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SUMMARY 

 
‘Eru’ (either of two species, Gnetum africanum or Gnetum buchholzianum) is a leafy vine found in tropical humid forests 
of Central Africa, including Cameroon. The leaves are harvested and traded principally as a vegetable, which is an 
important source of protein and nutrients, used in popular dishes in Cameroon and neighbouring Nigeria. 
 
From March to October 2009, a baseline assessment of the Gnetum spp. market chain was conducted in the Southwest 
and Littoral regions of Cameroon, extending into the Cross River and Akwa Ibom states of Nigeria. Manyu, Kupe-
Manengouba and Ndian divisions in the Southwest and Mungo division in Littoral region were selected as important 
production areas, based on a situational analysis and rapid assessment was carried out prior to field work. In Manyu 
division all four sub-divisions were productively important, in Kupe Manengouba Nguti sub-division was selected and in 
Ndian, Bamusso sub-division. Two villages were selected in each sub-division based on criteria that included their relative 
access to markets. Secondary data was obtained from international organizations, government documents, official 
statistical data and scientific articles. 11 focus group questionnaires were administered in the villages to obtain general 
information about the socio-economic situation of the communities. 168 actors were interviewed used a structured 
questionnaire and 2 processing enterprises visited. Interviews with 78 producers in the main harvest areas, representing 
25% of producers were conducted in each selected village. In the Southwest, 5 major retail and wholesale markets 
Fiango, Limbe, Muea, Mutengene, and Tiko were selected based on their ‘’importance’’ in the trade and their 
accessibility. Interviews with 64 retailers, 17 exporters, 4 middlemen and 5 restaurant operators, representing 25% of 
these target groups were conducted using a questionnaire and participatory rural appraisal tools. In neighbouring 
Nigeria, the 2 main markets in Cross River state; Ikom and Calabar, and the main eru distribution market, Oron in Akwa 
Ibom state, were visited 13 actors interviewed.Interviews data was analysed using SPSS and Excel with secondary data 
and market observation used to verify field data and enrich the study context and background.  
 
The research indicates that seven main market channels exist, linking up to seven types of actors, from consumers to 
traders, exporters and importers in major markets in Cameroon and the high volume market in Nigeria, with the major 
production harvesters in the Southwest and Littoral regions of Cameroon. An estimated 1885 people work in the chain 
(759 producers, 60 traders, 138 exporters, 141 importers, 267 retailers and 330 in support services). As most harvesters 
and traders in Cameroon do not belong to an organisation or association, only a small number of small and medium 
sized enterprises (16) appear active in the sector. In Nigeria, strong associations and unions are more common with 18 
organisations noted. Gnetum contributes to 25% of producer’s NTFP related income in Manyu division and up to 62% of 
NTFP related income in Mungo division. Producers, traders, exporters, middle persons, restaurant operators, processors 
make an average profit margin of 220, 495, 232, 50, 550 and 150-500 FCFA/per kg respectively. Producers in Manyu 
division make an annual average profit of 598,729 FCFA and those in Mungo division 526,867 FCFA. Eru contributes to 
75% of a retailer’s income on average FCFA 729,327, and 58% of an exporter’s income, on average FCFA 3 million. An 
exporter at Idenau made an annual average profit margin of 481,708,750 FCFA in 2008 from eru trade. The eru market in 
Nigeria provides higher returns than the Cameroonian market, with a Nigerian wholesaler’s average profit margin 425 
FCFA/kg for fresh eru while their Cameroonian suppliers make 232 FCFA/kg. The differences can be explained by a 
number of factors: actors in Cameroon are not organized as those in Nigeria, coupled with poor roads, high levels of 
corruption and taxes that reduce the profit margins of actors in Cameroon. Almost all Gnetum traded originated from 
the forest, the majority (41%) from its preferred shady habitat in well drained, primary and secondary forest. 
Domestication schemes in 8 villages have not yet matured to enter the markets in any significant scale. Despite high 
demand, quantity produced in the study area has reduced, by 336 tons from 2007 to 2008. 
 
Whilst a regulatory framework for Gnetum does exist, as it is classed as a Special Forestry Product requiring a permit for 
trade, the majority of harvester and traders did not a possess a permit. Increasing harvests, combined with the lack of 
regulatory or any customary control coupled with no enforcement of harvest permits, a very low level of domestication 
and increasing consumer demand have lead to a situation of long term unsustainable harvest. Correspondingly, the price 
of eru has increased with time, with an average increase of 100 FCFA/kg in production zones during the period 2007-
2009. While Gnetum trade is essential in provide cash income to harvesters and trader to meet their basic needs in 
health, education and housing – helping meet millennium development goals in the study area, its exploitation is failing 
to contribute in meeting the environmental sustainability goal.  
 
This study, taking into consideration the views of actors, concludes that a more efficient market structure of the chain in 
Cameroon could enable actors to benefit from higher profit margins. Domestication and awareness raising programs 
could lessen the pressure on an already depleted resource base and effective regulatory and customary control 
measures, if implemented and enforced, could limit over-exploitation and enhance sustainable trade.  
 
Key words: Non-timber forest product, Cameroon, Nigeria, Gnetum, value chain, small and medium enterprise 
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RESUME 
 

Le Eru (de deux espèces, Gnetum africanumet Gnetum bucholzianum) est une vigne feuillue trouvée dans les forêts humides 
tropicales de l'Afrique centrale, y compris le Cameroun. Les feuilles sont moissonnées et commercées principalement comme 
légume, qui est des protéines importantes et des aliments, utilisées dans les plats populaires au Cameroun et au Nigéria voisin. 
À partir de mars à l'octobre 2009, une évaluation de ligne de base de la chaîne du marché d'espèces de Gnetum a été conduite 
dans le sud-ouest et les régions littorales du Cameroun, avançant aux états en travers de fleuve et d'Akwa Ibom du Nigéria. Des 
divisions de Manyu, de Kupe-Manengouba et de Ndian dans la division de sud-ouest et de mungo dans la région littorale ont 
été choisies en tant que secteurs importants de production, basés sur une analyse situationnelle et l'évaluation rapide a été 
effectuée avant des travaux sur le terrain. Dans la division de Manyu chacune des quatre subdivisions était productivement 
importante, dans la subdivision de Kupe Manengouba Nguti ont été choisies et dans Ndian, subdivision de Bamusso. Deux 
villages ont été choisis dans chaque subdivision basée sur les critères qui ont inclus leur accès relatif aux marchés. Des données 
secondaires ont été obtenues à partir des organismes internationaux, des documents gouvernementaux, des données 
statistiques officielles et des articles scientifiques. 11 questionnaires aux groupes cibles ont été administrés dans les villages 
pour obtenir des informations générales au sujet de la situation socio-économique des communautés. 168 acteurs ont été 
interviewés ont employé un questionnaire structuré et 2 entreprises de traitement ont visité. Des entrevues avec 78 
producteurs dans les domaines principaux de moisson, représentant 25% de producteurs ont été conduites dans chaque village 
choisi. Dans le sud-ouest, le détail 5 principal et les marchés en gros Fiango, le Limbe, le Muea, le Mutengene, et le Tiko ont été 
choisis ont basé sur leur importance dans le commerce et leur accessibilité. Des entrevues avec 64 détaillants, 17 exportateurs, 
4 intermédiaires et 5 opérateurs de restaurant, représentant 25% de ces groupes cibles, ont été conduites utilisant un 
questionnaire et des outils ruraux participatifs d'évaluation. Au Nigéria voisin, les 2 marchés principaux de l'état en travers de 
fleuve ; Ikom et Calabar, et le marché principal de distribution d'eru, Oron dans l'état d'Akwa Ibom, ont été visités 13 acteurs 
interviewés. Des données d'entrevues ont été analysées utilisant SPSS et Excel avec des données secondaires et l'observation 
des marchés employées pour vérifier des données de champ et pour enrichir le contexte et le fond d'étude.  
 
