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1. Executive Summary 
This survey had as objective to provide baseline information on the socio-economic characteristics 

of Eru farmers, environment and resource use necessary to guide development of the Eru value 

chain in the buffer zone of the KNP.  The study used essentially primary data collected from 

respondents in 7 of the 8 village communities, where CENDEP is working through administering of 

questionnaires and focus group discussion with Eru farmers & potential Eru farmers. 

 
The results indicate that the technology is still new to the farmers.  It requires sometime for them to 

master production in order to characterize it at local level.  Present farmers’ farm sizes range from 

0.01ha to 6.6ha with an average of 0.7ha and they intend to plant 2 to 400 stands of Eru with the 

average per farmer being 57 stands. In the coming years farmers are planning to plant between 30 

and 1000seedlings with an average of 168seedlings per farmer.  They are also willing to extend their 

farm sizes between 0.02ha to 100ha with an average of 3h.a.   

Farmers have not started independent production of seedlings for their own farm.  They are still 

depending entirely on the seedlings that are raised in the group propagators donated by CENDEP.  

These propagators have the capacity to supply the entire villages where they are found and the 

surplus can be sold to others who are interested in the domestication of Gnetum.  Respondents 

could produce from 30 to 10,000 seedlings using the groups’ propagators and individual’s 

propagator if they will have the required resources.  This will offer and annual average production 

of 1168 seedling that will satisfy their local demand and surplus for sale. 

The local Eru chain is characterized by a high demand and low supply of the produce.  This has 

necessitated the importation of Eru from the main metropolis, Kumba.  The main actors at the local 

level include harvesters from the wild, seedling producers who are being trained by CENDEP, 

middlemen who buy from the main metropolis, shredders in the local markets and restaurant 

owners who are the main consumers.  The main constraints are found in the organization of 

farmers into groups and letting them mastering the production process.  To improve production it 

requires more emphasis be placed on seedling production.  This will enable many farmers to enter 

the production chain.  From the perception of farmers, most of them are enthusiastic domesticating 

Gnetum. 

There are technical services like ICRAF and CIFOR who are willing to offer the necessary technical 

support for improved production.  Other service providers are also necessary to build the capacity 

of the groups in group dynamics.  A realistic strategic plan needs to be set up for the groups and 

the intervention of government services is also necessary for the development of this produce 

chain.  There is still a lot of potential for the development of Gnetum chain for community benefit.  

This is possible through re-organization of actors and making improvements in production of 

seedlings. 
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2. Background of the survey 

2.1 Introduction 

The Non-Timber Forest Product (NTFP), known as "Eru” or Gnetum spp is an important vegetable 

crop consumed by people living throughout the forested regions of West and Central Africa. Eru is 

a leafy climbing vine growing in the humid tropical forests of Cameroon and in West and Central 

Africa. It is a widely cherished delicacy across the nation with very high demand nationally and 

internationally. Originally eaten as a forest food by the Bayangi people, infrastructure 

improvements and migration have resulted in demand from other ethnic groups both from Central 

Africa and abroad. To satisfy local, national, and now international demand, the harvesting 

pressure on Eru has increased dramatically and in some areas like (Eastern Nigerian forests) this 

has pushed the species into regional extinction (The Post, 2007). Gnetum spp. is now seriously 

threatened by habitat loss, poor methods of harvesting such as uprooting, over-exploitation and 

destruction of useful trees that provide support to the plant (Nkefor et al., 2003). 

 

Currently all the Eru marketed is harvested directly from the wild. The Limbe Botanic Garden 

(LBG), through its Conservation Technology Development Program (CTD) has successfully 

developed methods for the propagation and domestication of both Gnetum africanum and G. 

buchholzianum (Nkefor et al., 2003).  The LBG has made the following outstanding advances in the 

domestication and conservation of Eru: 

• The development of a cultivation model using Eru  vine cuttings; 

• The establishment of experimental/demonstration farms; 

• The organization and training of farmers and extension workers on how to cultivate Eru ; 

• The production of an Eru cultivation manual and the establishment of a gene bank.  

 

In 1999 CENDEP (Centre for Nursery Development and Eru Propagation) acquired the technical 

skills from LBG. After acquiring knowledge on the domestication of Eru, CENDEP started training 

other farmers in 2000.  This attracted donor support notably US embassy Yaoundé-Cameroon, 

IUCN and ICCO.  In 2006 CENDEP embarked on the training of farmers in the buffer zone of the 

Korup National Park (KNP) on the sustainable production and marketing of Eru.  This project had 

a number of short comings related to but not limited to the absence of a clear base line situation that 

could guide evaluation on progress on development of Eru domestication. It is therefore within this 

framework that the services of a consultant were solicited to carry out a baseline survey with the 

following objectives. 
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2.2 Objectives of survey  

The overall objective of the survey was to provide baseline information on the socio-economic 

characteristics of Eru farmers, environment and resource use necessary to guide development of the 

Eru value chain in the buffer zone of the KNP.   

 

Specific objectives were as follows:  

• Describe Eru  producers (farmers) and their systems of production as well as their production 

volumes (farm sizes, number of stands etc)  

• Describe the seedling production capacity of the target population as well as their technical 

know-how; 

• Identify and analyze the local Eru value chain highlighting constraints and opportunities. This 

includes the adoption of Eru cultivation technology and advice on a strategy to increase 

production through the involvement of many small holder farmers 

• Identify and describe potential partners in the Eru  chain (social/economic) 

• Describe avenues for collaboration with identified partners (social and economic) 

 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Study area  

 

This study was undertaken in the administrative Divisions where the buffer zone of the Korup 

National Park (KNP) is located. The survey was carried out particularly in 7 villages located in the 

buffer zone namely: Meka Ngolo, Mundemba, Last Bush, Ikondo Kondo (Ndian Division), 

Ikiliwindi, Konye, Mbakwa Supe (Meme Division). 
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Fig 1: Map locating Eru domestication villages in Meme and Ndian Division 
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3.2 Sampling  

Eighty seven questionnaires were administered to Eru farmers & potential Eru farmers in seven 

targeted communities or villages.  A purposive sample was drawn from farmers’ groups and 

members of the 7 communities to collect information.  At the level of established groups, random 

samples were drawn to collect information. The farmers trained by CENDEP on Eru domestication 

represented 87.5% of the sample size.  A total of 87 persons were interviewed in this survey 

majority of whom were women distributed as on table 1 below. 

