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CONDITIONS OF MEMBERSHIP IN THE AMERICAN
PEONY SOCIETY

Membership in the Society is open to both professional and
amateur growers. Nomination is not necessary for those desiring
admission, but a list of applicants for membership is presented to
the Society at its annual meeting and the names are there voted on.

Those who make application for membership at any time receive
at once the publications of the Society, so far as they are available.

The dues are $3.00 a year, but applicants for membership are
required to accompany their application, which should be sent to
the Treasurer, by a payment of $5.00 of which $2.00 is an initiation
fee and $3.00 a payment for their first year’s dues. When the
application is made before January of any year, the $3.00 is con-
sidered as applying to the current year—June to June—but when
the date of application is later than January first the payment is
applied to the following year—June to June. Thus anyone making
application in May and paying $5.00 would be clear of dues until
after the annual meeting in the next year.
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The publications of the Society include the following:

1907 A Peony Checklist (in co-operation with Cornell University)
1908 Descriptive Bulletin, No. 259

(with Cornell University; out of print)
1909 Proceedings of the American Peony Society

for the Years 1903—1908 (out of print)
1910 Descriptive Bulletin No. 278 (with Cornell University)
1911 Descriptive Bulletin No. 306 (with Cornell University)
1914 Proceedings of the American Peony Society

for the Years 1909—1913
1915 Bulletin of Peony News, No. 1 (out of print)
1916 Bulletin of Peony News, Nos. 2 and 3
1917 Bulletin of Peony News, Nos. 4 and 5
1918 Bulletin of Peony News, Nos. 6 and 7
1919 Bulletin of Peony News, Nos. 8 and 9
1920 Bulletin of Peony News, No. 10 (Hollis Number),
No. 11 (Iris Number), No. 12, No. 13

1921 Bulletin No. 14 (Symposium Number)

It is planned for the future to issue four News Bulletins a year.
These contain the proceedings of the Society and articles on different
phases of peony culture.
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SYMPOSIUM ON THE GENERAL LIST OF PEONIES

This is not the first symposium which has appeared in the pages
of the Bulletin. The earliest attempt in that direction was a
“Symposium on the Newer Foreign Varieties” which appeared in
Bulletin No. 3, September, 1916. For this symposium only 19
reports were received. That was too small a number to yield any
very conclusive results; but the attempt proved to be interesting,
and a more ambitious effort was made in the summer of 1918,
when a reasonably complete list of varieties was sent out to our
membership. About 45 marked lists were returned, and on the
basis of these the results were made up as they appear in Bulletin
No. 7, January, 1919.

That tabulation is familiar to all of our older members and has
already had some influence on commercial peony culture. Dealers
are beginning to use the results there worked out, as a guide to their
customers in selecting the best varieties.

The membership of the Society has been growing apace during
the last two years, and the time seemed to have come round for a
revision of the returns of 1918. Last summer (1920) the same
“Rating List” was again sent out, along with a supplementary list
which included most of the varieties that had come into commerce
during the past few years. The response was very gratifying. More
than eighty lists have been received and upon the basis of these, a
new tabulation has been made out and is here presented.

A word now as to the method of grading, which has been made
as far as possible to conform to that used in the symposium of 1919.

The voting is upon a scale of 10, in which a grade of 10 repre-
sents the highest excellence; 9 high quality, though not the highest;
7 to 8 fairly good quality; while anything below 5 is to be consid-
ered as not worth cultivating,

No varieties are included in the list below which did not appear
in at least three marked lists. It is impossible to base a judgment
of any value upon one or two votes of unknown origin.

In the symposium of 1919 it was explained that some few of the
returned lists contained fractional votes such as 7.5, 9.5, and so on.
That was natural enough. There are varieties which are not en-
titled to receive a full 10, and which yet seem better than what
might be called a typical 9. These fractional votes were an encour-
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aging mark of conscientious thought on the part of the growers, but
it did not seem necessary to tabulate the fractional votes separately;
and so they were “ironed out” in the tabulation, though always
taken into account in making up the averages. Thence it came about
that the recorded average did not always correspond with rigid
mathematical exactness to the votes as they were given in detail
in the table.

