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Introduction

 A great deal of research has been performed on 
IAS

 Because of the increased recognition of the  
severity of consequences related to Invasive Alien 
Species

 E.g. threaten ecosystems and habitats, loss of 
biodiversity and increased water usage

 However, they may also contribute to livelihoods –
to a large extent ignored 

 The aim of this paper is to examine the contribution 
R. Rubiginosa makes to the livelihoods of the rural 
inhabitants in Lesotho



Rosa Rubiginosa

 R. Rubiginosa is invasive throughout Lesotho

 Benefits accrue from the sale and use of the rosehips

 Rosehips are used for teas and jams and more 
recently for pharmaceutical purposes

 Negative impacts include the plants creating dense 
shrublands that hinders movement of livestock to 
pastures and water

 Prior to this study we could not find evidence of work 
has been done on its contribution to rural livelihoods



Study Sites and Survey



Perception Variables

 Economic perspectives

 Creates job opportunities, source of household income, 
helps improve household food security

 Social perspectives

 Helps connect with others in the rosehip sector, build up 
trust and solidarity, co-operate through stokvels

 Environmental perceptions

 Not harmful to the environment, does not impact pasture 
productivity, does not exacerbate soil erosion

 Principal component analysis used to generate 

perception indices to be used in Probit model



Socio-economic profile of rosehip 

harvesters and non-harvesters

Means+ SD

T- testHarvester

(n=80)

Non-
harvester

(n=80)

Age of household head 49.25 (14.86) 45.56 (20.18) 1.316

Education level (years 

completed)

6.18 (2.68) 6.61 (3.96) -0.678

Household size 4.41 (1.88) 3.59 (1.83) 2.815*

Gender of household head 0.14 (0.35) 0.40 (0.45) -3.896*

Occupation of household 

head

- 0.05 (0.22) -2.039** 

Group membership 0.67 (0.47) 0.79 (0.41) -1.608



Differences in 
income sources 
between the 
harvester and non-
harvester groups

Significance level * 

(1%), ** (5%)

Rosehip Harvesting Mann-

Whitney U 

Test
Harvester

(n=80)

Non-

harvester

(n=80)

Income 

type
Mean Mean

Sig

Remittances 

Income

16.55 29.52
0.001*

Rosehip 

Income

40.50 0

Wage 

Income 

16.25 22.32
0.132

Social 

Grants 

12.00 13.79
0.389

Livestock 

Income

26.11 31.79
0.196

Crop 

Income

44.87 58.96 0 .016**



Generation of Principle Components

 Social Perspective Social networks and Social 

development

 Economic Perspective Household welfare

improvement and Job 

creation

 Environmental Perspectives Environmental conservation 

and Soil conservation



Probit regression of factors influencing 

individual’s decisions to participate or not 

in rosehip harvesting

Dependent variable: household participate or not in rosehip as a collector (1= 

Yes, 0= No)

Variables description
Coefficients

Standard 

Error

Marginal 

effects

Age of household head
-0.018 0.003 0.013

Gender of household head

1= Male 2= Female -1.103* 0.300 -0.402

Education of household head -0.412** 0.226 -0.164

Household size 0.463** 0.213 0.184

Occupation of household head 

1= Salaried job 0= Otherwise
-0.013 0.266 -0.005

Social grants -0.000 0.000 -0.00003

Wage income -0.000* 0.000 -0.00003



Probit regression of factors influencing 
individual’s decisions to participate or not in 
rosehip harvesting

Dependent variable: household participate or not in rosehip as a 

collector (1= Yes, 0= No)

Variables description Coefficient

s

Standard 

Error

Marginal 

effects

Group membership 

1= Yes 2= No
-0.397 0.300 -0.157

Social perception index 1: 

Social networks

0.556* 0.200 0.222

Economic perception index 

1: Household welfare 

improvement

0.313** 0.164 0.125

Economic perception index 

2: 

Job creation

0.142*** 0.080 0.056

Environmental perception 

index 1: Environment 

conservation

0.212** 0.123 0.084

Constant 0.705 0.806



Conclusion

 The study suggests that the rosehip is neither evenly 

problematic or beneficial

 Perceptions of rosehip have shown that it is a valuable 

species for certain livelihood activities

 Rosehip harvesting provides only supplementary income 

in rural communities

 The contribution to livelihoods depends on the necessity 

for cash in the household

 Mostly low income, uneducated and female-headed 

households are dependent on rosehip harvesting 