La recherche indique que sept canaux principaux du marché existent, liant jusqu'à sept types d'acteurs, des consommateurs 
aux commerçants, aux exportateurs et aux importateurs sur les marchés importants au Cameroun et en particulier au marche 
de grand volume au Nigéria, avec les moissonneuses principales de production dans le sud-ouest et les régions littorales du 
Cameroun. Des 1895 personnes environ travaillent dans la chaîne (759 producteurs, 60 commerçants, 138 exportateurs, 141 
importateurs, 267 détaillants et 330 dans des services de support). Car la plupart des moissonneuses et commerçants au 
Cameroun n'appartiennent pas à une organisation ou à une association, seulement un nombre restreint d'entreprises petites et 
moyennes (16) semblent actives dans le secteur. Au Nigéria, les associations fortes et les syndicats sont plus communs avec 18 
organismes remarquables. Gnetum contribue à 25% du revenu connexe par NTFP du producteur dans la division de Manyu et 
jusqu'à à 62% de revenu connexe par NTFP dans la division de Mungo. Les producteurs, commerçants, exportateurs, personnes 
moyennes, opérateurs de restaurant, processeurs font une marge bénéficiaire moyenne de 220, 495, 232, 50, 550 et 150-500 
FCFA/per kg respectivement. Les producteurs dans la division de Manyu réalisent un bénéfice moyen annuel de 598.729 FCFA 
et de ceux dans la division 526.867 FCFA de Mungo. Eru contribue à 75% du revenu d'un détaillant, un moyen de FCFA 729,327,, 
et à 58% du revenu d'un exportateur, un moyen FCFA 3 million. Un exportateur chez Idenau a fait une marge bénéficiaire 
moyenne annuelle de 481.708.750 FCFA en 2008 à partir du commerce d'eru. Le marché d'eru au Nigéria fournit à des retours 
plus élevés que le marché camerounais, la marge bénéficiaire moyenne d'un grossiste nigérien 425 FCFA/kg pour l'eru frais 
tandis que leurs fournisseurs camerounais font 232 FCFA/kg. Les différences peuvent être expliquées par un certain nombre de 
facteurs : des acteurs au Cameroun ne sont pas organisés en tant que ceux au Nigéria, ajouté aux routes pauvres, aux niveaux 
élevés de la corruption et aux impôts qui réduisent les marges bénéficiaires des acteurs au Cameroun. Presque tout le Gnetum 
a commercé provenu de la forêt, la majorité (41%) de son habitat ombreux préféré dans la forêt vidangée, primaire et 
secondaire de puits. Les arrangements de domestication dans 8 villages n'ont pas encore mûri pour n'accéder aux marchés 
d'aucune balance significative. En dépit de la forte demande, la quantité produite dans le secteur d'étude a réduit, par 336 
tonnes de 2007 à 2008.  
 
Tandis qu'un cadre de régulation pour Gnetum existe, car il est classé comme le ne faisait pas un Produit Forestier Spéciaux, 
exigeant une permit pour le commerce, la majorité de la moissonneuse et des commerçants une possession une permit. Les 
moissons croissantes, combinées avec le manque de commande de normalisation ou n'importe quelle usuelle couplée sans 
l'application des permit, très un de bas niveau de la demande des consommateurs de domestication et d'augmentation ont 
pour mener à une situation de moisson insoutenable à long terme. Également, le prix de l'eru a augmenté avec du temps, avec 
une augmentation moyenne de 100 FCFA/kg des zones de production au cours de la période 2007-2009. Tandis que le 
commerce de Gnetum est essentiel dedans fournissez le revenu en espèces aux moissonneuses et au commerçant pour 
répondre à leurs besoins fondamentaux dans la santé, l'éducation et le logement - aidant le développement de millénium de 
rassemblement des buts dans le secteur d'étude, son exploitation ne contribue pas en atteignant le but environnemental de 
durabilité.  
 
Cette étude, prenant en compte les vues des acteurs, recommande qu'une structure du marché plus efficace de la chaîne au 
Cameroun pourrait permettre à des acteurs de tirer bénéfice des marges bénéficiaires plus élevées ; la domestication et les 
programmes de sensibilisation ont pu diminuer la pression sur une base de ressource déjà épuisée ; et les mesures de contrôle 
de normalisation et usuelles efficaces, si mis en application et imposé, ont pu limiter la surexploitation et augmenter le 
commerce soutenable. 
Mots clés: Produit non-ligneux de forêt, Cameroun, Nigéria, Gnetum, filière de valeurs, petite et moyenne entreprise 



 

CIFOR Market chain baseline Gnetum spp. Southwest region, Cameroon 3 
 

Part I - Introduction 

1  INTRODUCTION 

1.1  Background 
Central African countries were hard hit by economic crisis in the 1980s. Structural adjustment programs 
and debt repayment prescribed by the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund were subsequently 
applied and have been repaid recently. A combined negative impact of the economic turmoil on the 
standard of living of populations of these countries, which have relied on largely exploiting natural 
resources as the main economic force, is that their use has accelerated and unsustainable exploitation has 
contributed to the resource degradation and subsequent decrease in living standards and livelihoods 
(Noubissie et al., 2008). 
 
