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13. Rosa subcanina (Christ) Dalla Torre & Samth., Fl. Tirol. 6(2): 515 (1909). 
The specimen obtained on loan from PR was clearly R. caesia subsp. glauca x R. canina. This hybrid 
occurs frequently in Britain where the two parents occur together. Wolley-Dod placed it in R. 
afzeliana group Subcaninae. 

14. Rosa subcollina (Christ) Dalla Torre & Samth., Fl. Tirol. 6(2): 516 (1909). 
The specimen on loan from PR was clearly R. caesia subsp. caesia x R. canina. This hybrid also 
occurs frequently in Britain in the presence of the two parents. Wolley-Dod placed it in R. coriifolia 
group Subcollinae. 

15. Rosa deseglisei Boreau, Fl. Centre Fr., 3rd ed., 2: 224 (1857). 
We did not receive any material of this on loan from PR. KhisterskY's (1968) description of R. 
deseglisei would appear to be that of a hybrid of R. obtusifolia. Wolley-Dod made it a variety of R. 
dumetorum group Deseglisei, a group characterized by having glandular-hispid pe dice Is but with no 
subfoliar glands. Melville (1975) considered the British material to be a hybrid between R. 
dumetorum (i.e. pubescent R. canina) and R. arvensis. From our experience of British material 
formerly named as R. dumetorum var. deseglisei we are confident that this consists of hybrids of R. 
canina, probably not first-generation hybrids. We have not seen Boreau's original description. The 
translation of it given by Wolley-Dod (1908) is somewhat vague and could be applied to any of the 
above interpretations. Not having seen the type or any Continental material we cannot, of course, 
be sure that Continental plants are not a distinct species. However, we can say that if it is a distinct 
species then it does not occur in Britain, because all British material with any of the interpretations 
mentioned above can be accounted for as hybrids. 

16. Rosa scabriuscula Sm. in Smith & Sowerby, Engl. Bot., 27: t.1896 (1808). LECTOTYPE: Specimen 
1909. LBG. 7116 (LIV), selected here. Seen by A. L. Primavesi 1989. 

The specimen selected as lectotype was collected by Smith near Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, in June 
1804. In the Smith Herbarium at LINN there is only one specimen suitable for selection as a 
lectotype. This is on sheet 901.78, which has three different specimens mounted on it: (1) Near 
Newcastle, Winch, 1804; (2) Near Bury, Smith, 1804; (3) Near Newcastle, Winch, undated. 
Specimen No. 2 is identical in characters with the specimen at LIV, but it is smaller and less easy to 
examine than the Liverpool specimen. Smith's description mentions both the 1804 collections. 

It is obvious from examination of the specimens that those of Winch and Smith are completely 
different plants. Smith's material is plainly a hybrid of R. tomentosa; Winch's is a form of R. mollis, 
most probably with introgression of some other species. Comparison of these specimens with 
Smith's description in the protologue led us to the conclusion that Smith was at least primarily 
describing his own material. The leaflets of Smith's specimens, for example, are pubescent on the 
midribs only, whereas those of Winch are pubescent over the whole lower surface. The young leaves 
of the dated Winch specimen are densely pubescent on both sides, a condition which Smith does 
appear to allow for in the protologue, and his own specimens do not show it. It seems to us that 
Smith was basing his description on his own material, and at the same time endeavouring to 
reconcile the differences shown by that of Winch. Sowerby's figure does not correspond with any of 
the specimens, especially in the leaves. The sepals with their large lobes are more like those of 
Smith's specimens. Wolley-Dod (1910, 1929, 1930, 1930-31) describes the considerable discussion 
and controversy as to what Sowerby based his figure on. It seems likely that he used material 
supplied by Winch, collected at a later date than the lectotype, but it has even been suggested that he 
used the wrong plant for his figure. 

Wolley-Dod (1930-31) was also of the opinion that Smith based his description on his own 
material, stating that Winch distributed and sent to Smith specimens of R. mollis from Northumber­
land to represent Smith's R. scabriuscula. Wolley-Dod says: "Smith seems to have suspected some 
error, but did not fully appreciate it, and incorporated some of these wrongly named specimens with 
his own specimens and even illustrated one of them, but it is clear from his descriptions that he had 
quite a different plant in his mind." 
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Careful examination of the lectotype has convinced us that it is R. canina x R. tomentosa. It 
certainly has no affinities with R. mollis, and Wolley-Dod (1930-31) concurs with this opinion. In 
any case this is extremely unlikely in a locality as far south as Bury St Edmunds. Conversely, it is 
almost equally unlikely that Winch's material could be a R. tomentosa hybrid; in the north R. 
tomentosa occurs as single bushes in a few areas only. 

In accordance with the conclusions reached above, R. x scabriuscula Smith is the earliest, and 
therefore correct , name for the hybrid R. canina x R. tomentosa. 

UST OF NATIVE SPECIES 

In accordance with these conclusions, the following are the species of Rosa native to the British 
Isles: 
R. arvensis Huds. 
R. pimpinellifolia L. 
R. stylosa Desv. 
R. canina L. 
R. caesia sin. 

subsp. caesia 
subsp. g/auca (Nyman) Graham & Primavesi 

R. obtusifolia Desv. 
R. tomentosa Srn. 
R. sherardii Davies 
R. mollis Srn. 
R. rubiginosa L. 
R. micrantha Borrer ex Srn. 
R . agrestis Savi 
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