Table 1: Sample size by location and gender 
 Sex of respondent Total 

Location Female Male  

Meka Ngolo  10 5 15 

Mundemba 10 5 15 

Last Bush 14 1 10 

Ikondo Kondo  3 7 12 

Ikiliwindi 7 5 10 

Konye,  6 4 14 

Mbakwa Supe  8 6 11 

Total 58 29 87 

 

3.3 Data Collection 

 

Primary data were collected using structured and semi-structured questionnaires administered to 

the Eru and potential Eru farmers in the 7 of the 8 communities of KNP where CENDEP intervene. 

On the other hand, secondary data were collected from literature and/or reports of work in various 

institutions such as ICRAF Yaounde & Bamenda, Rumpi project, CENDEP, CIFOR, MINADER, 

MINFOF, LBG etc. The internet facilities were also used. In each of the 7 communities or villages, a 

focus group discussion was organized to collect complementary data required to meet up with the 

expectations of the work. These focus group discussions brought together at least 5 

group/community members.  The participatory approach was used during these discussions.  

 

 

Data collected include socioeconomic characteristics (sex, age, income, occupation, marital status, 

ethnic group, preference, farm size, household size etc), of respondents involved in Eru 

domestication, trained farmers still involved in Eru domestication, constraints, marketing channels 
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and/or opportunities, population of communities concerned, existing infrastructure etc. GPS points 

were also collected and used in producing a map of the surveyed area. 

 

3.4 Data Analysis and Reporting 

 

The information or data collected were analyzed using SPSS version 11. The SWOT methodology 

was used to analyze data collected from focus group discussions hence the strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities and threats of Eru cultivation in the region were identified.  After the analysis, the 

results were used to write a draft report that was submitted to CENDEP management for 

comments. The observations of CENDEP were incorporated in the final report. 
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4. Results and discussion  

4.1 Socioeconomic characteristics of targeted communities 

 

4.1.1 Social stratification of target communities  

Table 2: Demographic parameters 
Description Meka 

Ngolo 
Mundemb
a 

Last Bush Ikondo 
Kondo 

Ikiliwindi
, 

Konye,  Mbakwa 
Supe 

Estimated 
population 

900 9000 300 293 ≈ 6,000 2,700 ≈ 6,000 

Male: female 
ratio (%) 

33%:77% 30% : 70% 40% : 60% 40% : 60% 35% : 65% 45%: 55% 40% : 60% 

Ethnic 
composition 
& population  
distribution  

Ngolo Oroko &
Grass-field  
indigenes 

Ngolo : 221 
 Bima : 30 
Oku : 25 
Bafut : 15 
Batanga : 9 

Korup 
children :50% 
Women : 30% 
Men : 20% 

Bafaw, 
Bamenda, 
Bakundu, 
Bayangi, 
Muslims, 

Bafaws, 
Bakossi, 
Ngie, Oroko 
and Kom 

Oroko :90% 
Bayangi, Ibo 
& Grass-field 
indigenes : 
10% 

Marital status 
Monogamy: 
Polygamy: 
Single: 

 
50% 
20% 
30% 

 
60 
10% 
30% 

 
75% 
15% 
10% 

 
50% 
20% 
30% 

 
70% 
20% 
10% 

 
75% 
15% 
10% 

 
70% 
5% 
25% 

Religion 
Roman 
Catholics: 

45%   50% √ 20% 35% 

Protestants  30%    √ 50% 35% 
Jehovah 10%       
Apostolic, Full 
Gospel & 
Pentecostals 

10%   40% √ 30% 30% 

Moslems: 5%    √   

Others 
(Traditional 
Religion) 

   10%    

 

Table 2 provides estimates of the population size and structure of 7 villages of the Korup National 

Park zone where CENDEP intervenes. This information was gathered during focus group 

discussions and through key informants in respective communities or villages.  The population size 

of the seven villages was estimated at about 25,000 inhabitants.  Mundemba, Ikiliwindi and 

Mbakwa Supe are the most populated of all the villages targeted. This constitutes an important 

portion of the local market for any domesticated Eru. Ikondo Kondo, the resettled village of Korup 

Project, is one of the least populated with a population of 293.  

The female population represents approximately 64% of the total population compared to 36% for 

males. This tendency cuts across all the seven communities in the KNP zone. The higher proportion 

of females than males may not only be due to higher number of female births recorded but also 

attributed to higher number of males migrating to other areas in search of employment, education 

and or better living standards. The fact that women accounts for the majority of the people of the 

area is an indication that they need to play an important role in promoting Eru domestication.  
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The population of these communities is composed of different ethnic groups from different origins 

including indigenes. We have residents who originate from Nigeria (Ibos) and Bamenda in the 

North West Province of Cameroon. The Ibos are present in Mbakwa Supe whereas people from 

various villages in the North West province popularly known as Bamenda are present in 5 of the 

seven villages. These people are attracted to these areas because of the economic and agricultural 

landscape of the respective localities as well as the welcoming attitude of the indigenes.  

4.1.2 Health facilities 

Three out of the seven communities targeted do not have health infrastructure. Residents have to 

move to the nearest health centre, district hospital or to traditional healers for treatment. Table 3 

contains information on the distribution of health facilities in the study area.  

Table 3: Health facilities in surveyed villages 
LOCATION HEALTH FACILITY 
Meka Ngolo No health facilities 
Mundemba District hospital 
Last Bush No health facilities. Residents consult health facility available in

Mundemba 
Ikondo Kondo  None 
Ikiliwindi Integrated Health Centre 
Dikomi/Konye District Hospital & an Integrated Health Centre 
Mbakwa Supe  Integrated Health Centre, Traditional Bone specialist 

 

4.1.3 Educational infrastructure 

 

Education is the major area of expenditure of the people of the KNP as testified by 61% of the 

respondents. It is also a major concern of the government of Cameroon as government educational 

facilities or private institutions are authorized to run in all the villages under review. However, 

emphasis is laid only on basic educational facilities in all the communities with just few secondary 

infrastructure of learning in Meka Ngolo & Mbakwa Supe probably because of accessibility and the 

population of these two places among other reasons. 

