votes minimum.

Award given: To the variety receiving the greatest number of votes
each year (7 minimum).

Morgan Award: v

Eligibility: Any Siberica species or hybrid which has received H. M.

Judges may vote for: One variety each year.

Votes required for the award: Seven votes minimum.

Award given: To the variety receiving the greatest number of votes
each year (7 minimum).

Eric Nies Award:

Rules and regulations to be announced at a later date by the Awards
Committee.

Dykes Medal:

Eligibility: Any outstanding variety of American or Canadian origin
that has received the Award of Merit, the Caparne Award,
the Morgan Award or the Mary Swords Debaillon Award
not more than four full years prior to the award year.

Judges may vote for: One variety each year.

Votes required for award: Fifteen per cent of total votes cast.

Award given: To the variety receiving the greatest number of votes
each year (15% of total votes cast minimum). If the va-
riety receiving the most votes of the judges has less than
15 per cent of the votes cast for this medal, or in the event
of a tie for first place the Directors may order that a sup-
plementary ballot be sent to the judges, and the Medal may
be awarded to the variety receiving the most votes on such
supplementary ballot. The Board of Directors has full
authority to award the Medal or to make no award in any
year, whether or not a supplementary ballot is made.

SUGGESTIONS TO JUDGES

It is presumed that you know more about irises than the average
member of the Society, else you would not be a Judge.

As a judge, you have the serious duty of selecting what the Society
will tell the horticultural world are the very finest irises to be found.
If you use bad judgment, the results of your poor selection will be felt
for a long time.
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Remember, you are selecting irises for their own true worth; not
selecting with a thought to favoring a particular {riend of yours. Never
give an iris a vote simply because you wish to vote for the hybridizer.
There are other ways of recognizing his work.

Travel as widely as your circumstances will permit, and see irises in
as many gardens as you can. Grow yourself as many of the newer va-
rieties as you can—or seek out someone close to you who does grow
them, so that you can keep up with the latest—which may, or may not,
be the best. k

Never, never, vote for an iris unless you have seen it growing your-
self. Preferably, avoid voting for an iris until you have seen it two
seasons. Except, of course, in the case of H. C.

If the iris is under number, be sure you record the number correctly.
If named, be sure you spell the name correctly.

Remember that recently transplanted irises seldom exhibit true
characteristic performance. While your judgment should be critical
when, and where, you see the subject, definite allowance should be made
if the plant has not had sufficient time to become acclimated to its
situation.

You must temper your own judgment in response to changing tastes.
There was a time when very, very tall irises with large blossoms were
the vogue. Most of these had droopy falls, the substance was poor, and
the colors were dirty. In the past fifteen years this preference has
changed—and for the better. The current style is toward extreme ruf-
fling, flaring form, closed standards, smooth hafts, and very wide hafts.

Our Society numbers nearly 5000. Principally, we are interested in
the viewpoint of those 5000 people. If they want irises that are green,
with purple spots, it is up to the breeders, and the judges, to help them
get them. However, we must not lose sight of the ultimate use of our
flowers. First, they are for our 5000 members, but our ultimate is to
create a more satisfactory garden perennial for some forty million
gardeners. _

Changing conditions create changing needs and preclude any static
position of opinions.

Read your ballot carefully, and check the lists of eligible irises care-
fully, so that you will not waste your vote by casting it for a certain
iris for a certain award, when it may have already received that award,
or a higher one.

Try to avoid the narrow viewpoint of interest in only one favorite,
but study and become familiar with all-—from Dwarfs to Sibericas.

Remember, judging is not difficult if you retain an open mind, look
well, and judge fairly what you see. There are no secret formulas for
judging; just use your own good taste, and a knowledge of the flower
you are judging.
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THE WORK OF THE EXHIBITION JUDGE

Exhibition Awards of the American Iris Society
The following awards are offered by the American Iris Society in
connection with Shows and Exhibitions conducted in conformity ‘with
rules established by the Exhibition Committee of the Society:

The Silver Medal Certificate: To the exhibitor winning the most
first prize points in the Horticultural Section of the show.

The Bronze Medal Certificate: To the exhibitor winning the second
greatest number of first prize points in the Horticultural Sec-
tion of the show.

In the event of a tie for either Certificate, second and third prize points
will be counted. These are the only official AIS awards. Actual medals
may be purchased from the Society by the Show Management, if de-
sired.” These will be supplied at cost.

In addition to the above, the Show Management may purchase from
the Society these unofficial awards:

The Purple Rosette Ribbon: To the exhibitor of the “Best Iris
Specimen” in the show.
Blue (First); Yellow (Second); and White (Third) Prize Award
Cards to be given in all classes, if entries merit them.
Many Shows also offer a “Special Prize” to the exhibitor winning the
most points in the entire show. This is strictly a local award, and
usually is offered by a local business concern.
Any organization planning a flower show may make these awards
available to exhibitors by complying with the following rules:

1. No exhibitor may make more than ONE entry in any one class.

2. Exhibition must be open to all.

3. Medal Certificates shall be awarded on the basis of First Prize
Points won in the Horticultural Section. Second and Third
Prize Points are to be considered only in case of ties. Prize
Points won in the Artistic Section may not be counted.

