88 1990 American Rose Annual

Number 86-3 and its parents are the first roses of spring to bloom. They
are, therefore, subject to damage by late freezes. Such was the case in 1988
when #86-3 produced only a dozen hips. But in the autumn of 1989, as I
write this, the three big bushes are loaded with fruit, supporting the rule that
the more sterile the Fl cross, the more self-fertile will be the associated
amphidiploid.

Many of the hips now ripening are selfs which I made in the spring. It
is my first aim to acquire, and make homozygous, the thornless feature of
the R. banksiae parent. Meanwhile, though, I could not resist making the
cross, #86-3 x Cyt.67, where the pollen parent is a tetraploid form of R.
laevigata which I obtained with colchicine in 1965. Many hips of this
cross are now ripening. R. laevigata (‘Cherokee Rose’) has the distinction

e
TOSEs.

“~~T'must mention one other cross that I made, R. carolina alba x #36-3,
whose hips are now ripening. I described in the 1986 AmericanRose Annual
how R. carolina alba was effective in breaking down the barrier between
R. laevigata and R. bracteata. 1 am hoping that R. carolina alba will
ewﬂmm between #86-3 and other
roses. It should also improve hardiness since it was native to Maine.
““Twill be glad to send budwoowam(ﬂ@p the
South and have understocks. You need only let me know when your

understocks aré ptive.

of bearing a large and beautiful, pure white flower, awtem.
InQistirictcontrast, K-banksiae blooms in many-flowered umbels of small
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RS. You will find the
fodern Roses 9 and
y Ks knowledge,
these classes had never been defined in toto for the i ) v\ittee’s use. It
seemed wise to establish a written basis from which to p[@&ir possible
modifications. ;

In 1969, the American Rose Society tried a new clag
Roses were grouped as III-A, etc., disregarding pare
based on “consistent horticultural characteristics.” (S_ the 1969 Amer;.-
can Rose Annual, page 29, for further details.) The syé was used in the
1968 through 1974 Annuals and Handbooks. It wasgPased on a classifi-
cation system used for daffodils. This classificaggf system died a very
quiet death.

There have been other studies and prog# ed new rose classification
systems in recent years. Poljgiiniaismsss®St important of these is the new
system recognized by the World Federation of Rose Societies. This system
evolved from work done in the Royal National Rose Society on the
premise that the rose world can no longer use parentage as the basis of 3
rose classification system. The WFRS system did not change the classeg
of old garden roses to any degree, but did rename “Floribunda” to “Cluster
Flowered” and “Hybrid Tea” to “Large Flowered”. These two changeg
seem to be the most unpopular features of the system and have not been
supported. The American Rose Society has, in fact, rejected it. Another

ification system,
age entirely and