Table 4: Schools in surveyed villages 
Location School facility 
Meka Ngolo Government primary school (250 pupils), Government Secondary school 110

students but hasn’t buildings hence use premises of GS  
Mundemba Nursery, Primary and Professional school 
Last Bush Government Primary school (Has 69 pupils and six teachers) 
Ikondo Kondo  Primary school 
Ikiliwindi,  4 primary Schools (1 government, 1 Mission and 2 private schools) 
Dikomi/Konye,  Government School Dikomi 
Mbakwa Supe  Government Nursery School, Government Primary School and Governmen

Secondary School 
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4.1.4 Settlement pattern   
Table 5: Types of Settlement patterns in study areas  

Location Settlement pattern Housing  
Meka Ngolo Linear, clustered into 

4 quarters 
Most houses have zinc houses, Only two cemented 
houses are found here 

Mundemba Dispersed 60%block & zinc houses, 40% plank houses 
Last Bush Linear Houses are constructed along roads and minor 

pathways 
Ikondo Kondo  

Dispersed 
Mud block houses with cemented floors and tile roof 
(resettled village) 

Ikiliwindi  clustered Plank and cement houses 
Dikomi/Konye Linear  Plank (90%) and cement (10%) houses 
Mbakwa Supe  Clustered/dispersed Cement houses (30%), plank houses (70%) 

 

The settlement patterns in the area of study are either dispersed, clustered or linear as on table 5. 

Houses are constructed out of plank, mud or few cases of cement blocks.  The houses are roofed 

with aluminium sheets. Houses in the Korup Project resettlement camp at Ikondo Kondo have 

moderate standard and are most beautiful.  Here houses are roofed with marble tiles.  However 

these houses were constructed for inhabitants by the KNP project eighth years ago and since then 

none of the inhabitants has been able to construct another house in the resettlement site. 

4.1.5 Land use and tenure system: 

Land is used essentially for farming and habitation in the area of KNP under review. Most of the 

land is dedicated for agriculture or forest. Access to land is generally not a major issue in this area 

but it must be noted that community and household land exist. Land ownership can be by direct 

purchase, inheritance or donation from the community authority. Land inheritance is mostly for 

men but there is a possibility for females to inherit property including land when the family in 

question has no male child. The land tenure system in place is therefore that which can favour 

community or group Eru farms as well as individual Eru farms as expressed by most of the 

responds. The Community Eru farms can serve as farmer field schools for individuals in respective 

communities as a way to promote the Eru domestication venture. 

4.1.6 Economic landscape of the target area 

The economic landscape of the area is dominated by agricultural activities.  In communities of 

Meme Division, activities include cocoa cultivation for men and food crop cultivation for women.  

In Ndian Division, oil palm cultivation constitutes the main economic activity for the population.  

The presence of the oil palm processing company (PAMOL) has influenced to a great extent the 

economic and social interaction in the area.  Communities also possess smaller plants for processing 

of oil palms.  Petty trading also constitutes another economic activity in the study area. Petty 

trading activities are more prominent in populated areas like Mundemba, Ikiliwindi and Mbakwa 

Supe.  
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4.1.7 Agricultural activities and priority crops   

Agriculture is the predominant activity in the study area.  Cocoa and oil palms constitute cash 

crops of high value and every household in either of the regions possesses at least one of this 

produce for income generation.  Major food crops include cassava, corn, plantain, cocoyam, beans, 

yams, groundnuts, egusi and various vegetables.  There are various fruits cultivated such as 

oranges, plums, grapes, lemons, mangoes, pears, bitter kola, kola, cashew, limes, pineapples and 

coconuts.  Animal husbandry is an activity undertaken by most inhabitants to make the global 

agricultural scenery of this region.  The most prominent animals include pigs, goats, sheep, fowls 

and to some extent rabbits.  

4.1.8 Communication 

Essential communication facilities exist in most of the villages reached (Table 6). Television signals 

through satellite receivers are available in most of the communities. Radio signals are also available 

in all the communities except Mundemba. Telephone facilities are also available some of the 

villages though spotted in areas such as Ikiliwindi. Konye and Mbakwa Supe do not have 

telephone facilities. Meanwhile, the communities are linked to others by earth roads that are 

generally bad during the rainy season. 

Table 6: Communication infrastructure 
Location Radio  Television Telephone          Earth Roads 
Meka Ngolo         
Mundemba 

X 
 With 

Cable     
Last Bush         
Ikondo Kondo    X     
Ikiliwindi  

    
Dotted 
network   

Konye   X  
Mbakwa Supe    X X   
 Existence of facility  X: Facility does not exist 

4.2 Socioeconomic characteristics of respondents  

This section presents a summary of the socio-economic characteristics of the respondents who were 

interviewed in this survey.  These characteristics include age, gender, marital status, education 

level, occupation, household size, family labour, income levels and expenditure patterns. 
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4.2.1 Sex of respondents  

40.2%

59.8%

Male

Female

  
Figure 2: Sex of respondents 

 

4.2.2 Age 
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 Figure 3: Age class of respondents 

 

4.2.3 Marital status 
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 Figure 4: Marital status of respondents 

Women represented approximately 60% of the 
respondents against 40% for men. The domination of 
female respondents corresponds to the absolute 
majority of women that are involved in Eru 
domestication activities as testified by 82% of the 
respondents.  

The age of respondents varied between 20 and 65 
years with an even distribution amongst the age class. 

Majority of the respondents were married representing 
73.6% of the total sample. 12.6 % were single, 2.3 divorced 
and another 11.5% were widows/widowers. 
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4.2.4 Educational level 
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Figure 5: Educational level of respondents 

 

4.2.5 Occupation 
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Figure 6: Occupation of respondents 

 

4.2.6 Major income earning crop 

 

Table 7: Percentage distribution of major income earning crops of respondents per village 
 Village Total 

Income Crop Meka 
Ngolo Mundemba Last Bush 

Ikondo 
Kondo Ikiliwindi Konye 

Mbakwa 
Supe   

Cocoa 7.5   1.3   5.0 7.5 11.3 32.5 
Cassava 6.3 12.5 5.0 12.5 5.0 1.3   42.5 
Oil palms  1.3   5.0 1.3       7.5 
Banana 3.8             3.8 
Plantain   1.3         1.3 2.5 
Okra           2.5   2.5 
Cocoyam     1.3     1.3   2.5 
vegetable crops           2.5   2.5 
Animal breeding         1.3     1.3 
Kolanuts             1.3 1.3 
Yams       1.3       1.3 
Total 18.8 13.8 12.5 15.0 11.3 15.0 13.8 100.0 

63% and 14% of the respondents had attained 

primary and secondary level education 

respectively, while 14% of the sample had not 

attained any formal education. The percentage 

of respondents narrows down as one move from 

primary through college to university level of 

education. 