4. At least one Accredited Exhibition Judge of the American Irls
Soc1ety must officiate in the Horticultural Section.

5. All iris in cultural classes must be correctly named and
labelled.

6. All horticultural entries must have been grown by the ex-
hibitor.

7. Seedlings must be numbered and shall not receive an award or
prize of any kind. The AIS Accredited Judge will consider
all seedlings for the “Exhibition Certificate.”

8. No exhibition may qualify for Medals unless at least twenty
Iris classes are listed in the Horticultural Section of the Printed
Schedule, and unless an adequate number of eniries are re-
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ceived in each class (or a majority of classes) to ensure fair
" competition.

9. The Board of Directors of the American Iris Society, upon
recommendation of the Exhibition Committee, may refuse to
award medals where it is shown that these rules have not been
complied with.

10. The Silver Medal will be awarded to the winner of the greatest
number of First prize points. The Bronze Medal will be
awarded to the winner of the second greatest number of First
prize points—both in the Horticultural Section—and further,
a Bronze Medal may be awarded to an outstanding or valuable
commercial display, when, in the opinion of the Judges, the
display makes a definite contribution to the beauty, educa-
tional, or spectacle value of the show.

These are the ONLY rules required by the American Iris Society for
the conduct of an Accredited Iris Show. The General Chairman or
Secretary of the show must supply proof of adherence to these rules to
the American Iris Society Exhibition Committee within two weeks after
the show is held. This is usually done by filing a Judge’s Report on
forms obtainable from the Exhibition Committee.

Instructions to Exhibition Judges

This information is the authority upon which you will base all judging
decisions.

As the decisions of the flower show Judge are usually accepted as
final, be sure your decisions are based on knowledge. Never be afraid
to ask questions which might help you with a decision. No one is ex-
pected to know everything.

When an invitation to judge a show is accepted, be sure that a clear
understanding is reached as to what expenses will be paid by the
management of the show. Judges should not charge a fee but travel
expenses may be paid, and a gift may be accepted if a club wishes to
give it.

If unusual problems occur during the judging of a show, explain to
the committee that you will handle them to the best of your ability, and
later refer them to the Exhibition Committee of the Society for final
decision.

Be fair and considerate of every entry while judging. Be kind and
tactful when (or if) a decision is questioned. Remember at all times
that you are a representative of the American Iris Society, and as such
you must uphold the reputation of the Society by acting with dignity
and honor.

It is your duty to sign Award Sheets, and Medal Requests after ascer-
taining (as far as possible) that AIS rules have been followed.
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It is your duty to consider all seedlings displayed for award of an
Exhibition Certificate. This certificate is awarded only to the origina-
tor, and if anyone other than the originator exhibits a seedling, be sure
to obtain the name and address of the originator. From one to five
stalks of a seedling must be shown, preferably with some of its own
foliage. Judges will report recommendations for this award to the
Exhibition Committee on forms supplied by that committee. No more
than five different seedlings should be exhibited by one person. Seed-
lings from purchased or gift seed are considered the origination of the
one who raised the seedlings.

Before judging a show, study the schedule carefully and be sure you
understand all classes listed; and all the show rules.

Never give ribbons where not merited unless specifically requested to
do so by the Show Management.

Do not be afraid to judge alone. A good judge is always willing to
take the consequences of his actions. The use of more than one judge
is simply an opportunity to “pass the buck.”

Classes should be judged as shown. It is the duty of the Classification
Committee of the show to place the entries in proper classes. If you find
varieties incorrectly placed as to color, you may suggest that they would
have a better chance of winning in another class; but judge the class
as ‘shown. '

Tall bearded irises which are not correctly named, or not correctly
labelled, are not to be considered in the judging. But be very sure
before saying that an entry is incorrectly named or labelled. A judge
is not required to name varieties, only to know whether or not the name
shown is correct.

It is the responsibility of the Classification Committee to decide what
varieties may be entered. Variety SQ-72 is not a registered variety, but
it might be entered with the permission of the committee, since it is
cataloged under that name.

Color classification for exhibition purposes need not be the same as
the official color classification of the American Iris Society.

When judging, put all personal preferences aside. Judge impartially
and entirely upon the merits of each eniry. A good reputation as a judge
is built upon an ability to act fairly and impartially.
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Scale of Points for Judging
In Shows or Exhibitions

Specimen Classes

The Flower
Color according to variety .................. 10
Size according to variety ..............0.ea..n 5
Form according to variety .................... 10
Substance according to variety ............... 10 35
The Stalk
Number of open flowers ..................... 15
Branch Balance, Bud Placement .............. 15 30
Condition
Grooming of specimen ..............ccvnn.n. 15
Cultural perfection ...t 20 35
100
Collection Classes
Uniformity of Height ............ .. .o i, 15
Spectacle values .......... ..ol 30
Culture Perfection ............ooiiiiiiii i, 20
Condition . .......iiiniiniinn ittt 35
100

Displays are not usually seen in competition, but if you are called
upon to judge such classes, the scale for Collections may be used by
changing the item “Uniformity of Height” to read instead “Variation of
Uses” which would mean the number and suitability of ways in which
the flowers are shown.