A more complicated situation had to be met in the present tabu-
lation, for in it there were but few of the lists received which did not
contain fractional votes. If the former returns showed conscien-
tious care, what shall we say of the present set, in which we have to
deal with votes like 7.2, 7.3, and even 7.25? It was plain at once
that these could not all be tabulated; and the following plan has
been adopted. The votes in detail are now arranged in columns
marked 10, 9.5, 9, 85, 8, 7, 6, 5, below 5. Those at 9.5 and 8.5
are very numerous, and it seemed as if they had a real value, and as
if a place should be found for them; but when a peony is graded
below 8 our interest in a fractional vote grows less. Who cares, for
instance, whether a given vote is 6 or 6.5? Even 7.5 seemed un-
necessary. Hence no fractional votes are tabulated below 8. Fur-
thermore, the votes below 5 all convey the same message, and who
cares to know whether a variety rated below 5 is considered worth
3 or 2?7 The addition of two extra columns for 9.5 and 8.5 made
some compression necessary. Therefore all votes below 5 are
grouped together, and the number of them is given in the column
so indicated. ‘

With regard to the small fractions, they have been distributed
up or down so as to make the smallest possible error in the final
average. Thus the variety Princess of Wales has three votes, one
at 8.5 and two at 7.5. These are recorded as one 8.5, one 8, and one
7, average 7.8, which is exactly eorrect. Nigricans received eight
votes, two at 7.5, five at 7, and one at 6.5. These are recorded as
one 8, six 7’s, and a 6. The average from the votes as actually re-
ceived is 7.1; that from the votes as recorded is 7.0. The error,
therefore, even in a case like this is small.

But our desire is not alone to get a true mathematical average
from the votes sent in. We want even more than that, to get a just
estimate of the variety in question. A recent meeting of the
Directors of the Society was called together, partly to consider this
symposium, which was then in course of preparation. After a
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good deal of discussion as to what could be considered as erratic
votes, this guiding principle was laid down: If there is a definite
weight of opinion established by a large group of votes, running,
let us say, continuously from 10 to 7 or 6, and then one or two
votes are cast at 3 or 2, these may safely be considered as erratic,
i. e., as due to bad soil, to bad cultivation, or to bad judgment;
and they should be eliminated in making up the average, If, how-
ever, these votes come from the far south or the far west, the diffi-
culty may be with the climate; ixf that case they should be included
in making up the average, since they then indicate a weakness in
the variety for withstanding extreme climatic conditions.

In the case of Eugéne Verdier, these votes were cast: Four at
10, two at 9.5, nineteen at 9, four at 8.5, twenty-five at 8, two at
7.5, three at 7, one at 4, and one at 2. The vote at 4 came from
Alabama, the 2 from California. These were therefore not elim-
inated. The variety Volcan received one at 9, three at 8, three at
7, one at 5, two at 3, and one at 0. In this case the vote at 0 came
from Ohio, the only other vote from that state being a 7. The 0 is
therefore omitted from the average. If this seems to anyone arbi-
trary, it is always easy to make a new average, since full informa-
tion is given in each case regarding the omitted votes.

Those who were present at the last annual meeting of the Peony
Society will remember that there was some discussion at that meet-
ing regarding the desirability of tabulating the votes by states, in
order to determine how various peonies vary in quality in different
parts of the country. The tabulation for the present symposium was
accordingly prepared separately by states; but the hope of getting
conclusive results proved entirely illusory. What is variable is
the judgment of the growers. Some mark with a very gemerous
hand; others are niggardly in the extreme. When the total votes
are divided up by states, there are found to be very few states in
which the number of voters is large enough to outweigh an eccen-
tric voter; in most states he carries undue weight. The total num-
ber of voters in the various states is as follows: Ohio, 15; Illinois
and Massachusetts, each 9; New York, Pennsylvania, each 8; On-
tario, Michigan, Minnesota, each 5; New Jersey, 4; Indiana, 3;
Iowa, Kansas, California, each 2; Connecticut, Nebraska, Wiscon-
sin, Quebec, Alabama, Oregon, Missouri, each 1. It is evident
enough from these figures that a single erratic mark in any except
a very few states will shift the average up or down. As a matter
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of fact, the variations are quite as large within a state as between
states. (Canadian members will please pardon the allusion to On-
tario and Quebec as “states”!)