89% of the people interviewed are doing farming, both 
for subsistence and as an income generating activity. 
7% are involved in trade (mainly petty trade), while 
3.6% are in formal employment. It was however 
established during group discussions that most of the 
people in farming are also in petty trade and vice 
versa. 
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The main income generating crop of the respondents of the KNP is cassava followed by 

cocoa.  However, we noticed that cocoa is a major source of income for men as opposed to 

cassava that is the major income crop for women. Palm oil and Yam activities are essentially 

carried out by men. Meanwhile, plantain/banana, cocoyams, vegetable, okra production 

and marketing activities are completely or mostly controlled by women. However, we must 

note that Eru domestication and commercialization does not feature as a major or minor 

income source for the people of this area of study. The reason for this is that harvesting is 

done in the wild by Nigerians who transport the product by boat and head load to Nigeria 

where there is high demand. These harvesters pay a token (bottle of whisky) to the chief. 

Through sensitization it was realized that the indigenes did not know the market value of 

eru and were thus not very involved. 

 

4.2.7 Income and expenditure pattern of respondents 

 
The maximum and minimum mean monthly income of respondents varies from 135,049 to 

6,659 fcfa respectively as on table 3. Average Monthly income above 350,000 francs is 

earned only by men from cocoa sales during the cocoa season. These incomes earned by 

respondents are essentially seasonal are comes during agricultural production season. This 

season often lasts for one or two months. So the respondents spend the rest of the months 

(10) of the year with just barely earning an average income of 135,049 to 6,659 fcfa. 

 

Table 8: Monthly income range of respondents 
 

 
Maximum Monthly 

income of 
respondents 

Minimum Monthly 
income of 

respondents 

Average Income raised by 
respondents from Eru  in the 

last three months 
Number of 
valid cases 82 75 10 

Mean 135,049 31,713 47,470 
Std. Error of 
Mean 18,158 6,659 19,329 

Minimum 3,000 1,000 700 
Maximum 800,000 450,000 175,000 

 

In 2001, a survey carried out by the ministry of Finance to characterize poverty in Cameroon 

put the poverty threshold in the country at 232 547 CFA per year and per adult. This 

corresponds to a monthly average of 19,379 fcfa.  In order words, any household whereby 

the monthly average income per adult is less than 19,379 francs is considered poor. The 

present study reveals that the minimum average monthly income of 44% of the respondents 

in the KNP buffer zone is less than the threshold stated value hence are poor. 
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Fig. 7: Major areas of expenditure 
 

4.2.8 Household size and family labour 
 

The number of persons per household of respondents ranges between 2 and 20 with an 

average of 8. On the other hand, the average number of persons that can serve as family 

labour from these households is 4 with a range from 1 to 18.   Availability of family labour 

is a very important factor that influences adoption of innovative technologies like the one 

on Eru domestication. 
 

4.3 Eru domestication in the buffer zone of KNP 

4.3.1 Role of respondents in the Eru chain 

 
Table 9: Major role of respondent in Eru chain 
 

Function of respondents Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Eru  producer 34 44.7 44.7 
Eru  seedling multiplier 22 28.9 73.7 
Harvester from the wild 3 3.9 77.6 
producer, seedling multiplier and 
harvester from the wild 6 7.9 85.5 

Eru  seller 2 2.6 88.2 
Eru  and seedling producer 1 1.3 89.5 
Eru  seedling multiplier and 
harvester from the wild 8 10.5 100.0 

Total 76 100.0  

 

Most of the respondents (81.6%) are in their early phase of Eru domestication. These are 

essentially members of groups that were trained on Eru domestication by CENDEP. It 

should be noted that the groups whose members were interviewed currently have some 

seedlings raised after receiving cuttings from CENDEP for group activities.  No individual 

had an Eru farm that is cultivated with seedling raised in the propagator. 

Despite the poverty line of the respondents of 
the KNP zone a vast majority (61%) spend 
more on education (figure 7). Other major 
areas of expenditure include health and food 
as testified by 20% and 14% of the 
interviewees respectively. A small proportion 
(2.4%) spends on investments related to 
agriculture and petty trading. 
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4.3.2 Farm size, Eru stands and seedlings 

 
Table 10: Quantitative data on Eru domestication in targeted communities 

Village  Statistics 

Number of 
Eru  stands 
owned by 

respondents 
Additional 

Surface area 

Number of Eru  
stands 

respondents are 
planning to add 

to Eru farm 

Number of 
seedlings at 
the disposal 

of 
respondents 

Number of 
times support 
and advisory 
services were 
received this 
year 

Average cost 
of seedlings 
required to 

establish 
respondents 

Eru  farm 
Eru  farm 
size (ha) 

Experience of 
respondents in 

Eru  
domestication 

(months) 
Meka Ngolo Mean 99.33 1.8500 164.62 94.33 2.50 69333.33 2.4200 19.0000 
  N 6 6 13 3 6 9 5 10 
  Minimum 60 .50 40 83 2 25000 .50 3.00 
  Maximum 200 6.60 1000 100 3 180000 6.60 22.00 
  Std. Deviation 57.975 2.39896 256.243 9.815 .548 48194.917 2.50140 5.77350 
Mundemba Mean 40.00 .6057 2328.57 26.00 12.00     16.2000 
  N 3 7 7 2 1     10 
  Minimum 20 .04 100 2 12     12.00 
  Maximum 50 1.00 5000 50 12     24.00 
  Std. Deviation 17.321 .40278 2503.141 33.941 .     5.47317 
Last Bush Mean   20.8000 1885.71   1.43 117500.00 1.0000 2.7000 
  N   5 7   7 4 3 5 
  Minimum   1.00 100   1 20000 1.00 2.00 
  Maximum   100.00 10000   2 300000 1.00 3.00 
  Std. Deviation   44.27415 3596.956   .535 126062.154 .00000 .44721 
Ikondo 
Kondo 

