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ABSTRACT: The genus Rosa has been cursory studied in the Canary Islands in such a way that there are multiple 
records for different islands since early 20th century, but no taxonomic review. Historically, five taxa have been cited: 
Rosa tomentella Léman (also R. tomentella Bak.), R. canina L., R. rubiginosa L., R. micrantha Borrer ex Sm. and 
Rosa dumalis Bescht. subsp. teydensis Weller & H. Reichert. This note intends to review the occurrence of those taxa 
and to circumscribe Canarian populations into species. Considering the current taxonomic treatment adopted for 
European roses in the last six decades, we propose a minimum of five different species of sect. Caninae for the 
archipelago, of which two have already been cited: R. micrantha and R. rubiginosa. Some key characters found in 
other populations distributed in Gran Canaria and La Gomera better fit into the concept of R. nitidula Besser. 
Additionally, we consider three new species on ancient high volcanoes of La Palma (R. roque-muchachensis, sp. nov.), 
El Teide (R. cannadas-teydensis, sp. nov.) and (R. gran-canariae, sp. nov.) showing a combination of characters found 
neither in Europe nor in the other populations of the Canary Islands. In any case, phylogenetic studies already in 
progress will shed light to propose evolutionary relationships and a more natural classification of Rosa in the Canary 
Islands. Keywords: Angiosperms; Canary Islands; new species, Rosa; taxonomy; Spain. 

RESUMEN: Acerca del género Rosa (Rosaceae) en las Islas Canarias: propuesta tres especies nuevas. El género 
Rosa ha sido estudiado someramente en las Islas Canarias, de tal manera que hay numerosos registros para diferentes 
islas desde principios del siglo XX, pero ninguna revisión taxonómica. Históricamente se han citado cinco táxones: 
Rosa tomentella Léman (también R. tomentella Bak.), R. canina L., R. rubiginosa L., R. micrantha Borrer ex Sm. y R. 
dumalis Bescht. subsp. teydensis Weller & H. Reichert. Esta nota pretende revisar la presencia de estos táxones y 
circunscribir las poblaciones canarias en especies. Sobre la base del tratamiento taxonómico actual adoptado para las 
rosas europeas en las últimas seis décadas, proponemos un mínimo de cinco especies de la sección Caninae para el 
archipiélago, de las cuales solo dos ya han sido citadas: R. micrantha y R. rubiginosa. Algunos caracteres clave 
encontrados en otras poblaciones distribuidas en Gran Canaria y La Gomera encajan en el concepto de R. nitidula 
Besser. Además, consideramos tres nuevas especies en los volcanes más altos y antiguos de las Islas Canarias: La 
Palma (R. roque-muchachensis, sp. nov.), El Teide (R. cannadas-teydensis, sp. nov.) y Gran Canaria (R. gran-
canariae, sp. nov.). Las tres muestran una combinación de caracteres que no se encuentran ni en Europa ni en el resto 
de las poblaciones de Canarias. En cualquier caso, los estudios filogenéticos ya en marcha arrojarán luz para proponer 
relaciones evolutivas y una clasificación más natural de Rosa en Canarias. Palabras clave: angiospermas; Canarias; 
nuevas especies; Rosa; taxonomía; España. 

 
INTRODUCTION 

The genus Rosa was first cited for the Canary Islands 
from a population in Cumbre Nueva (central La Palma), 
which was identified as Rosa tomentella Léman 
(BORNMÜLLER 1904). Short after, PITARD & PROUST 
(1909) considered the roses from northern La Palma 
(Garafía) as R. canina L. var. biserrata Chevall., from 
Cumbre Nueva as Rosa tomentella Bak. and from south-
eastern Tenerife (Güímar) as R. canina var. Armidae. EN-
GLER (1910) also considered Rosa tomentella Bak. for SE 
La Palma (Buenavista and barranco de los Mimbres). CE-
BALLOS & ORTUÑO (1951) cited R. canina var. biserrata 
from La Palma (monte El Canal) and Tenerife (Filo de las 
Cañadas, between Topo de la Grieta and El Sombrerito), 
while R. canina subsp. vulgaris (M.K.) Gams. from the 
summits of La Gomera. All those wild roses belong to 
sect. Caninae. Given the complex taxonomy of the taxa 
within this section, most authors simply gave the name of 
R. canina L. to all the populations from the Canary 
Islands in floristic accounts since the end of the 20th 
century (SANTOS, 1983; HANSEN & SUNDIG, 1985; 
HOHENESTER, 1992; ACEBES & al., 2010; SANTOS & 
al., 2013; see also www.biodiversidadcanarias.es/biota/). This 

may explain why most botanists currently consider R. 
canina as a widespread species across the Canary Islands. 