The Millennium Development Goals commit most countries to reducing global poverty by half by 2015. 
The stakes for meeting this goal are perhaps highest in forest-dependent communities in tropical countries, 
where poverty tends to be more pervasive and deeper than in urban and more favoured rural areas. 
According to the World Bank, approximately 90 percent of the poorest people rely on forests for 
subsistence and income (Kaimowitz, 2007). Today 75 percent of poor people of the world living in rural 
areas depend on NTFPs for their subsistence; 80 per cent of developing countries use NTFPs daily. In 
Central Africa, 65 million people live in or around rain forests and depend on natural resources for their 
feeding (Noubissie et al., 2008).Around 40% people in Cameroon and DRC exist on incomes below a $2 
day poverty line. Around 70% of the Congo Basin population are based in rural areas, living in or/near 
forests. In communities, a disproportionately high reliance on open-access resources, such as forests, has 
been associated with disadvantaged and poor (Cavendish, 2003). Djeukam (2007) observed that since the 
1992 Earth Summit in Rio del Janeiro, a good number of African countries have been made aware of the 
capital risk in unsustainable forest ecosystem management and have decided to make the forest sector a 
priority in their economic plan. Albeit with a heavy reliance on their respective forest sectors and at 
different rhythms, the countries of Central Africa are gradually gaining ground during this difficult period 
(Noubissie et al., 2008). 
 
It is from this situation that Cameroon, in September 1992, created a Ministry particularly responsible for 
the environment and forests. The following year, for the first time public authorities came out with a 
written forestry policy. Public participation in management of the forest sector, the conservation of the 
biodiversity, the improvement of the industrial forest exploitation and its profitability to the public treasury, 
appeared as the main objectives of this new forest policy (Djeukam 2007). FAO (2007) noted that forest 
resources contribute to the overall economy in many ways such as through employment, values generated 
through processing and marketing of forest products, and energy, trade and investment in the forest sector. 
The supply, marketing and processing of timber for example were in the past given prominent 
consideration and with little or no consideration to other forest products, in almost all countries of the 
world. This was because, revenue from timber, constitutes a lifeline in the economies of many countries 
with large forest cover. Adeyoju (1975) and Laird (1995) observed that the focus on timber as the only 
valuable product from the forest in the economies of many countries, caused many other forest products to 
be known as „Minor Forest Products‟, now referred to as Non-Timber-Forest-Products (NTFPs). Recent 
developments in the forestry sector have shown that there are other products of equal or even more 
importance in the forest than timber. These products known as Non-Timber-Forest-Products (NTFPs) 
include fruits, nuts, leaves, waxes, tanning, sticks, fuelwood and resin. 
 
Tropical forests are however being lost at an increasing rate in Africa through timber exploitation, 
conversion into agricultural land and other development activities, on average deforestation rates at 0.21% 
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per year and forest degradation rate is close to 0.15% per year (Duveiller et al. 2008) and Cameroon is no 
exception with deforestation at 0.14% net and gross and 0.01% net annual degradation between 1990 and 
2000 (Cerutti, 2009, de Wasseige et al. 2009), which has implications for the provision of NTFPs. 
According to Congo Basin State of the Forest 2008 (de Wasseige C. et al. 2009) the estimated average rate 
of tropical forest depletion in the Congo Basin is 0.16 to 0.17% a year , with Cameroon losing 0.14% from 
1990 to 2000, which is significantly greater than the rate of 11.4 million hectare assessed in 1971-1980 
(FAO 2003).  
 
There is a debate and some evidence of the potential of NTFPs to alleviate poverty and contribute 
sustainable forest management. The value of global NTFP trade has been estimated to be US$11 billion, 
and NTFPs account for as much as 25% of the income of close to one billion people (Foppes et al, 2008). 
However a caveat is that NTFPs may also contribute to poverty traps. The very diversity and volatility of 
natural assets can ensnare the poor in poverty, particularly where extraction pressures are above forest 
carrying capacity, where no one strategy is developed to a point where it can significantly contribute to a 
household‟s livelihood outcomes, and combined with open-access resources where competition leads to 
rapid depletion – necessitating continual revision of coping and diversification strategies for households 
(Shackleton et al., 2004; Delacote, 2007; Paumgarten, 2007; Delacote, 2009 as Cited Ingram and Bongers, 
2009). 
 
As this economic potential has become increasingly recognized, NTFPs have appeared on the world 
forestry agenda, particularly in relation to small forest-based enterprises, development and conservation 
activities. New markets are evolving that favour such enterprises, especially of NTFP-based products 
(Foppes et al, 2008). FAO (2007) notes that a problem in assessing the socio-economic significance of the 
forest sector in Africa, is the scarcity of data on production and employment in the informal sector. Micro 
level studies suggest that the informal sector is predominant, but national statistics on income and 
employment emphasize the formal sector (FAO 2007: Ingram 2009). A significant share of the harvest and 
trade of NTFPs take place in the informal sector, and thus no national statistics are available. Unlike 
NTFPs, the contribution of other sectors like agriculture, silviculture, and petroleum sector to the national 
economy are shown in national statistics in Cameroon. For example, agriculture and the petroleum sectors 
contributed 0.6% and 0.2% respectively to the total of 3.5% growth rate obtained in Cameroon in 2006 
(BEAC, 2008). The contribution of the NTFP sector was estimated at 2.8% of regional income a decade 
ago (CERUT and AIDEnvironment, 1999). It should be stressed that this only covers the monetary value of 
the NTFP sector. Non-timber forest values, like ecological and scientific values, that could represent a 
significant share of total economic value, were not accounted for. Industrial timber harvesting and timber 
exports from North-West and South-West provinces of Cameroon alone had an estimated contribution to 
the regional economy of 1.6 billion FCFA (2.4 million US$). This means that the contribution of the NTFP 
sector to the regional income of 12.3 billion FCFA (19 million US$) or 2.8% of regional income is around 
7.5 times as important as the timber sector (CERUT and AIDEnvironment, 1999). This indicates that the 
value of the forest in terms of NTFPs is far more valuable than has been assumed so far. This will have an 
impact on conservation efforts regarding forests and sustainable management practices especially at local 
level. The exploitation and utilization of Non-Timber-Forest-Products is associated with keeping the forest 
intact, preserving the resource base of the forest – but also conversely with increased exploitation (Belcher 
et al. 2007; Warner et al. 2007), and providing direct economic or financial benefits unlike the exploitation 
of the forest for timber which is associated with clear-falling of wide forest areas. This activity later brings 
about depletion of soil nutrients and resource degradation. Developing the potentials of tropical Non-
Timber-Forest-Products to yield more, will eventually ensure sustainable management of the tropical forest 
(Vabi, 1995; Nkwatoh, 1998). 
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Gnetum africanum Welw. and Gnetum buchholzianum Engl. are evergreen, leafy vines that grow across the 
Congo Basin in forest openings, secondary forest, fallow farmlands and, at times, in active mixed-crop 
farm holdings (Clark and Sunderland, 2004). Gnetum spp. are ranked among the main non-timber forest 
products in terms of their high economic importance in Central and West Africa (FAO, 2001). In 
Cameroon especially, the vine has several roles in farmers‟ livelihoods (O. Ndoye and A. Awono, 2007).It 
was estimated that 600 tonnes a year leave from the port of Idenau alone in the Southwest region in 1993 
with a local market value of 1,800,000,000 FCFA (Bokwe and Ngatoum, 1994 as cited by Shiembo, 1999). 
This large volume of trade offers valuable employment to many young people and women in Cameroon 
and surrounding countries. Local uses of Gnetum for its medicinal and nutritional values have also been 
supported by scientific study (Abia et al. 2007; Schippers 2004; Schippers et al. 2004). Gnetum is a 
significant source of protein (16.5% dry wt.), Carbohydrate (70.6% dry wt.), essential amino acids 
(Isoleucine, leucine, lysine, methionine, phenylalanine, threonine, tryptophan and valine), non essential 
amino acids (aspartic acid, serine, glutamic acid, proline, glycine, alanine, cysteine, tyrosine histidine and 
arginine) and mineral constituents i.e. macro and micro-elements (7.0% dry wt.). The leaf fat content (lipid) 
in Gnetum is significant, up to 14.20% (Okafor et al. 1996). Medicinally, the leaf of G. africanum is used in 
the treatment of an enlarged spleen, sore throats and as a cathartic in Nigeria (Burkill, 1994 as cited by 
Shiembo 1995). In Ubangi (DR Congo), it is used to treat nausea and is considered to be an antidote to 
some forms of poison (Burkill, 1994 cited by Shiembo 1995). In Congo-Brazzaville, the leaves of both 
species are used as a dressing for warts and boils and a tisane of the cut-up stem is taken to reduce the pain 
of childbirth (Shiembo 1995). In West Africa chopped leaves are used as a dressing on furuncles to hasten 
maturation. G. africanum is also reported to be used for medicinal purposes in Mozambique (Shiembo 
1995). Culturally, the leaves form part of the diets of almost all of the societal strata in Central Africa and 
Nigeria. In the Congo Gnetum consumption has been evaluated at 2g/capita. Women play a great role in the 
gathering and selling of the much relished leaves all year round. The eru dish has significant cultural value 
in traditional ceremonies (Mialoundama, 1993), like marriages, funeral and commemoration ceremonies. 