Mean 44.00 .7220 3575.00   18.00   .0090 15.5714 

  N 7 10 8   1   6 7 
  Minimum 44 .02 100   18   .01 12.00 
  Maximum 44 1.00 5000   18   .01 18.00 
  Std. Deviation .000 .38407 2070.714   .   .00000 2.69921 
Ikiliwindi Mean 38.50 .2275 320.00 44.00 2.75 85800.00 .3775 20.5714 
  N 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 7 
  Minimum 10 .10 100 42 2 24000 .01 12.00 
  Maximum 48 .41 1000 50 3 236000 .50 24.00 
  Std. Deviation 19.000 .15392 389.872 4.000 .500 87259.383 .24500 4.27618 
Konye Mean 22.82 .4583 300.45 104.86 2.40 96111.11 .1225 22.0909 
  N 11 6 11 7 10 9 8 11 
  Minimum 2 .10 30 38 2 25000 .03 12.00 
  Maximum 25 1.50 1500 116 4 250000 .40 60.00 
  Std. Deviation 6.911 .52765 416.656 29.481 .699 81270.297 .17128 13.07252 
Mbakwa 
Supe 

Mean 400.00 .8800 550.00 400.00 1.63 200000.00 1.0000 1.5227 

  N 1 5 9 1 8 1 1 11 
  Minimum 400 .40 100 400 1 200000 1.00 1.25 
  Maximum 400 1.00 1000 400 2 200000 1.00 2.00 
  Std. Deviation . .26833 431.567 . .518 . . .17516 

Total Mean 57.16 3.1307 1168.25 96.76 2.78 92428.57 .6905 14.3975 
  N 32 43 60 17 37 28 27 61 
  Minimum 2 .02 30 2 1 20000 .01 1.25 
  Maximum 400 100.00 10000 400 18 300000 6.60 60.00 
  Std. Deviation 72.654 15.15714 2006.951 86.670 3.128 79064.169 1.33751 10.09325 

 
Some respondents currently have between 2 and 400 stands of Eru in their individual or 

group farms. Plans are on the way to significantly increase the surface area under 

cultivation by an average of 0.7 ha. This may require seedlings valued between 20,000 to 
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300,000 frs cfa with an average of 92,428 frs. However, it must be noted that the number of 

seedling currently at the disposal of the respondents and targeted communities will not 

meet up with their ambition of increasing Eru surface area. The constant visit of support 

structures like CENDEP will spur up the realization of this ambition of scaling up Eru 

domestication. CENDEP’s intervention is in communities like Last Bush and Mbakwa Supe 

are minimal because they are new villages they are reaching of late.  

 

4.3.3 Knowledge on Eru Domestication 

The respondents currently involved in Eru domestication activities have a mean experience 

of 14months two weeks (Fig. 8). The least experience is approximately two months and 

these are respondents of Last Bush and Mbakwa Supe where Eru domestication has just 

been recently introduced. 
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Fig 8: Experience of respondents in Eru domestication (months) 

 
Table 11: Origin of knowledge on Eru domestication 
 

 Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Agric Extension 
(MINADER) 1 1.4 1.4 

CENDEP 63 87.5 88.9 
ICRAF 1 1.4 90.3 
Other farmer & 
Friend 5 6.9 97.2 

LBG 1 1.4 98.6 
Korup project 1 1.4 100.0 

Total 72 100.0   
 

The knowledge on Eru domestication in the study area was disseminated to farmers 

essentially by CENDEP as testified by 88.9% of the respondents. This was followed by word 

of mouth from other farmers & friend (6.9%). This last way of sourcing information on 

technological innovations are very important and has always accounted for a significant 

way through which agricultural technologies are gained by beneficiaries. 
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4.3.4 Agronomic practices in Eru Domestication 
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Eru propagation is yet to be fully undertaken by farmers in the region.  The perception of 

most farmers is that it can be cultivated as monocroping.  About 30% are of the opinion that 

it can be intercropped as mixed farming system, while 1% thinks it can be sequentially 

intercropped. 

 

The respondents also had a wide variety of opinion on the weeding frequency for Eru when 

domesticating.  Only 31% of respondents attempted an estimate for this frequency. This 

ranges from an interval of 1 month to 9 months.    
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Fig: Respondents that grow Eru in association with other crops/trees 

 
The perceptions of community members were also sought on the duration of the vines in 

the farm until the first harvest.  Here only 23% of the respondents had an idea and their 

response had a wide variation.  It ranges from 2 months to 62 months, with a mode of 36 

months. 
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The disparities in the knowledge base of respondents indicate that though they are aware of 

the technology, their knowledge level has to be enhancing for a better comprehension. 

 

4.3.5 Eru domestication preferences 
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Fig. 9: Gnetum spp domesticated by respondents 

 

Gnetum africanum and Gnetum buchholzianum 

are the two main species of Eru currently 

being domesticated by the respondents 

(Figure 9).  These species were put at their 

disposal by CENDEP. 
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Fig. 10: Species of Eru preferred to be 

domesticated by respondents  

 

Despite the fact that the two main Eru spp 

were put at the disposal of the farmers, 

their preference is tilted towards Gnentum 

buchholzianum as stated by 87% of the 

respondents. A market survey carried out 

by Lingondo et al (2006) had similar 

results. 
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Fig. 11: Reasons for preference of Eru spp 

 

High Yield and easy slicing and 

packaging are some of the reasons for 

this preference as on figure 10 besides.  
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4.3.6 Eru domestication constraints 

 

The following constraint or difficulties that hinder the development of Eru domestication 

activities were identified by respondents as on figure 12. The lack of capital to acquire basic 

inputs or infrastructure such as propagator, shade, plastic sheets etc is the major constraint 

raised by respondents. This corresponds to the findings of Lingondo et al (2006). Slow 

growth rate, labour requirements and technical know-how were also raised as constraints 

by 18%, 15% and 13% of the respondents respectively.  
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Fig 12. Constraints to Eru domestication provided by respondents 

4.4 Adoption of Eru domestication in the buffer zone of KNP  

Seventy two percent (72%) of respondents interviewed were aware of the fact that Eru can 

be domesticated. Sixty five percent (65%) of respondents aware that Eru can be 

domesticated are currently involved in Eru domestication activities especially seedling 

multiplication through their groups of affiliations. These respondents carrying out Eru 

domestication related activities are all members of groups constituted for Eru 

domestication. 