Take the variety La Tulipe, for instance, which received 57 votes
in all. It received two votes in Kansas, one 9, and one 8.5, average
8.8; in Ontario four votes, two 8’s, a 6 and a 5, average 6.8; in
Indiana, two votes, one 8.5, one 8, average 8.3; in Connecticut one
vote, a 6; in Missouri a 5; in Alabama a 9; in California a 9; in
Michigan two 10’s and a 5, average 8.3. Now it would be absurd
to draw from these figures the conclusion that La Tulipe is an
excellent variety in California, Alabama, and Kansas; good in
Indiana and Michigan; poor in Ontario; and very poor in Missouri
and Connecticut.

Even taking the votes by sections of the country does not give
any results of value, because again, in all districts outside of the
eastern and middle sections, we have to rely too much on individual
opinion, and fortunes of situation, soil and culture. If we endeavor
to discover differences of fitness of certain varieties for the states
from which we have a number of returns large enough to eliminate
the effects of individual eccentricity, we find in fact that no such
differences of fitness appear to exist, for the averages of a peony
in different states are substantially the same. Take again for ex-
ample the case of La Tulipe in the different states sending in large
retums. In New York, one 8, three 7’s, two 6’s, average 6.8; in
Pennsylvania one 10, three 7’s, and a 6, average 7.4; in Massachu-
setts four 8’s, one 7, two 6’s, average 7.3; in Illinois one 9, one 8,
two T’s, and a 5, average 7.2; in Ohio one 9, four 8’s, one 7.5, two
Ts, three 6’s, average 7.2, The general average for the variety is
7.5, and in every state with a fair number of votes, the local aver-
age is pretty nearly 7.5. It is in the states with the smaller number
of votes that we find the large departures from the general average.

At present, therefore, I consider it hopeless to try to get any
returns of value by dividing the votes either by states or sections,
though of course we are always interested to hear the experiences
of individual growers who have to contend with unusual climatic
canditions. ‘

Another suggestion has been made, to the effect that an average
of the votes of the Directors might lead to a just appraisal of
varieties; but an examination of the Directors’ votes does not lead
to the conviction that superhuman wisdom is native in the minds
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of the officers of the Society. The Directors’ votes were indeed
gathered into a separate tabulation, but the results are not given
here. If reliance was to be put in the judgment of a group of
experts, as the officers of the Society are generally considered to
be, the soundness of that judgment would be manifested in a sub-
stantial agreement among them as to the merits of the different
varieties. Now Carmen gets an 8, two 7’s, and a 0. If the 8’s and
T's show good judgment, themn the 0 shows poor judgment. Boule
Blanche gets a 9, a 4, and a 0. Where does wisdom lodge in three
such votes? These are, it is true, rather exceptional cases; in many
others there is substantial unanimity.

But where there is unanimity among the Directors, something
like the same unanimity will be found in the voters at large. Thus
in the case of Duchesse de Nemours (Calot) there are among the
Directors’ votes one 9, three 8’s, one 7.5, two 7’s, average 7.8. The
general average from all votes on the variety is 8.1, based on 66
votes. This case is typical; for in general the Directors’ votes tend
to be more conservative, and thus to give a slightly lower average
than that based on all the votes reported.