1.2 Problem Statement 
Gnetum africanum was reported declared an endangered species by the Ministry of Environment and 
Forestry (MINEF) in 1995 (Fondoun and Tiko 1999). However since 1995 no action to protect the species 
has taken place and although it is listed as a Special Forestry Product, no particular protection measures 
other than a quota which is not based on any inventory, have been put in place. In the meantime however, 
local and regional markets have grown, especially in the Southwest is due to increased awareness of local 
communities about the economic value of Gnetum and increased urbanisation resulting in higher, 
concentrated demand for the product (Ndoye and Awono, 2007). To meet the high demand, the search for 
Gnetum has increasingly been extended to more remote parts of Cameroon, such that it is now difficult to 
find either species in the forest of the Southwest region where they were previously abundant (Shiembo, 
1999). Gnetum exploitation and environmental degradation is linked in the constant unsustainable 
harvesting of Gnetum from the wild, which occurs frequently (Laird et al. 2009; Shiembo 1998; Tekwe et 
al. 2003; Tieguhong et al. 2009). Practices are destructive when the shade cover or support base is cut 
down. Such practices and high levels of exploitation does not only risk the extinction of the Gnetum species 
itself but other valuable genetic and forest resources (Besong et al., 2002). Natural regeneration is 
commonly reported as poor with a diminishing resource base, due to unsustainable harvest techniques and 
over-harvesting (Lingondo, 2006; Bauma, 1999; Ewane, 2001; Fondoun, 2000; Nde-Shiembo, 1999; 
Tanda, 2009). The “real” value of eru both economically, environmental and socially has not yet been fully 
elaborated. Statistical data on NTFPs in general are incomplete, scattered or not comparable and at national 
level do not yet provide a solid base for decision making (Vantomme, 2003). Unless their economic, socio-
cultural and environmental value is adequately measured; their value and performance cannot be known, 
managed or governed. These dimensions are also very important when seeking poverty reduction and a 
sustainable livelihood improvement (Ingram and Bongers, 2009).  
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Within this context this study aims to provide a market chain benchmark or „‟snapshot‟‟ of the status of 
Gnetum spp. in the Southwest and Littoral regions using a value chain approach; the whole range of 
activities and relations associated with production, exchange, transport and distribution of Gnetum spp. 

1.3 Study objectives 

The general objective of this study is to evaluate the economic, socio-cultural and environmental value of 
Gnetum spp. in the Southwest and Littoral regions of Cameroon. More specifically, the study intends to: 

1. Identify the different types of Gnetum produced and marketed in the Southwest and Littoral 
regions; 

2. Examine the processes involved in the production of Gnetum spp. 
3. Identify the different actors that are involved in Gnetum spp. production and processing ; 
4. Estimate the number of producer and trader organizations involved in the collection or  

harvesting/production, transformation and marketing of Gnetum spp.; 
5. Estimate the number of small and medium enterprises involved in the production and marketing of 

Gnetum spp.; 
6. Examine the marketing channels through which Gnetum flows from farmers to consumers; 
7. Identify the major international markets of Gnetum spp.; 
8. Estimate the quantity of Gnetum spp. produced by producers, the quantity consumed by the 

producers and their families, the quantity sold and consumed locally, the quantity sold to urban 
markets and the quantity exported; 

9. Estimate the incomes of the actors in the Gnetum spp. trade; 
10. Estimate the various costs incurred by the different actors at the various stages of Gnetum spp. 

production and marketing (collection/harvesting, processing, storage and transportation); 
11. Estimate the price of Gnetum spp. at the different stages of marketing (price received by the village 

producer, retail price and whole sale price); 
12. Estimate the profit and market margins of the actors involved in Gnetum spp. production and trade; 
13. Assessing the difficulties involved in Gnetum spp. trade; 
14. Provide suggestions and strategies to improve the performance of the Gnetum spp. market chain. 

1.4 Importance of the study 
The value of this study is due to presenting major bottlenecks and possibilities for Gnetum exploitation 
from the Southwest and Littoral regions of Cameroon; the calculation of the „real‟ value of eru in these 
regions and abroad by assessing the environmental, socio-institutional and economic aspects. This is 
critical in empowering actors in the chain, and to inform regulators, policymakers and development 
agencies to influence sustainable and equitable interventions. 