Scale of points for judging species, including spurias, sibericas,
Louisiana varieties, Evansias, etc., is:

Color oot 20
Sizeand Substance ..........oiiiiii ittt 10
Stalk and Branching .......... ... ... ool 10
Rarity ... i 15
Condition ...ttt i it it 20
Cultural Perfection .............cciiiiiiviiiinnen.. 25
100
Scale of Points for Judging Seedlings
The Flower
SIZE it 10
Color oo 15
Form ... 10
Substance and Texture ....................... 10
Fragrance .............. oottt 5 50



The Stalk ‘
Poiseand Grace ......covvviiiiinnnnneunnnn. 10

Number of blossoms and buds ................ 5

Height ........coovvnne.... e 5
Branching ...............oooiiiiiiinn, 5 25
Quality ................. e et 15
Condition ..........ccoiiiiiiinnnininnnnn. e 10
100

Analysis of Point Scale for Specimen Classes

COLOR: Obviously, the first thing you need to know is the true
color for the variety in question. In many cases, the true color varies
with the area in which it is grown. True color in one locality may not
be true color in another. The variety China Maid is an example. In
certain localities this is a deep rose with a light dusting of gold.
In other areas it is a yellow blend, with a faint brushing of rose. It
is advisable to be familiar with the varieties in the area in which you
are judging.

In the final bench decision, judge color for trueness to variety,
clarity, and strength. If haft markings are present, do they detract
from the color harmony of the whole?

SIZE: Here again it is necessary to be familiar with the local be-
haviour of the variety in question. Some varieties are nearly always large
in size, but they are not necessarily prize winners just because of their
size. Examples are William A. Setchell and Buechley’s Giant. Size
is not comparative in judging on the bench. A specimen of Gudrun is
not better than a specimen of Crystal Beauty just because the flowers
are larger. They should be larger if they are true to variety. Size of
flower should be in good proportion to height and thickness of stalk.

FORM: Good form involves good proportion and shape. Standards
may be domed, pointed, rounded, open, or closed. One shape is not
necessarily better than another, except as it affects the appearance of
the flower. Falls may be arched, flaring, horizontal, or ruffled. They
may be hanging, drooping, rounded, or strappy. Regardless of shape or
manner in which they are held, the points to consider are the relation
and proportion of one part to the other. Do they combine to make
a pleasing shape, and are they in good proportion?

SUBSTANCE: This factor also may vary with the locality and cul-
ture. Substance of falls is almost always heavier than that of the
standards. Heavy substance is usually to be found in dark colored
varieties. Standards should have a sturdy midrib, but should not look
“coarse. :
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STALK: Number of open flowers is self explanatory. If only one
bloom is open, some points should be taken off. Under ‘Branch Balance
and Bud Placement’ check for alternate placement of branches so that
they do not interfere with each other; and placement of buds on the
branches so that blooms will not crowd each other when open. First
branch should be sufficiently far below the terminal so that its blooms
will not crowd the terminal blossom. These factors depend largely on
the variety, and not on cultural practices or growing area. Varieties
which do not naturally have good branching and good placement of
buds simply are not good exhibition specimens. If branch placement
is satisfactory, it follows that the stalk must be sufficiently tall to pre-
sent a balanced appearance.

CONDITION: Grooming of the specimen concerns general appear-
ance. If leaves are present, they should be clean. They may be wiped
off with a cloth, but not polished in any way. Faded or dead flowers
should be removed. The more carefully they are removed, the neater
the appearance. When removing a flower, the calyx should be uninjured,
and should be folded back into place carefully. No entry is disqualified
because flowers have been removed, but points are taken off for
broken or damaged buds, open flower, or any portion of the specimen.
The over-all condition of the entry is what you are considering. Does
it present the best possible appearance?

CULTURAL PERFECTION: In bench judging Cultural Perfection,
you actually are judging the ability, knowledge, and effort of the ex-
hibitor by the results he has achieved in the entry you are judging.
Points are taken off for any evidence of neglect during the growing
season. '

Analysis of Point Scale for Collection Classes
UNIFORMITY OF HEIGHT:  Height need not be identical, but

should present an appearance of unity. One or two very tall stalks,
placed with two or three short ones would not be a satisfactory com-
bination.

SPECTACLE VALUE: Judge the general beauty of the combination
through good proportion of the flowers, one to the other, and to their
stalks. Judge color by its perfection, or by the combination used when
more than one color is allowed or called for.