SYMPOSIUM No. 2

2 VOTES IN DETAIL
2|8 X
%|<110/9.5/9185/8|7] 6|5/ &
Abel Carriére (Verdier, 1831)........... 46.5(. . ..]..] ..[..] 1] 1] 1] 1
Abel Pujol (Calot, 1862)........ccuu.n.. 316.3|. . FR I RS I R s R
Achille (Calot, 1855)............. tessens 2316.3). . ..|] 11 4/ 6 7| 2| 8
Adelaide Hollis (Hollis, 1907)........... 8/7.6|. . 1 ..| 3] 3] 1/..]..
Admiral Togo (Hollis, 1907)............ 13|7.4|.. ..| 1} 6] 5] 11..]..
Admiral Dewey (Hollis, 1904).......... 5(6.3].. J 1] 1] 2 1f..
Admiral Schley (Terry).......cvovun... 316.7]. . .11 1..11]..
A(zil%g:)l;e Rousseau (Dessert & Mechin,|..|..|..|..[..]..].. Y S DR
............................... 56(8.5| 6] 1/21] 9|15} 4] 1]..]..
Agnes Mary Kelway (Kelway, before|..[..|..|..]..].. P PO DO P P
1898) ..ttt ittt 23|6.0]..] ..]..|..] 2] 9] 8 1] 8
Agida .......coiiiiiiiii ittt e 85.8..]..11..]2]1] 2 1 1
Aksarben (Rosenfield, 1908)............ 14/7.0/. .| ..]..]..] 5] 4] 5]..].
Alba Sulfurea (Calot, 1860)............. 1716.5]..1 ..]..]1..] 2} 6] 8| 1
Albatre (Crousse, 1885)................ 6218.7) 7| 3(26] 4[19] 3/..|..
Albert Crousse (Cr., 1893).............. 5818.6| 5| b5|20| 3|23| 2. .
Albifiora, The Bride, Single............. 32{8.4| 2|..| 9| 316l 2/..]..1..
Alexandre Dumas (Guérin, 1862)....... 35|7.1) 1] .. 1110{13| 8| 2[..

(The vote at 10 should probably be eliminated as erratic, but th
average is thereby only reduced to 7.0).
Alexandriana (Calot, 1856)............. [2017.1]..] ..]..] ..| 7| 8| §]..]..
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8 VOTES IN DETAIL |

dl

Z|< 10/9.5/918.5/8]{7|6]|5 5
Alfred de Musset (Crousse, 1885)....... 19|7.4]..]..| 1] 1| 6/10]..] 1]..
Alice (TerTY)...cvcetiencocoeononnse veoo| 81651 .1 2}..]c]-] 2.1 2
Alice Crousse (Calot, 1872)....c.c00vees 116.4{..[..1 1] ..] 3|..| 4] 1] 2
Alice de Julvécourt (Pelé, 1857)..... ...|34|7.21..] ..]..| 2| 9]19| 2| 2] 1

(One vote at 2 rejected in making up the average.)