1.5 Study limitations 
It was difficult to administer the full questionnaire in Nigerian markets because of the busy nature of the 
market participants. Semi-structured interviews using a questionnaire were used to guide the interviews, 
however farmers in the eru production zones, and most traders and exporters, do not keep written records, 
therefore the majority of information provided were estimates and based on recall. This situation is viewed 
as normal for Cameroon and Nigeria. As the data was gathered for the last three years and forms major 
income source for the participants, we have a reasonable level of confidence in the accuracy of data, given 
its importance to the interviewees. In the villages, particularly during peak periods of eru collection, 
farmers travel to the forest and remain there for days, which made it difficult to meet some harvesters. 
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2 Study area 

2.1 Location 
The study area as shown in Figure 1 covered four divisions in Cameroon: Manyu, Kupe-Muanenguba, 
Meme and Ndian, which were selected as important production zones in the Southwest and one division, 
Mungo (Moungo), in Littoral region. These were selected based on a situational analysis and rapid 
assessment that in these regions prior to field work. In Manyu division all four sub-divisions were judged to 
be productively important. In Kupe Muanenguba, Nguti sub-division and in Ndian, the Bamusso sub-
division were selected. Two villages were then selected in each sub-division based on their access to 
markets (easy and difficult). In Nigeria the main markets for Gnetum from Cameroon were identified, 
based on the responses of traders and exporters in Cameroon and from key informants, these three markets 
are located in Cross River and Akwa Ibon states.  
 
Figure 1 Map of study area villages and markets in Cameroon 

 
Source: Adapted from the Map of Buea- Douala (NB-32-IV), N.G.I Paris, 1979, and Field Work, 2009. 

Idenau 
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Akwa Ibon State  

Cross River State  

Figure 2 Map of study area Nigerian markets for Cameroonian Gnetum  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Adapted from www.wikipedia.com 
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Figure 3 Map of main study areas divisions in Cameroon 
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2.2 Gnetum species 
Gnetum species are found in humid tropical forests from Nigeria through Cameroon, Central African 
Republic, Gabon, Democratic Republic of Congo to Angola (Schippers 2004). These two species are very 
similar and according to Lowe (1984, in Shiembo 1999) can only be distinguished by the shape of the 
leaves and characters of the male reproductive parts. Farmers, traders and researchers have identified 
Gnetum africanum and Gnetum buchholzianum in both primary and secondary forest in the study area. 
Some have attempted to identify the species based on observed ecologically and morphological variations 
(Nkwatoh, 2000; Sunderland 2001; Lingondo et al, 2006) which have resulted in contradictory but 
confirmatory reports that both species co-exists in the same ecologic types. Both species co-exist in the 
same ecological forest types: densely shaded under-story of wet (> 2000 mm rainfall yr), primary lowland 
tropical forests as well as the under-story of swamp gallery forests near slow-moving rivers (Markgraf, 
1951; Stevenson & Zanoni, Field and Balun, 2007). This is 1991 as cited by because the cross-sectional 
anatomy of Gnetum leaves causes them generally to have a low ability to process collimated light that 
characterizes sunny habitats (Smith et al., 1997 as cited by Field and Balun, 2007). This is coupled with 
relatively low stomatal densities, low shoot transpiration capacity (Jauregui & Benitez de Rojas, 2005 as 
cited by Field and Balun, 2007), low vein densities with associated low xylem hydraulic conductance and 
photosynthetic capacity (Sack & Frole, 2006; Brodribb et al., 2007 as cited by Field and Balun, 2007). 
However, they also can thrive in more brightly lit and disturbed habitats in wet, lowland and secondary 
tropical habitats, farmlands, pastures and plantations. For example, Gnetum africanum, Gnetum 
bucholzianum and their Asian relatives Gnetum loufense and Gnetum parvifolium are reported in farm 
fallow, burned pastures, in addition to understory patches of degraded primary forests in lowland wet 
tropical regions (Fondoun & Tiki Manga, 2000; Clark et al., 2004; T. S. Field, observations in Vietnam and 
Thailand, 2007 as cited by Field and Balun, 2007), but these occur only as resprouts from deep-rooted, 
underground tubers that initially established in the forest understory and survived clearing of a closed 
primary lowland rainforest (Clark et al., 2004). This has been confirmed anecdotally that the 
photosynthetic capacities of these Gnetum taxa, found in open, disturbed habitats, are also low (Field and 
Balun, 2007). Reports from CENDEP (Tanda 2009) indicate that the African Gnetum species prefer 
slightly shady sites with acid to neutral, sandy and well drained soils and but will tolerate infertile and 
shallow substrates – and that it does well in swampy areas. Those observed in primary forest are well 
adapted to this environments hence tend to develop sufficient pigmentation and strong leave fibers, 
compared to the weak fibers and light pigment development in secondary, disturbed and other sunlit 
converted primary habitats. The cross-sectional anatomy of Gnetum leaves increases its functional 
opportunism allowing greater growth efficiency under light-limiting conditions by reducing sapwood 
allocation relative to leaf area and permitting increased capture of spatially variable light (i.e. sun flecks) in 
the understory of primary forests (Field and Balun, 2007). This is relevant to the discussion on protected 
areas which provides and creates ideal primary conditions for the growth of higher quality Gnetum. 
 
Gnetum buccholsianum sourced from the Centre region and referred to locally by actors as „country eru‟ or 
„Yaounde eru‟ has broad leaves and is the predominant species traded in the Southwest. Eru dealers 
reported that this species is preferred in local and Nigerian markets, for the following reasons: it has larger 
leaves; it is easier to select (pick) before shredding; produces a relatively large quantity after shredding; 
does not shrink after cooking; stays longer without shredding leaves; tastes better than G. africanum; has 
higher yield per vine (Lingondo et al, 2006). Gnetum africanum sourced from Littoral and Centre is known 
locally as „Souza eru‟ or „Kumba eru‟, named after the main markets and is mainly identified by its narrow 
leaves (Tanda, 2009). Although it is less preferred by consumers and traders, it constitutes a significant 
proportion of eru sold in Kumba, Mundemba and Ekondo Titi and exported to Nigeria (Lingondo et al, 
2006). 
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Figure 4 Characteristics distinguishing Gnetum africanum and Gnetum buchholzianum 
G. africanum Internode of male spike of the same diameter throughout its length, slender in 

dried (or old) specimens. Staminal column exserted from the mouth of the 
envelope. Leaves ovate-oblong or elliptic-oblong, more rarely lanceolate, 
attenuate at base, abruptly acuminate, 10–13 cm long, and 3.5–5 cm broad. 

G. buchholzianum Internode of male spike in fresh condition much thicker at the base than higher 
up. Staminal column hardly exserted from the mouth of the envelope. Leaves 
ovate-elliptic or broadly elliptic, rounded or very slightly cuneate at base, 
abruptly acuminate, 9–14 cm long, 4–7 cm broad. 