In the last two decades, new records have been pro-
posed to name some populations of Canarian dog-roses. 
Rosa rubiginosa L. aggr. was cited from La Palma 
(WELLER 2011) and R. rubiginosa L. from Gran Canaria 
(WELLER 2016), although the author indicated that the 
last record could be the result of naturalization. For the 
checklist of the Canarian flora, BEIERKUHNLEIN & al. 
(2021) considered three species: Rosa canina L. (La 
Palma, La Gomera, Tenerife, Gran Canaria), Rosa      
rubiginosa L. (Gran Canaria) and R. micrantha Borrer ex 
Sm. (El Hierro). One more example of this confusing 
taxonomic situation is illustrated by the last flora of the 
Canary Islands, where SAUERBIER & al. (2023) 
considered only two species of Rosa: R. micrantha Borrer 
ex Sm. (La Palma) and R. canina L. aggr. (La Palma, La 
Gomera, Tenerife, Gran Canaria). 

Interestingly, KLÁŠTERSKÝ (1968) published an ac-
count of Rosa for Flora Europaea, which have been wide-
ly followed by most European botanists. Unfortunately, 
this taxonomic account did not include Canarian plants. 
A recent publication (BAKKER & al., 2019) studied the 
wild roses of sect. Canine considered for the British Isles 
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Figure 1. Leaflets (beneath) and fruits (at maturity) of the main dog-rose morphotypes found in the Canary Islands. A) R. 
micrantha from Breña Baja (SE of La Palma). B) Marcos y Cordero (NE of La Palma, 196PV23). C) R. nitidula from Tamadaba 

(Gran Canaria, 198PV23). D) Garajonay (La Gomera, 167PV23). E) R. cannadas-teydensis from Cañas del Teide (holotype, 
Tenerife, 199PV23). F) R. gran-canariae from La Culata [holotype, Gran Canaria, 22PV24(1)]. G) R. roque-muchachensis from 

el Roque de los Muchachos (holotype, La Palma, 202PV23). Drawings by Manuel Sánchez Villegas. 
 

glands, which resemble those of R. micrantha Borrer ex Sm. 
(fig. 1A) (see KLÁŠTERSKÝ 1968). The same is true when 
using the key to species by SILVESTRE & TALAVERA 
(1998), which is based on deflexed sepals, styles with some 
long hairs, fruit disc not covered by style hairs. Besides, 
the examination of the type material of R. rubiginosa L. 
(LINN-HL652-6) and the characters discussed in 
TURLAND (1966) do not support occurrence of R. 
rubiginosa in SE La Palma.  

Nevertheless, morphological variation observed on 
La Palma island is too high to easily circumscribe all the 
plants within R. micrantha. The single plant found at 
1800 m a.s.l. (Fuente Vizcaína, 201PV23) in Caldera de Ta-
buriente National Park is even more distinct because sty-
les are densely hairy covering most of the disc. In NE La 
Palma (Marcos y Cordero), M. Nogales and F. Medina 
collected nine herbarium specimens (196PV23, 197PV23), 
which differ from R. micrantha in the presence of leaflets 
with few glands beneath (fig. 1B). 

The occurrence of R. rubiginosa L. is better supported 
by a herbarium specimen (MA 655590) from Tenerife is-
land (Barranco Vargas), which shows typical characters 
to be named R. rubiginosa L. Indeed, this specimen was 
already identified as R. rubiginosa L. by I. Buzunova in 
2007 (indentation label). The following key characters 

were found in that specimen: pedicel and hypanthium 
stipitate-glandular; styles densely villous; leaflets villous 
on both surfaces, stipitate-glandular beneath (KLÁŠ-
TERSKÝ 1968).  

 

Rosa nitidula Besser 

Despite geographic distance, two populations from NW 
of Gran Canaria (Tamadaba, 198PV23, leg. M. Nogales) and 
La Gomera island (Garajonay, 167PV23, leg. A. Fernández) 
resemble each other due to the following key characters: 
leaflets compound-serrate with every tooth ending on a 
gland, glabrous, with stipitate glands beneath only on the 
midrib (Gran Canaria, fig. 1C) or on midrib and secondary 
veins (La Gomera, fig. 1D); styles laxly hairy (Gran Canaria, 
fig. 1C) or glabrous (La Gomera, fig. 1D); disc wide (4.2-
4.8 mm diameter), convex to conical; orifice 0.6-0.8 mm 
in diameter; sepals deflexed; pedicels glabrous, eglan-
dular (fig. 1C, D). These characters fit quite well into the 
key to Rosa nitidula Besser in KLÁŠTERSKÝ (1968). 
WELLER (2016) cited R. rubiginosa “on trail to Casas de 
Tamadaba”, where all plants studied from our campaigns 
(2023-2024) at that location and herbarium specimens fit 
better into the concept of R. nitidula (KLÁŠTERSKÝ, 
1968). In terms of nomenclature, BAKKER & al. (2019) 