CULTURAL PERFECTION: Judged the same as in specimen classes.
CONDITION: Judged the same as in specimen classes.
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POINT SCORING
An Outline of Its Trials and Tribulations
In the American Iris Society

What is Point Scoring? Every flower has various attributes physical
or otherwise that make it a more or less beautiful and worthwhile plant.
Point scoring is simply the numerical expression of the value of each
characteristic, point by point. The total points comprise the numerical
rating, by means of which you can compare the flower to another of
like kind.

It is unfortunately true that no point scoring system which has been
devised carries with it an automatic compensator to correct the eye of
the judge to a standard eye. You look at the yardstick, and a certain
item measures five. I look at the same yardstick, but I measure it four.
That’s because we look with different eyes. Because of this difference
in personal preference it is practically impossible to make any Point
Scoring system perfect; and perhaps it is better that way.

In January, 1921, the Society published its first Point Score table;
which is called “The Score Card,” and which looked like this:

The Plant

Growth .......... ... .ot e 10%
Garden Effect ............ e 10%
Poiseof Stalk ..............civivininnnn. 109
Height (initselass) ................... ... 10%
The Flower
Color ..t e e e 15%
Form ...t i 10%
SIZE vviii i i e e, e 10%
Substance .........ciiiiiiiiie i 10%
Outstanding Qualities ...............cvvia... 15%

The downfall of that Table was the 15% allotted to “Qutstanding
Qualities.” There were too many opinions as to what constituted Out-
standing Qualities, and use of the 15% was made too freely.

In 1924 an attempt was made to curb this abuse by more clearly
defining the purpose for which the 15% was intended. “Outstanding
Quality” was then limited by this:

“Unless a variety is both clearly distinctive and pleasing it should

receive no further credit.

For general all around excellence, the full ................ 15%
For unique form or coloring................. ... ..., 10%
For fragrance. ........ccviiiininiirinineinnnnennnn. 5%
For foliage good throughout the season .................. 10%
For Exhibition Value, orasacutflower................... 5%”

But still there were difficulties, and in 1925 the definition again was
altered to provide:
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“Unique form, color, or substance, not over 5% each.” With those
modifications, the 1921 “Score Card” struggled along until 1932 with
only moderate dissatisfaction.

In 1932 (BULLETIN 45, page 46) Dr. Ralph G. Van Name and Mr.
Robert Sturtevant brought into the open the undercurrent of dissatis-
faction with the Score Card. Dr. Van Name said: “It seems to me that
the most serious weakness in the present rating system is the lack of any
recognized fixed points to guide the judges and assist them to adhere
to the same scale. Naturally, every judge is more or less influenced, in
setting up his own standards, by the numerical ratings already pub-
lished, but existing ratings are a cumbersome and inconvenient guide,
and not necessarily a safe one. The constant improvement in irises
tends to make the ratings of a few years back average too high, and
there are many inconsistencies, due in part -to the fact that different
numerical ratings are often the work of different, or largely different,
groups of judges, with the results that an iris which happens to be rated
by a group in which “high markers” predominate, often fares too well,
and conversely.

“Now let us suppose that to improve this situation a special com-
mittee, some six to twelve in number, of our most experienced and
reliable judges is appointed, with instructions to establish certain
fixed points in the rating scale, say at 60, 70 and 80. The committee
would proceed by voting, compromise and conference, to select one or
several well-known irises which, in their collective and carefully con-
sidered opinion, deserved a rating of approximately 60, and would
publish for each such iris a complete rating on the various points show-
ing how this total was arrived at. The same process would be repeated
at 70 and again at 80. This would definitely establish certain fixed
points in the scale which, I believe, would help greatly to make the
ratings of different judges more consistent with one another than they
are at present. For example, if every judge knew that some well-known
iris, let us say Queen of May had been officially and very carefully
rated at 60, and knew further, how this total was arrived at, he would,
I think, be able to give sounder ratings to other irises of this general
order of merit, and the ratings of different judges would be more
consistent with one another in this part of the scale. The same thing
would be true in the rating of irises near the other fixed points, and
the general result would, I believe, be decidedly beneficial.

“There is, I think, another weakness in our present practice which
the use of these fixed points would tend to eliminate, and that is the
present tendency to group the ratings more closely than is, perhaps,
logical and desirable. We seem to be rating the majority of worth-
while irises in the rather narrow range 80-90, while a rating of 70 im-
plies a suspicion of mediocrity, if not worse. A mark of 90 or over is
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reserved, and very properly, for a few irises of rare excellence. But
mathematically, 70 is 78 per cent of 90 and ought therefore to in-
dicate unquestioned high quality. If there is anything in this argument
it leads to the conclusion that we have been, and are, rating many
irises, especially the poorer ones, too high.

“Whether this tendency actually exists or not is, after all, a matter
of opinion. The point which I wish to make is that if such tendencies
do arise, the establishment of fixed points, though not the only way of
combatting them, is at least a very simple and effective one.