Reasons why respondents are not involved in Eru domestication activities 

Fifty nine percent (59%) of respondents aware of the fact that Eru can be domesticated do 

not participate in Eru domestication activities because of lack of technical know-how in Eru 
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domestication. Another important reason that accounts for non involvement in Eru 

domestication activities is the fact that seedlings are not ready (22.7%). These are group 

members that are still at the phase of seedlings multiplication 
 

Table 12: Reason why respondents have not adopted the Eru technology 
 

 
Frequency Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

I do not know the technology 
13 59.1 59.1 

low success rate 2 9.1 68.2 
consumes time 1 4.5 72.7 
Not a profitable venture 1 4.5 77.3 
Seedlings not ready 5 22.7 100.0 
Total 22 100.0   

  

 

4.5 Marketing chain and stakeholders of Eru  

 

Market information gathered shows that the sources of Mundemba Eru are the same sources 
of the Kumba urban market supplies and come from the Mbonge roadside villages (Nake, 
Kwakwa, Nguti, ), Nkongsamba, Mbanga, Souza, Banga Bakundu etc. The “buyam sellam” 
women who trade on different food stuff buy Eru based on availability to sell. Very few 
traders hold the Eru business.  When eru comes from the above sources, it is now carried 
down to Mundemba and neighbouring Nigeria. Mundemba can serve as a big trans-
boundary Eru market.  

 

It was difficult to get the contacts of traders involved in the Eru business as the chain at the 
level of the marketing is not organised and the few are not willing to provide information. 
Some felt that acquiring information was just another way to get hold of the trends and get 
involve in it.  Given these controversies, it was difficult even to know those carrying Eru to 
sell in Mundemba.  

However, the following prices of Eru bundle (weighing about 575g) were provided: 

Farm gate price: 200FCFA 

Local market/Village table market: 250FCFA 

Urban whole sales: 350 

Urban retailing: 400-500FCFA 
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Generally, the actors of the Eru chain include harvesters, middlemen sellers, wholesalers, 

and shredders who process the produce for local consumption.  Kumba is the main town of 

the region and serve as a link between production and consumption.  There is a high 

demand for Eru in most regions of the South West Province in general and the study area in 

particular.  This demand is satisfied by production from four provinces; viz Centre 

Province, Littoral, West and the South West Province.   

 

Eru provides employment for thousands of women, men, youths and children in Cameroon. 

Actors identified on the market chain (Figure 3) include harvesters, buyers (agents at village 

level who buy on behalf of wholesale traders, wholesalers, retailers, restaurant operators 

and commissioned middlemen), workers (loaders and off loaders, stackers, counters and 

transporters), traditional authorities, government officials and consumers (households and 

restaurant operators). Harvesters harvest Eru at the resource base and sell to the different 

categories of buyers mentioned above at the farmgates. Wholesale buyers buy in large 

quantities and export directly to international markets in neighbouring countries such as 

Nigeria, retail to sellers in semi-urban and urban markets or sell to exporters at frontier 

markets within Cameroon, such as Idenau. Shredders (buy and cut) are retailers who buy 

either directly from harvesters or from wholesale buyers. Details on the Eru market chain of 

the targeted communities can be sourced from the study carried out by Lingondo et al 

(2006). 

 

 

Seasonality of Eru 

Respondents were asked to rate the seasonal variation of Eru prices and quantities on a 

weight scale of 1 to 5 from January to December each year. The analysis of the rating shows 

that the price and quantity of Eru fluctuates between the dry and rainy seasons. Prices of 

Eru are generally low in dry seasons when Eru is sufficiently available in the market. The 

dry season is the period when Eru is abundant in the forest and harvesting is pretty easy 

because of whether condition. However, in the rainy season the price of Eru is somewhat 

high weak peak prices in the months of July to September as shown on figure 13. The 

domestication of Eru in the target communities can play a vital role in stabilizing Eru prices 

to the advantage of both the producers and sellers. This can be assured by regular supply of 

Eru throughout the year. 
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Fig. 13: Seasonality of Eru supply and price fluctuation over the year (Weight) 

  

Table 13: Quantity & price in Eru trade in selected communities 

 
Village   

Quantity 
of Eru  

sold each 
month 

Cost of a 
bundle of 

Eru 
(consumer) 

average price of 
Eru  seedlings 
proposed by 
respondent 

Price of a 
bundle of 

Eru 
(sellers) 

Average 
weight of a 
bundle of 
Eru (kg)  

Quantity of Eru  harvested 
from the forest during the 

past one month & Sold 
(Bundles) 

Mean   438.6364 775.00 454.55     
N   11 8 11     
Minimum   100.00 200 200     
Maximum   700.00 1000 700     

 
 
 
 
Meka Ngolo 
  
  
  
  

Std. 
Deviation   162.54370 350.510 129.334     

Mean   572.5000   500.00     
N   10   1     
Minimum   500.00   500     
Maximum   700.00   500     

 
 
 
 
Mundemba 
  
  
  
  

Std. 
Deviation   73.07720   .     