(Adapted from Hutchinson and Dalziel, 1954, in Clark and Sunderland, 2004) 

2.3 Nutritional and medicinal value  
Gnetum africanum contains ash, protein, lipid and has in general a good nutritional profile (Isong et al. 
1999) While both species have similar of mineral contents, Gnetum africanaum has higher calcium, 
magnesium and chlora, which play an important role to play in the nutritional health of its consumers (Abia 
et al. 2007). The nutritional value of Gnetum africanum leaves compared to Gnetum buchholzianum leaves 
is shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6.Figure 5 
 
Figure 5 Composition of Gnetum leaves in micro and macro elements 

Macro elements (% of dry matter) Micro elements (% of dry matter) 

Element 
Gnetum 

africanum 

Gnetum 

buchholzianum Elements 
Gnetum 

africanum 

Gnetum 

buchholzianum 

Potassium 98 55 Magnesium 2411 2314 
Phosphora 17 11 Iron 1626 1686 
Calcium 83 34 Aluminium 1335 1065 
Gg 40 18 Bore 244 229 
Sodium 16 16 Copper 125 34 
Chlora 38 3 Zinc 241 121 
SiO2 17 13    
Soufre 38 27    

Source: Mialoundama (1996)  
 
Figure 6 Composition of Gnetum leaves  

Essential Amino acid (dry matter) Non essential Amino acid 

Elements Gnetum 

africanum 

Gnetum 

buchholzianum 
Elément Gnetum 

africanum 

Gnetum 

buchholzianum 

Isoleucine 064 068 Aspartic acid 181 21 
Leucine 134 154 Serine 089 097 
Lysine 084 092 Gluconic acid 180 207 
Methionine 016 024 Proline 173 132 
Phenyl alanine 10 115 Glycine 097 118 
Threonine 080 091 Alanine 115 129 
Tryptophane 024 026 Cystine 026 028 
Valine 091 099 Tyrosine 051 069 
   Histidine 033 037 
   Arginine 080 039 

Source: Mialoundama (1996) 
 
The medicinal value of Gnetum spp. particularly in Asia and South America, has been highlighted in a 
number of studies (Yao et al. 2006). In Cameroon it is recorded as being used in the Southwest to ease 
childbirth (Jiofack 2008) and the leaves have been noted as a disinfectant for wounds, to treat hemorrhoid 
and as an anti-hangover agent the fresh leaves are crushed and used to neutralize the effects of alcohol. The 
Bulu ethnic group uses the leaves to treat colds; and increase blood production and to treat spleen problems 
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(CIFOR 2008). The leaves are also taken as an enema against constipation, to treat boils and fungal 
infections on the fingers (Schippers 2004; Schippers et al. 2004).  In Nigeria, eru is used to treat of piles 
and high blood pressure and also as medicine against enlarged spleen, sore throat and as a purgative. Iweala 
et al. (2009) report on its effect during laboratory tests on weight gain, hemoglobin and white blood cells. 
In the Central African Republic the leaves are eaten to treat nausea and as an antidote to arrow poison made 
from Periploca nigrescens Afzel (Schippers 2004; Schippers et al. 2004).  The purgative and laxative effect 
of eru has been found to vary with varieties with older leaves producing a higher laxative effect and having 
a role in hypertensive and high cholesterol patients (Isong et al. 1999). 

2.4 Protected Areas 
The Southwest region contains 19 protected areas, equal to 11% of Cameroon‟s 174 protected areas, and 
including three national parks. This is despite the region covering just 5% the total national territory 
(24,571 km²). The protected areas include a coastal mangrove swathe along the Gulf of Guinea, the highest 
and wettest montane forests in Africa covered by the newly established Mt Cameroon national park in 2009 
and lowland Equatorial tropical humid forests represented by Takamanda and Korup National parks. This 
Cross-Sanaga-Bioko forest landscape is one of the most biologically diverse expanses in Africa, showing 
evidence of having been a forest refuge during the last ice age. Such diversity is reflected in the number of 
protected area.  Gnetum is recorded as being present, and harvested from in and around the majority of 
these protected areas such as Takamanda National Park (Sunderland et al. 2003), Mone Forest Reserve 
(Mdaihli et al. 2002; Tajoacha 2008), Korup National Park (Fuashi 1997; Lingondo et al. 2006; Malleson 
2001; Mdaihli et al. 2002; Tajoacha 2008), Banyang Mbo Forest Reserve (Nkembi et al. 2001; Nkembi 
2003) and Ejaham Forest Reserve (Nkwatoh, 2000), as well as anecdotal reports of its occurrence in the 
Rumpii Hills and Bakossi Forest Reserve. The total area of the Ejagham forest reserve, at its time of 
establishment, was approximately 640 km² (Nkwatoh, 2000). This area, over the years, has been reduced 
substantially with the advent of cocoa and palm plantations by the increasing adjacent populations. The 
Takamanda National Park covers 676 km², stretches along the eastern international border of Nigeria which 
forms the north and northwest boundaries of the reserve. The Mone Forest Reserve covers 538 km². Meme 
division covers a total land surface of about 3,102 km² which represents about 12.2% of the total land area 
of the South West region. The Mungo division has a total area of 1,437.5 sq mi (3,723 km2) (BRCM, 
2005).The Littoral region has 3 protected areas; Douala-Edea Reserve, Lake Ossa and Bonepoupa, all 
forest-wetland mosaics together covering 184,000 ha, 8% of the total regional area.  
 
Protected areas are relevant in that these areas contain some of the highest densities of primary forest. As 
Gnetum has a low ability to process light and occurs most commonly in densely shaded understory of wet 
primary lowland tropical forests, the protected areas, particularly in the southwest represent a major refuge 
and source of Gnetum. Maintaining this ecological niche is the primary objective of the protected areas 
such as Takamanda, Korup and Mone. 

2.5 Population 
Table 1 shows population densities in the study area. The Littoral region has a high population density, 
mainly due to the presence of Douala with an estimated population of 1,352,833 inhabitants. Mungo 
Division is adjacent to Wouri Division in which the city and port of Douala is located. Nkongsamba is 
easily reached from Douala by 135 km by tarred road, which together with its fertile soils; help to explain 
its high population density. The Southwest divisions however have much lower population and densities, 
being both far from the major Southwest capital of Buea and from other major towns in Cameroon: Mamfe 
to Buea is 234 km, Bangem to Buea is 147 km, and Mundemba to Buea is 167 km all along largely 
unpaved roads. Nigeria borders Cameroon, with Mamfe the nearest Cameroonian large town in proximity. 
It is the eighth most populous country in the world. 2006 estimates indicate that 42% of the population is 
between 0–14 years of age, while 55% is between 15 and 65; the birth rate is significantly higher than the 
death rate, at 40.4 and 16.9 per 1000 people respectively. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cross-Sanaga-Bioko_coastal_forests
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/World_population
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/World_population
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Birth_rate
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Death_rate
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Table 1 Population statistics of study area 
Country Region/State 

Division 
Surface 
Area km2 

Population  Density 
per km² 

Capital Ethnic groups  
C

am
er

oo
n 

Southwest 24,571 838,0421 34 Buea Bakweri,  
Anyang, 

Ndian 6,626  129,6592 20 Mundemba Ejaham, Balong, 
Bassossi, Upper 

Banyang, 
MboKorup, 

Isangele, Oroko 

Kupe 
Manengouba 

3,404  123,011 36 Bangem 

Manyu 9,565  177,389 19 Mamfe 

Littoral  20,239  2,202,340 109 Douala Bassa, Duala 
(Douala) 