“In the last analysis, the most serious difficulties with our scale of
rating arises from the fact that the number are supposed to represent
percentages of what we, for the moment, regard as attainable perfec-
tion. This bases the whole system on something which is not stable or
permanent, but which changes as the quality of irises is improved.
Under this system no ratings can be permanent, and the need for
periodical revisions, and for new symposia from time to time is in-
evitable.

“It would, of course, be possible to avoid this difficulty by taking
an actual iris as the starting point, and assigning to this iris a rating of
100, 200, or whatever we wished. Ratings referred to such a standard
would be, at least in principle, permanent, and would not be affected
by the improvement in irises. Revision of individual ratings would be
needed only to correct errors in judgment and would not affect other
ratings.

“Such a system would have some very real advantages, and would
not, so far as I can see, introduce any new difficulties, but I doubt
whether we could ever make up our minds to substitute it for the
present one. We are probably too accustomed to the idea that our ratings
represent percentages of what I have called ‘attainable perfection,” and
to the use of this system in other fields, to be willing to adopt another
system in which the ratings would not have this significance.”

Mr. Sturtevant said: “Dr. Van Name suggests the assignment of
definite ratings to a limited number of well distributed varieties thus
establishing fixed standards for comparison. The value of this is im-
mediately apparent. As a corollary to this comes the recognition of the
fact that ‘Outstanding Quality’ has ceased to be a point worth in-
clusion in a score card. At present no two judges agree as to the value
‘as outstanding’ to be assigned a given variety. At best it will show
merely a number of slight improvements as to size or height or hardi-
ness, its rating a slight preference on the part of the judge for a certain
form or variation in color. How long will Easter Morn or Polar King
maintain the lead formerly held by Purissima now rated at 84 or Snow
White now valued 81? And these are but slightly the finest of the
newer whites. With a dozen or more to choose from the selection of a
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white has become partly a matter of climate but largely a matter of
individual preference. In practice to judge ‘outstanding’ requires a
thorough knowledge of ALL varieties by each and every judge. This
has now become an impossibility.

“Whatever the decision of the committee may be I should favor
the establishment of a number of fixed ratings, the elimination of any
assigned value to ‘outstanding quality’ and the gradual deletion of the
figure 100 as a mark of perfection. Many years ago Mr. Bliss ignored
100 as a finality and although I was not then in agreement the present
flood of novelties has convinced me that we must find a new method of
rating.

“We should publish rating annually but even a few experiences with
awards, conservatively made, have proved their purely temporary value.”

By 1934 the accumulated complaints brought about a change in the
Score Card, and the revised one looked like this:

Color
Clarity ...oovviiin i i 10
Brilliancy ....... .. il 7
Richness or Delicacy ........................ )
Novelty .....coviiiiiiiii i 3
Quality
Substance . ........iiiiiiiii i 7
TeXture . ..vuveiiin ittt it 5
Weather Resistance ............... ...t 5
Fragrance ............ ...l 3
Garden Value
Massing ......oviiiinniniiiiiiiiinann... 5
Carrying Quality ............. ..., 5
Extension of season . .......... .. ... 5
Form oot e 10
Vigor «vvvie it e 10
Floriferousness .......covivinviinniinnnennn, 10
1 7:1 1< 10

The novel proposal brought forward by Dr. Van Name was not put
into effect, despite recognition of its obvious merits. However, you will
note that the objectionable “Outstanding Qualities” item was deleted
from the table. But, if the Society persisted in clinging to a Point
Table, the controversy none-the-less did start some serious thinking on
the part of many Judges and Officers of the Society, and from then on,
until numerical ratings were abandoned, there was almost continual
improvement in the Point Score Table. One used in 1946 looked like
this:
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The Flower

Color .o e 25
Texture ......covviin i 5
Form ..... ... 12
Fragrance ...........cviiiiiiiiiiiiiinenn, 3
Substance ...........ciiiiiiii 15

The Stalk
BranchBalance ................. .. ciiiinn.. 9
Strength ...t 8
Number ofbuds ......... ..., 3

The Plant
Foliage .........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin... 5
Vigor and hardiness ......................... 5
Floriferousness .......ccovvviiinninnn... 5
100

That was just about the last heard of numerical ratings. Despite con-
stant thought, discussion, and modification of the Tables, the rapid
improvement in irises pressed the ratings ever tighter against the
unyielding 1009% of supposed “perfection.” Differences in ratings
narrowed until they were meaningless, and publication of them ceased.

Some sort of “yardstick” is needed, however, and despite the many
and admitted failings of the various Point Score Systems, something
of the sort has a definite place in our Society.

In BuLLETIN 125, January 1952, Mr. Geddes Douglas proposed a new
‘system of rating which is unique, and which resembles the 1932 pro-
posals of Dr. Van Name in a number of ways. Mr. Douglas calls his
proposed system the Flexible Average System, and the draft -of his
original proposal can be read, beginning at page 29, in BuLLETIN 125.