Alice Roosevelt (Terry, 1903)...... eeese] 818.7..] .1 2. 0.0}l 1]
Alma (Shaylor) Jap....cc.cceevenne .eee..|14!8.4] 1] ..| 4] 2] 6] 1f..{..]..
Alpha and Omega (Pleas).......... veo.]| B6.7. . ..].].<] 8]..]..1 2{..
Alpheus Hyatt (Richardson)......... veol UNT4. o] 0] 3] 4.0
Alsace Lorraine (Lemoine, 1906)..... ...|41{8.8| 4 1/24| 1j10] 2{..]..[..
Altar Candles (Pleas) Jap....... vesass.|10/7.5] 1f..[ 8} 1/ 1] 1{..]1 2] 2
Amanda Yale (Brand, 1907)...... vesese T77.8]..1..1 1 1| 3 1} 14..{..
Amazone (Lemoine, 1899)........cc0... 6/6.2]..[..| 1}..] 2|..]..] 2| 1
Ambroise Verschaffelt (Parmentier, eol eofeel eelee] oofectee]ee]ee]es
1850) .vvveereerecerencecnrcnsannonns 8/5.1..]..].. &1 2| 31 2
(The variety now in commerce under this name is probably the one
originated by Calot, 1866.)
André Lauries, (Crousse, 1881)......... 11/6.5]. . ofeol 2] 4] 3] 2
Anemoneflora rubra (Delache, 1854)..... 6/6.8)...]..]..1 1]..] 2] 8i..
archie Brand (Brand, 1913)............ 23|76/ 1]..] 3] 1] 8| 5/ 3| 11 1
A. P. Saunders (Thurlow, 1919)......... 6{9.0..! 1| 4{..{..1..]..].-]..
Armandine Méchin (Méchin, 1880)...... 18/6.9(..]..]..] ..] 4/10] 8} 1]..
Armand Rousseau (Des. & Méchin, 1893)j12(6.7|..[ ..|..] ..] 3] 3} 5] 1]..
Arsdne Meuret (Verdier, 1854)....... ..ol 316.7. .10 ] .. ] 2 2.,
Artémise (Calot, 1861)..........cc0en. 9l5.6..[..|..]..]..F 2] 8] 2] 2
Asa Gray (Crousse, 1886).............. 59/8.1] 1| 1|15 8|22{10{ 1| 1|..
Assmanshausen (Goos & Koenemann,

1912) ....iiiiitiirerereerenannannans 318.0[..1..]1 1}..1 1} 3}..]..1..
Atrosanguinea (Calot 18568)......000utn 16{7.3|..]..1..| 1| 6] 6] 3}..|..
Attraction (HolMs, 1906)............... 817.5{..1..]..] 2{ 3| 1] 2/..]..
Auguste Gauthler, (D. & M., 1890)......| 416.3(..} ..{..[..|..| 1] 3|..1 2
Auguste Lemonier (Calot, 18656)........] 6]6.3|..]..] 1]..} 1}..] 1} 8|..
Auguste Miellez (Guérin, 1858)....... ..| b|6.8[..}. .} o}l 1 8l 1
Auguste Villaume (Crousse, 1895)...... 36{7.3] 1|..1 3] 3| 911} 6} 2| 1
Augustin d"Hour (Calot, 1867)....... ...|49|7.8] 1| 1] 4] 128|112 21..]..
Aunt Ellen (Brand, 1907).............. 6{7.2..1..l..]..1 2] 2 1]..1..
Aurore (Dessert, 1904)............ccc... 38|8.0] 2| 1| 3| 2/23| 6i..| 1|..
Austin Chamberlain, Single, (Kelway,.. P S O O J N N P

1905) ......ivveriiennnnne crteecennnn 475]..]..]..].. 2/..1..1..
Avalanche (Crousse. 1886)......... ....|66i8.7 5| 4(23| b6[16] 2| 1|..]..
Aviateur Reymond (Dessert, 1915)...... 13(7.9)..1..|..1 3| 71 8}..]..{..
Baronne James de Rothschild (Guérln,

1850) ... .iiiiiiiiiiitiecernrnanans 5/4.8..1..1..1..]..1..1 1] 2| 2
Baroness Schroeder (Kelway, 1889?) 79 9.0/111] 7143| 3{15|..[..]..l..
Bayadére (Lemoine, 1910).............. 16|8.7) 2| 1 7| ..| 4 2|..|..]..
Beauté de Villecante (Gombauilt, 1866)..117|7.0|..1..] 1] ..| 8| 9] 3] 1]..
Beauté Francaise (Guerin, 1850)........] 916.5/..]..}..]..1 3] 2| 2| 1] 1
Beauty’s Mask, (Hollis, 1904)........... 22|79 1/..| 5/..1 9| 6] 1} 1f..
Bélisaire (Lemoine, 1901).............. 13|7.6]..] ..} 1| ..] 6] B} 1}..]..
Belle Chatelaine (Guérin, 1861)......... 8/5.2..]..{..]..]..| 1] 1] 2| 2
Belle Douaisienne (Calot, 1861)........ 716.4|. . ... 1] 2| 8] 11..
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