Mungo 3,723  452,722 2 122 Nkongsamba Abo, Bankon 

N
ig

er
ia

 Cross River 20,156  3,104,446 3 154 Calabar Efik, Ejagham 
Bekwarra 

Akwa Ibom 7,081 4,805,4513 679 Uyo Ibibio,Annang, 
Oro [Oron]  

1 1987 Census, 2 2001 estimate: n "Departments of Cameroon". Statistics from Institut national de la statistique (Cameroun) - 
Annuaire statistique du Cameroun 2004. http://www.statoids.com/ycm.html. Retrieved April 6, 2009., 3 2005 estimate from 1991 
census 

2.6 Development indicators 
Cameroon is classed as a „medium‟ level in terms of development. While at least half of the population live 
below accepted poverty definitions, on many indicators development is improving, as shown in Table 2. 
 
Table 2 Human Development Indexes  

Indicator Cameroon 

HDI value 
Literacy rate 

67.9% 

Life expectancy at birth 49.8 
GDP per capita 2005 (ppp US$) 2.299 
Human Development Index  0.532 in 2008 an increase from 0.523 in 1999 
Population living below:  
- US$1/day 17.1% 
- US$2/day 50.6% 
- National poverty line 40.2% 
Total population in millions 2005 (2008**) 17.8 (18.5) 
Population density / km2 (2004)* 34.0 
Annual population growth rate (1975-2005) 2.7% 
Urban population 1975 27.3% 
Urban population 2005 54.6% 
Births per women 6.3 
Population undernourished 1990/92 33% 
Population undernourished 2002/04 26% 
HIV prevalence (15-49 age group) 2005 5.4% 
Cellphone subscribers (per 1000 people) 138 
ODA per capita (US$) 25.4 
ODA as % GDP 1990 4.0% 
ODA as % GDP 2005 2.5% 
Overall HDI rank (out of 177 countries) 144 

(Sources UN Human Development Report 2007/2008, * United Nations World Prospects Report (2004 revision), ** 
World Bank Doing Business 2009)  
  
 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mundemba
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bangem
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mamfe
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Douala
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bassa
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Duala_people
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nkongsamba
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Calabar
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ibibio
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Annang
http://www.statoids.com/ycm.html
http://www.statoids.com/ycm.html
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2.7 Business indicators  
The market value for Gnetum is implicitly about conducting business. However, in terms of doing business, 
particularly for small and medium enterprises, Cameroon does not score well (see Table 3), falling into the 
lowest quartile in world terms for nearly all business indicators, with Nigeria faring only slightly better. 
The raft of indicators helps to explain why business conduct in the region is often perceived as difficult.  
 
Table 3 Comparison of ease of doing business 
Country (out of 181 countries) Nigeria Cameroon 
Ease of Doing Business Rank  125 171 
Starting a Business 108 174 
Dealing with Construction Permits 162 164 
Employing Workers 37 126 
Registering Property 178 143 
Getting Credit 87 135 
Protecting Investors 57 119 
Paying Taxes 132 170 
Trading Across Borders 146 149 
Enforcing Contracts 94 174 
Closing a Business 94 98 

(Source World Bank Doing Business 2009) 

2.8 Climate 
Gnetum species thrive in a humid climate and prefers an annual rainfall of about 3000 mm. All the 
southwest divisions are in in the Equatorial climatic belt of the tropical climatic zone, characterized by the 
high temperatures and high rainfall (Ewanjike et al. 2007)., with the exception of the highland areas, 
around Kupe Manengouba, Lake Barombi Mbo and Mount Supe, that are cooler, with altitude playing a 
decisive factor in climatic variations (Ngulle et al. 2007). The climate, like most of Cameroon, has two 
defined seasons. The dry season runs from November to April and the wet season from May to October 
(Ngulle et al. 2007). Mungo division has an equatorial climate heavily influenced by the Guinea Monsoon 
(BRCM, 2005).  

2.9 Temperature 
CENDEP observed that domesticated Gnetum by vegetative propagation takes a longer time to sprout to 
foliage in colder environments, such as Buea (≤ 23ºC) but less time in hotter environments, such as Limbe 
(≥ 26 ºC). This observation is important in understanding the distribution of Gnetum across the study area.  
The annual average temperature in Fako division is about 26.4°c, especially around the coastal areas, but 
drops to about 23°c in higher altitude areas around Buea. Higher temperatures occur around Muyuka on the 
leeward side of the Mt. Fako, from 27.5°c to 28°c in February. Around Limbe temperatures are moderated 
by land and sea breezes (Ewanjike et al. 2007). Temperatures within Meme division range from 26ºc in 
Bairto 24.4ºc Kumba, and slightly hotter in Konye due its to inland location (Ngulle et al. 2007). In 
Takamanda the monthly average is around 27ºC (Groves 2002). Mungo division has an average annual 
temperature of 27ºC, varying between 32 ºC and 22 ºC (BRCM, 2005).  
 
Rainfall distribution across the study area is uneven. It is highest at the coast and diminishes towards the 
interior of the division, especially in areas of the lee-ward side of the mountain. Three factors are 
responsible for rainfall distribution here: nearness to the sea, the prevailing winds and altitude. The rainfall 
pattern is greatly influenced by the sea. Places that are near the sea generally experience more rainfall than 
place farther away. Limbe, for example receives an annual rainfall of over 5.000 mm (Ewanjike et al. 
2007). Annual rainfall in the Meme division increases from West to East. It is 2020mm in Bai (around 
Mbonge) and 2174mm in Kumba to the West. This is due to differences in altitude. The mean annual 
rainfall of the Ejagham Forest Reserve for the period 1995-1998 was 1134mm. That was, however, 
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representative of the northern part of the reserve and generally increases to the South towards the Korup 
National Park. Monthly rainfall records indicated that the highest rains were recorded in July and August 
for the area. Annual records also show that 1995 was the wettest year within the period of the data 
collection (1995-1998). The mean annual rainfall recorded for the period of 1995-1998 is presented thus: 
1995=3693 mm; 1996=296.11 mm; 1997=256.23; 1998=292.23 (Nkwatoh, 2000). Most rainfall within the 
Takamanda area occurs from April through to November, with peaks in July and September. Total rainfall 
is probably similar to that on the Nigerian side of the border in the Okwangwo part of the Cross River 
National Park – up to 4500 mm p.a. (WWF, 1990 as cited by Groves, 2002). Rainfall within the Mungo 
division ranges from 2 500 to 3 000 mm/year. The area has four seasons: Two rainy seasons from April to 
June (small rainy season) and July to September (major rainy season).Two dry season: October and 
November (small dry season) and December to March (major dry season) (BRCM, 2005). Gnetum species 
grow best in this type of wet, shaded, primary lowland tropical forests. 