Mean   531.2500 870.00 531.25   2.00 
N   8 5 8   2 
Minimum   450.00 50 450   1 
Maximum   800.00 2000 800   3 

 
 
 
 
Last Bush 
  
  
  
  

Std. 
Deviation   109.99188 759.605 109.992   1.414 

Mean   525.0000   400.00     
N   4   1     
Minimum   400.00   400     
Maximum   600.00   400     

 
 
 
 
Ikondo 
Kondo 
  
  

Std. 
Deviation   95.74271   .     
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Mean 25.33 113.8889 1075.00 107.14 .050 23.33 
N 3 9 4 7 1 6 
Minimum 20 75.00 500 100 .1 3 
Maximum 36 150.00 1500 150 .1 50 

 
 
 
 
Ikiliwindi 
  
  
  
  

Std. 
Deviation 9.238 28.25971 505.800 18.898 . 21.500 

Mean 220.00 382.5000 633.33 194.44 .225   
N 3 10 9 9 8   
Minimum 40 100.00 200 100 .2   
Maximum 350 1000.00 1000 350 .4   

 
 
 
 
Konye 
  
  
  
  

Std. 
Deviation 160.935 308.23197 291.548 98.249 .0707   

Mean   100.0000 500.00 100.00   4.33 
N   4 1 2   3 
Minimum   100.00 500 100   2 
Maximum   100.00 500 100   7 

 
 
 
 
Mbakwa 
Supe 
  
  
  
  

Std. 
Deviation 

  .00000 . .000   2.517 

Mean 122.67 395.5357 779.63 329.49 .206 14.27 
N 6 56 27 39 9 11 
Minimum 20 75.00 50 100 .1 1 
Maximum 350 1000.00 2000 800 .4 50 

 
 
 
 
Total 
  
  
  
  

Std. 
Deviation 147.522 229.58001 450.482 197.257 .0882 18.483 

 

The respondents think that the average price a seedling of Eru may be sold stands at 779.6 

frs CFA with a range of 1,950 (minimum: 50, maximum: 2000). The average weight of a 

bundle of Eru sold in the area is 0.2kg and cost as much as 395 frs cfa from the consumer 

point of view or 329 frs from the retailers point of view. It is seemingly expensive especially 

as most of the Eru comes from other areas. Nevertheless, given the dynamic nature of 

market information a more in-depth market study will be required at the time farmers shall 

be domesticating Eru at full scale. 

 

4.6 SWOT analysis of Eru Domestication in the buffer zone of KNP  

 

The following strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats were identified in the seven 

communities reached based on literature, observations, discussions with key informants and 

outcome of focus group discussions. 
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Strengths  

• Motivated Community Based Organizations or Groups exist in the villages visited 

and are very willing to acquire the techniques of Eru domestication  

• Eru domestication is quite simple and can be easily adapted and disseminated to the 

rural people at relatively low costs. The technical backup provided by CENDEP 

can play a vital role in scaling up domestication of Eru. 

• Vast and exploitable land for Eru domestication exists in the various communities as 

testified by 82.3% of the sample population. 

• Resource persons are readily available to sensitize, mobilize and organize local 

communities towards the sustainable domestication and management of Eru 

• An enabling policy environment exists for NTFP extraction. Based on the provisions 

made within the Forestry Law of 1994 and its implementing instruments for 

participatory management of natural resources and sustainable development 

 

Weaknesses 

• Eru is not readily available to satisfy local and international demand 

• Disparities in knowledge on Eru domestication may be a hindering factor to 

individual adoption of Eru domestication 

• Dependence on imported Eru from other communities and/or small quantities 

harvested from the wild. 

• Inadequate organization of farmers groups for production and marketing. 

• Absence of a business plan for Eru production. 

• Non mastery of Eru domestication technology 

• Transformation of Eru is by rudimentary tools and methods. Production of low cost 

technology to add value to Eru especially in shredding and drying are required 

 

 Opportunities  

• Most of the Eru consumed in the targeted communities come from Nkongsamba, 

Kumba etc. Hence, there is high demand for Eru in the local and international market.  

• Proximity and access of the study area to Nigeria where Eru can easily be exported. This 

will improve farmers’ livelihood from income generated and consequently a positive 

impact on other activities in the community. 

•  Availability of land for eventual extension. 

• Some Financial institutions are ready to support for eventual expansion. 



 31

• Might gain government’s support within the realm of the fight against poverty and 

unemployment. 

• Technicians are available to offer the necessary technical services. 

• Domestication techniques using wildings have been developed by CIFOR with proven 

results in the Lekié Division of the Centre Province of Cameroon. 

 

Threats 

• Poor harvesting method may lead to reduction  in the gene pool of Gnetum spp 

• Difficulties in evacuation of produce to market due to bad state of roads. 

• Presence of some faster income generating activities in the communities. 

• Theft and inappropriate harvesting as has been the situation in the forest. 

• There is generally poor and inadequate communication network to link with the 

external world. 

• Fear of failure and pressure exerted laggards for faster results. 

• Pests (snails, millipedes, ants,…) infestation 
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4.7 Organizational dynamics of Eru domestication 
 
A total of seven (7) groups carrying out Eru domestication related activities were identified 

in the villages visited. Many more farmers’ groups equally expressed the need to 

incorporate Eru domestication in their group activities. The groups currently carrying out 

Eru domestication related activities have a total of 115 members with women representing 

67% of the members. The groups have existed for at most 2 years or a minimum of 2 months 

for groups of Last Bush and Mbakwa Supe. Given the age of the groups, organizational and 

institutional constraints were identified in some cases. It will be vital to enhance the 

capacities these groups for a better outreach. 

Some technical services like ICRAF and CIFOR who are willing to offer the necessary 

technical support for improved production.  According to information from theses services, 

they are willing to offer support when there is an expressed need.  This support is possible 

when they have the means and it fall within the framework of their activities.  A realistic 

strategic plan is therefore needed to be set up for the groups and the intervention of 

government services is also necessary for the development of this produce chain. 

  

 Table 14: Characteristics of groups involved in Eru domestication 
Membership Name of 

village 
Group 

M F Total 
Activity Observations 

Konye/Dikomi Dikomi Eru 
Farmers 

7 11 18 Seedling 
Propagation and 
production of Eru 

-Created in January 2007 
-Not legalized 
-Eru market does not exist in 
the locality hence bought 
from Konye 
-Group had an additional 
member  

Mundemba Mundemba Eru 
Women 

0 14 14 Seedling 
Propagation 

-group had 6 additional 
members  

Ikiliwindi Ikiliwindi Eru 
Farmers 

8 22 30 Seedling 
Propagation and 
production of Eru 

-Created in 2006 
-4 members have dropped 
out of the group  

Meka Ngolo Eyasumene 4 9 13 Seedling 
Propagation and 
production of Eru 

-Created in 2006 
-Registered  

Ikondo Kondo 
1 

Ikondo Kondo 4 6 10  -Created in 2007 
Not registered 
 

Mbakwe Supe Eru Farmers 
Mbakwa Supe 

10 12 22 Seed multiplication -Created in May 2008 
-Not registered 
3 drop outs recorded in the 
group 

Last Bush No name yet 5 3 8 Propagation -Created in June 2008  
-First propagation trial failed 
2 inactive members 
No executives yet 

Total 38 77 115   
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5. Conclusion and Way forward  

 

5.1 Conclusion 
 

The main objective of this survey was to provide baseline information on the socio-economic 

characteristics of Eru farmers, environment and resource use necessary to guide 

development of the Eru value chain in the buffer zone of the KNP.   