" Since that original draft was published, comments from many sources
have modified the original proposal to the extent that it now stands
like this:

THE FLEXIBLE AVERAGE RATING SYSTEM

As proposed by Mr. Geddes Douglas (Tennessee)

For ratings to be of value there must be a high degree of flexibility
in the standard used. As varieties improve each year there must be
adequate provision to record this improvement no matter how great it
may be in comparison with known values. If your standard is 100%
then this is a fixed value now and from now on. Each year you simply
approach it a little closer. Fortunately, there are other avenues of ap-
proach.

The first such avenue is a psychological one. Let’s look at it this
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way. The most natural way in the world to appraise anything is to
compare it, what ever it may be, with something of like kind with
which you are familiar. A 4-H Club farm boy will judge his current
animal entry against last year’s champion for the simple reason that
last year’s champion is the best of the kind that he knows and therefore
becomes his standard.

Whether you as a judge know it or not, you do the very same thing
when you see a new iris variety. Involuntarily you compare this new
one with other similar iris varieties that are known to you. An exper-
ienced judge will, without realizing it compare the new subject point
by point with his or her idea of what is best in that particular color
range. The redeeming feature about this involuntary comparison is that
one’s ideas are never fixed. They vary from year to year, ever be-
coming more and more critical as varieties improve.

When Seashell was bred by Dr. Loomis there were no other pink bud
irises. But soon Melitza arrived and immediately we compared it to
Seashell—bigger flower, better substance, color not quite so good, etc.

Later Dream Girl and Overture took over the top spot and in turn
became the criteria of comparison.  Now we have progressed through
more and more pinks, step by step, until now we have moved on from
Pink Formal, Paradise Pink and Cherie to Pink Sensation, Happy
Birthday and other new ones.

If this is a truism why not use it. If the judge is going to make these
comparisons involuntarily, why not fix it so that he can do so in an
orderly manner. That is the basis of the Flexible Average Principle in
Rating.

The judge is encouraged to use the best within his knowledge as a
basis of comparison. This becomes the standard or as we are arbi-
trarily calling it—the Average. The next step is to accept the simple
truth that the individual subject at hand may be in its several attributes
either better than the standard set, or not so good. This becomes the
second basic point. The third point upon which this concept rests
stems from the cause of failure in previous rating systems. This is, that
as irises become better and better, all of the ratings became bunched at
the top within a narrow range. To offset this tendency the Flexible
Average idea is to set a certain point as a starting point and then work
both up and down from this figure.

Purely for convenience, we have selected the figure “5” as our
starting point since it is halfway between one and ten. The judge simply
begins with this figure on each of the essential characteristics to be
rated and compares the characteristic of the flower in question with
that which in his knowledge is the best.

Originally, it was suggested that a certain iris be used—one or more
in each color class as the basis of comparison. Recent thinking has
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caused this idea to be abandoned. You set up the best as your standard
and judge numerically either up or down depending upon whether the
subject is better or not so good.

It may be noted that under such a system a “Permanent Rating”
as we used to know it is impossible. As our variety’s improve our
standard (average) becomes higher. Ratings under this system become
the more valuable since each characteristic is rated separately. Actually,
this is not an arduous task for most irises will be “average” in most of
their attributes. The judge simply records those qualities which vary
from the norm. A score sheet would probably look something like this:
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From the above it may be seen that the score sheet itself contains
a great portion of the qualities already rated—if the subject is normal
in most respects. For example suppose the judge is called upon to rate a
new blue iris. First, he notes the color. A glance tells him that the blue
is good but not better than other topnotch blues. He then passes on to
Texture and because of excessive smoothness marks a “7” over the “5.”
Thus each character is treated separately and the published score card
shows individual and separate scoring.

In any composite score the reader sees only the conclusions of an-
other person—not how they were reached. In this system, he is able
to judge for himself, from the breakdown of the individual ratings.

* * * * * * * * *

With the above suggestion, we bring this outline up to date.

1921 to 1953 represents a lot of years, and a lot of experience. In
that span of time your Society found (a) that all Point Score Systems
which have thus far been tried have serious faults, and (b) that despite
their faults, some sort of scoring system is indispensible. Maybe this
latest proposal will be what is needed. Time will tell.

Meanwhile, if you will find a system which suits your problems, and
your personality, do not hesitate to use it; for there is no more useful
tool, when wisely used.
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A SHORT HISTORY OF
THE AMERICAN IRIS SOCIETY

And of Iris Judging in the Society

In 1919, three groups of iris lovers in the east were groping for an
organization to correlate their efforts. First there was a group near
New York City centering about the activities of the New York Botanical
Garden. Another group in the Boston area centered about the activi-
ties of Miss Grace Sturtevant and Mr. A. J. Bliss. The third group, in
Philadelphia, was headed by Mr. John C. Wister.