 
Socioeconomic data collected from the KNP zones shows that agriculture is the main source 

of livelihood of the people of Ndian and Meme divisions of the South West Province of 

Cameroon. Major crops grown include Cocoa (mostly by men), Cassava (by women), 

banana/plantain, etc. The socioeconomic characteristics of the seven villages surveyed are 

favourable for Eru domestication.  

Eru constitute one of the major dishes of the people but is not a major source of income. 

However, Eru domestication still remains a potential for raising the income level of the 

people especially that of the poor population who accounts for 44% of the respondents. 

Availability of land, simplicity of the Eru technology, high demand and access to local and 

international markets makes Eru domestication a potential for improving on the livelihood 

of the poor especially women that represents over 64% of the population.  Nevertheless, 

providing solutions to the problems identified will be required to boost the sector. 

 

5.2 Recommendations 
 
In order to develop and promote Eru domestication in the villages surveyed, the following 

recommendations are suggested: 

• Explore ways of supporting famers with basic infrastructure and/or inputs required 

for the development of Eru domestication 

• The full involvement of CENDEP and possibly other extension services in the 

dissemination of adequately packaged Eru technology is required  
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• The setting up and/or maintenance of Eru “farmers field schools” in each community 

using groups and follow up over a period of at least five years to set the pace for 

adoption and appropriation by small-scale farmers.  

• Build the capacities of farmers on Eru domestication techniques  

• The institution of a market-driven system to the production and marketing of Eru 

will encourage farmers to be fully involved in Eru domestication.  Markets exist 

locally and internationally and there are needs to organize farmers’ to draw 

maximum profit from the eru value chain. 

• The dissemination of the Eru technology should be gender sensitive thereby focusing 

essentially but not exclusively on women.  

• The promotion of appropriate savings & credit scheme is also an important aspect to 

spur up the adoption and sustainability of the innovation especially within groups. 

• Develop a strategic plan for Eru domestication in the study area with a focus on the 

responsibilities of each stakeholder especially CENDEP, emerging groups, and 

individual farmers 

• Enhance the institutional and organizational capacities of farmers’ organizations 

involved in or willing to be involved in Eru domestication. Restructuring and 

formalization of groups should also be taken into consideration 

• Farmers should also be encouraged to expand individual farms  

• Groups may specialize in seedling multiplication thereby providing these seedlings 

to individual farmers at a cost agreed upon so as to constitute group resources. 
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Table 15: Some market chain actors 

S/N Name Type of actor Contact address Observations 
1 SUNBAN Sarl 

(formally called Ets 
Etienne KANDEM) 

Licensed exporter  Box 19, SAA Yaounde, 77 
88 48 61, 77 75 66 20 

 

2 Pauline Oru Retailer Mile 4 Market Limbe 
75 19 53 088 

 

3 Fon Elisabeth Retailer/wholesaler Kobe Market, Ikiliwindi  
4 Margo Licensed exporter   
5 CATRACO Licensed exporter   
6 ITTC Licensed exporter   
7 Pascaline Exporter Bamenda, Telephone  

94 61 86 27 
 

 

Table 16: Price of local Eru at Half Mile Eru  market, Limbe. 
Weight of 
fresh Eru  

Current 
Wholesale 
price 

Current Retail 
price after 
shredding 

Wholesale Price 
range over the 
year 

Place 

1.7kg 1,000 1300 500 – 1800 Mile 4 market 
Limbe 

0.577g 350 450 400-500 Kumba Market 
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Attendance list for focus group discussions 

Meka 
Ngolo 

Mundemba Last 
Bush 

Ikondo 
Kondo 

Ikiliwindi Konye Mbakwa 
Supe 

Musango 
Hannah 

Mukwelle 
Patricia 

Babiaka 
Adolf 

Minta 
Charity 

Agatha Kome Sabina Mboe Bonyeki 
Andrew 

Bika Mary Awanjo 
Magdaline 

Esaki 
Oscar 

Njong Plarica Pauline Ekane Pauline 
Ndiba 

Ngoe Joseph 

Mosembe 
Paul 

Nwose Lucy Elibi 
Thompson 

Ating susan 
N. 

Bokeng L. 
Mukwelle 

Aanah Egbe Bokuba 
Jacobine 

Susan Ekoi Besing Esu Opole M. 
Emmanuel 

Ndifon 
Mathias 

Essama Tiki Rev. 
Kangson 
Ewang 

Diemba Bertha 

Sakwe Rose Ruth Ibeku Roseline 
Opole 

Elizabeth 
Arong 

Esange Mary Engonuie 
Jenet 

Ndela Hery 

Ekoe Agnes Osake Martha  Bawu 
Serah 

Inyang 
Margaret 

Mukwelle 
Simon 

Eyamba 
Mathias 

Itoe Elias  

Orume 
Ernest 

Ngvime Comfort Ettah 
Glory 

Elvis Ojong  Anji Monica Pauline Eting 

Chief 
Molule D. 

Mekumba Cathy Ndimoh 
Moses 

Usum Peter 
Njong 

 Eyong 
Msoses 

Ande 
Catherine 

Ekoi 
Solomon 

Njibili Lucy  Elias Ayuk  Musima 
Francis 

Bebolaka A. 

Mokomi 
Glory 

Njibili Therese  Pastor 
Ferdinand 

 Mboe 
Augustine 

Fanny parba 

Ekola 
Christina 

Motiti 
immaculate 

    Margaret 
Etinge 

 Efamba Maria     Janny Etinge 

 Akanag Charity     Florence 
Sakwwe 

 Dindo Helen     Odine Dorah 

 Musango Emilia      Bertha obale 

      Musima Lucas 

 