At the same time, a western group headed by Mrs. J. J. Dean of
Moneta, California, had been seeking to organize and had carried on
extensive correspondence with Mr. Wister along those lines. In January
1920 notice of an organizational meeting was published in The Flower
Grower, and the meeting was held at the New York Botanical Garden
on January 29th. Two hundred and fifty iris lovers immediately ex-
pressed interest in the project, and seventy actually attended the aor-
ganizational meeting. The proposed program and aims of the Society
were read by Mr. Wister and were referred to a committee headed by
him, for amplification. The proposed Constitution was read and re-
ferred to a committee for redrafting. The first officers of the new
Society were: Mr. John C. Wister, President; Mr. William A. Peterson,
Vice-President; Mr. R. S. Sturtevant, Secretary; and Mr. Frank H.
Presby, Treasurer.

At the end of its first year the Society had 459 members; 648 at the
end of its second year, and at the end of its third year, 710. The fourth
year saw the membership climb to 740, only to fall back to 732 the fifth
year.

From that time until its twentieth anniversary, the Society increased
its membership approximately 100%, having some 1,400  members by
the early 1940’s. During the years of World War II the membership was
relatively at a standstill and it was not until 1946 that the steep rise
to the present total began. At the close of 1952, its 33rd year, the
membership of the Society stood at 4,432. ‘

During those 33 years there have been just seven Presidents of the
Society. They, and their terms of office, are:

Mr. John C. Wister 1920-1934
Dr. H. H. Everett 1935-1939
Mr. W. J. McKee 1940-1942
Mr. Jesse Wills 1943-1946
Dr. Franklin Cook 1947-1948
Mzr. Guy Rogers 1949-1952

Mr. Harold Knowlton 1953-
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During this same period there have been twelve Vice-Presidents, six
Secretaries, seven Treasurers, and five Editors of the Society’s publica-
tion, THE BULLETIN.

From the very first, indeed even before the Society was organized,
it was recognized that some method of rating irises was urgently
needed. Some method of comparing them with a “standard” seemed
desirable so that iris lovers everywhere might have some idea of the
relative worth of the dozens and dozens of new varieties coming on the
market each year. In BULLETIN No. 2, January 1921, announcement
was made of an “Informal Symposium” and the membership was in-
vited to send their judgments and comments on a list of “standard
varieties” to the Editor. It is interesting to note that the announcement
said, “Introductions since 1916 have been purposely omitted as probably
they are not generally distributed.”

It fell to Mr. Clarence Connell to manage that first attempt at judging
by the Society and he finally was forced to admit that nothing worth
while could be made of it. He said, “It was apparent that the general
membership of the Society was not yet fully prepared to make a
complete rating.” As a result, the President of the Society, together
with several Directors, selected a list of 25 competent members and
appointed them a “Jury” with Mr. Connell as Chairman. Two declined
to serve, so the resulting panel of 23 was actually the first roster of
‘Judges of the Society. This was in December, 1921.

By May 1922 these 23 jurors had compiled the results of the first
official garden judging of the Society, and these were published in
BuLLETIN No. 5. In connection with these results the Editor, Mr. Robert
S. Sturtevant, had this to say, “(it was) . .. an attempt to give all who
grow iris a sound basis for the selection of varieties that would prove
real additions to their gardens.” That, when you get right down to it, is
the real reason for all our judging and all our Awards, from that day
to this.

No judging, no balloting, will ever please all people. No matter what
iris receives the Dykes Medal next year there will be those who cry that
the iris in question is an inferior variety and should not have had the
award. Do not let this worry you—it has happened from the beginning.
If you feel that you, as a Judge, have troubles today—consider the
storm that broke about the ears of the Judges of 1925 when the
Society published an Official WHITE List of recommended varieties,
and an Official BLACK List of “varieties markedly inferior, not worthy
of further propagation and dissemination.” Imagine—if you can—what
-irate iris lovers from coast to coast said and wrote when old favorites of
theirs showed up on the Official BLACK List! It took three years for
the storm to quiet down, and in 1928 a second Symposium was at-
tempted with much better results. Prefacing the publication of the
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results of this, the President of the Society said, “When our first
Symposium was printed we learned of an irate iris grower who shall
be nameless, who stated that he would not join the Society because
the Symposium was so bad.”

Further (and almost as if he were writing of the latest Symposium)
he said, “We cannot expect people to agree with the findings either of
the first Symposium or of this new one. Experts will say that their
favorite variety is rated too low and that some variety they do not like
is rated too high. But it seems to me that the Symposium itself is of
greater value than these criticisms and for my own part I think most
of these criticisms come from an entire misunderstanding.”

Forty-two Judges took part in the second Symposium, which was
managed by Mr. Clarence Connell. The Point Table (they called it
Score Card then) which was used was:

The Plant
Growth ........ i i, 10%
Garden Effect ............. .. ... ..., .. 10%
The Stalk
Poise ..o e 10%
Height ....... ..o i, 10%
The Flower ’
Color v 15%
Form ... ... . ... . ... 10%
SIZ€ v e 10%
Substance .............. i 10%
Outstanding Qualities ..................ccvnnn. 15%

Medal Offered AIS

If you study the history of the Society, as written on the pages of
the BULLETIN you will find yourself continually glancing at the date,
puzzled because the thing you read seems so applicable to the present
day. In BUrLLETIN No. 29, October 1928, Ethel Anson Peckham had
this to say about Judges, “To be a good judge, one should be impartial,
and not be swayed by personal likes and dislikes. Even if I were one
of the “cranks” who objected to veins on the blade of a standard or
fall, and damned a variety because of them, so far as my own garden
was concerned, I think I could see there is a place for these varieties.
It amused me to be told by some very great experts that Aliquippa
should not have had a Silver Medal “because it is veined.” What of it
anyway? Veins are useful in their place, just as selfs and bicolors are
in theirs.” That, without changing a word, applies to the present as aptly
as to 1928.

In 1931 The Iris Society (England) offered to the American Iris
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Society one Dykes Memorial Medal each year “to be given only by
vote of the Board of Directors from among the irises on the recom-
mended list of the previous year.” Incidentally, how many of the mem-
bers of the American Iris Society know that their Society is older than
The Iris Society (England) ? The English Society was formed in 1922,
two years after the American Iris Society. In 1952 The English voted
to change the name of their society from The Iris Society to The British
Iris Society.

By 1931 the Society seemed to have passed the groping stage, and
to have clearly in mind the approximate system of Awards that persists
until today. In 1931 it was decided that, “Accredited Judges in the
various Regions shall be selected by the Board of Directors, and the
list shall be published yearly by the Committee on Awards.” )

In 1932 a third Symposium was conducted, and 47 Accredited Judges
participated in assigning ratings to 1,400 varieties. Here, finally, the
Judges cast aside the old favorites of pre-1920 days which. for so long
had been called “standard varieties.” Practically all of them received
the lowest possible rating. The results of this third Symposium were
printed in BULLETIN No. 45, October 1932 and in the very next issue,
January 1933, the storm broke.

Mr. E. O. Essig wrote, “For those who delight in complications and
trouble, judging and rating new hybrid irises is a thoroughly satisfy-
ing occupation. After all, what do scores and ratings really amount
to? Are we strengthening or weakening the Society by devoting so much
time and printed space to these abstract numerals?”

Mr. Charles Gersdorff wrote, “The last two Symposiums have de-
stroyed in me all my former love for percentage ratings of flowers.”

Chancellor James H. Kirkland wrote, “The American Iris Society
is getting into an impossible situation as is demonstrated by the tables
recently published.”

Mrs. Lena Lothrop wrote, “You have no doubt received many pro-
tests re the ratings published in the last BULLETIN, but I want to make
sure one comes from Southern California.”

Mr. Robert Wyman wrote, “The surest way to arouse public interest
in a thing is to have it done in the worst possible manner; then there
is a stampede for improvement. From this standpoint the recent
Symposium should be a huge success.”

That was the last time the word SYMPOSIUM was seen in the pages
of the BULLETIN for many a year! Thereafter there were “ratings”
published, under rules which were revised from time to time. Many
“comments from Judges” were published. But the word SYMPOSIUM
was carefully kept out of print until BUuLLETIN No. 77, April 1940. In
that issue is an article entitled, “An Unofficial Iris Symposium” written
by Mr. Kenneth Smith. The idea of a Symposium simply would not die,
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so Mr. Smith took it upon himself to do what the Society had decided
was too rough a problem. Fifty Accredited Judges participated in Mr.
Smith’s Unofficial Symposium, and each listed his idea of the fifty best
irises. The winner was WABASH, with 74 points to the second place
winner’s 59 points.

In the next issue of the BULLETIN criticism flared afresh—but this
time it lacked the sharpness of the 1932 storm. Some of the same people
were still critical, but not quite so harshly. In 1941 and 1942 additional
“Unofficial Symposiums” came and went, each with its little flurry of
critical comment following, but each accepted, none-the-less, as some-
thing worth while. By 1943 there were scarcely a murmur of dis-
approval. The Symposium was back in good graces, and again gained
official recognition.

All these years, the judges of the Society were voting on the Of-
ficial Awards of the Society, not greatly different from the Awards of
today. The voting rules were very much the same, except that in recent
years a steadily increasing number of votes has been required for the
higher Awards. This is a reflection of the increased number of judges
more than anything else. So, you Accredited Judge of today, take heart
from this outline of judging history in the Society. No matter what your
decisions, there always will be those who cry they are wrong.

Use your eyes. Use your common sense. Use your good taste. Judge
fairly, and without prejudice. Put aside personal likes and dislikes as
far as possible. Judge the iris, not the hybridizer. Judge each plant on
its own merits. Be serious, be fair, and no criticism can hurt you.

WICKER'S IRIS GARDEN
PEONIES o IRISES

1101 22nd STREET, SW ' BULBS « DAY LILIES o POPPIES
KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE

Colorful Catalog Free
Early orders advised

WASSENBERG GARDENS
4!/ Miles E. on U.S. 30, “The Peony City”
VAN WERT, OHIO

Nearly all varieties on Symposium List.
Many of the best of the more recent in-
troductions. Excellent rhizomes at reason-
able prices. Write for price list.
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