2.10  Relief 
Gnetum spp. occurs mostly in humid tropical forests below 1200 to 1500 m elevation (Clark and 
Sunderland, 2004; Schippers 2004). In Fako altitude and the alignment of relief in relation to the prevailing 
humid monsoons which bring the rain, also affect the amount of rainfall. Debuntscha on the windward side 
of the Fako Mt. has an extremely high average rainfall of 10,000 mm, while Muyuka on the lee-ward side 
has a rainfall recording of less than 1,612 mm, though this is still high for Cameroon (Ewanjike et al. 
2007). The relief map of Fako shows that it has a varied landscape with distinct plains and highlands. The 
lowlands can be traced along the coast which and divided into a mangrove swampy coast and rocky coast 
(Ewanjike et al. 2007). The main highland here is the Mount Cameroon, which is also called Mount Fako, 
from where the Division derived its name. The mountain consists of lava reaching a height of 4,095 m, to 
the west is Mount Etinde at 1.713 m. Meme division is located in the coastal lowland area, with its relief is 
generally low and level with some undulations, ranging between 300-800 m above sea level, with the 
highest elevations found along the western boundaries with Ndian division, where the land rises to the 
Rumpi Hills at 1764 m a.s.l, which form part of the Western Highlands range. The northern part of the 
Ejagham Forest Reserve is undulating with occasional knife-edge ridges forming the water shed, with 
elevation between 135 m to 237 m above sea level. Towards the South and Southwest, the area becomes 
more and more broken and mountainous with an elevation of about 100 m a.s.l. The topography is rugged 
with frequent granitic outcrops from the southern and Southwestern stretch of the reserve (Sanders, 1955). 
The terrain of Takamanda is rolling in the lowlands but rises sharply to 1500 m a.s.l. in the north of reserve, 
where slopes are extremely steep. Small hills, up to 726 m a.s.l., lie to the north of the Obonyi villages 
along the border with Nigeria. The hills separating the villages of Kekpane and Basho II are similar in 
height; rising to between 600-700 m. Mone is primarily lowland forest with highland patches occurring 
from 370-990 m a.s.l throughout the reserve. Towards the north of Mone and into Mbulu the topography 
becomes rises up to the Bamenda Highlands with Mount Oko at 1250 m a.s.l. (Groves 2002).  

 2.11 Drainage 
Gnetum species thrives best in the understories of forests (Field and Balun, 2007) and in well drained areas 
(Tanda 2009). This is an important factor in explaining why it is not found evenly across the region. 
Drainage of the Fako division is dominated by the volcanic karst of Mount Cameroon. This is very porous 
and lacking in surface drainage (except the crater lake at 2000m above Bakingili), characterized by short 
streams originating as a line of spring on the lower slopes from the West Coast to Muyuka (Fidelis Orock, 
2006). The division is characterized by many dry valleys representing former water courses that are now 
ephemeral streams (called “Ndongo” in Buea). The main perennial water courses are the Idenau, Lumbo, 
Likumba, Mondoni, Meanja, Balong and Mungo rivers (bordering Littoral). Meme division is located in 
Cameroon‟s principal Cameroon watershed, extending from the Rumpi Hills to the Adamawa plateau. The 
division is drained by many rivers, in prominent drainage basins such as the River Meme (976 km²) that 
flows through Mbonge subdivision, “Kumba water” (104 km²) that flows within Kumba town, Kake river 
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that rises from Lake Barombi and flows through Kumba. Mandese (52 km²), Mbeteke (38 km²), 
Kendongue (96 km²), Malende (40 km²) and Mambanda (68 km²) are all small rivers. The river Mungo 
serves as boundary line between part of Konye sub-division and Nguti sub-division with the Mameri 
stream forming a confluence with the Mungo and Kombone. Water features include crater lakes at Barombi 
Koto, Barombi Mbo Lake and Lake Disson in Konye and a tectonic lake at Mbwandong in Mbonge sub-
division. Two main rivers flow through the Takamanda Reserve, the Makone and the Oyi (or Magbe). The 
Makone drains the Matene highlands and runs southwest through the Reserve to meet the Munaya River. 
The Oyi flows from Matene, through Nigeria and curves back into Takamanda, acting as part of the 
western boundary for the Reserve, and eventually drain into the Mamfe River. The Mone River flows 
through the Mone Forest Reserve from east to west eventually draining into the Munaya (Groves 2002). 

2.12  Vegetation 
Gnetum spp. grow best in densely shaded understory of primary lowland tropical forests and swamp gallery 
forests near slow-moving rivers, and sub-optimally, as relicts in farm fallow, burned pastures and 
understory patches of degraded primary forests (Fondoun et al. 2000). Domestication experiments also 
corroborate the importance of shade, with the highest biomass production, growth rates and leaf palatability 
found with 50% rather than 20% shade (tree or net) cover (Ndam et al. 2001).  
 
In Fako the natural lowland tropical forest vegetation has been largely cleared to create settlements, farms 
and rubber, palm trees, tea and banana plantations. From about 915 m above Buea town inclines to a very 
steep slope covered by thick and evergreen forest. The forest extends up to an altitude of 1.700m and gives 
way to typical savannah vegetation. The grass becomes much shorter at the height of 3.00m to 3.500m and 
above this, the typical vegetation is lichens and mosses. On the south side of the mountain is tropical 
rainforest, from the foot of the mountain at Ekona, Bafia, Owe, Munyenge and over to Malende. Much of 
this though has either been exploited or cleared for farms and plantations and where timber and fuel wood 
is exploited (Ewanjike et al. 2007). Meme division is within the dense Equatorial forest, which is has also 
been extensively exploited for timber and other forest resources. The remnant forest contains trees of high 
economic value as Iroko, Mahogany, Obeche and Ebony. The remnants are now protected as community 
forest and forest reserves or national parks, including the Meme River Forest Reserve, the Southern 
Bakundu Forest Reserve and Lake Barombi Reserve. These protected areas are under severe attacks from 
human activities (e.g. lumbering, the creation of plantations and settlements).  The expansion of 
anthropogenic activities in this forest landscape has created many “windows” and “corridors” in the forest 
flora and fauna (Ngulle et al. 2007). The southern part of Ejagham Forest Reserve also contains lowland 
Guinea-Congolian rainforest (White, 1993), together with the Korup National Park, Takamanda National 
Park Rumpi Hills and Mount Cameroon form a major block of the Western Guinea-Congolian refuge into 
which the rain forest was reduced during the Pleistocene (Gartland, 1974; Hamilton, 1976; Endler, 1982; 
Gartland, 1986). The northern part of the reserve is a mixture of secondary and primary rainforest which 
decreases in intensity northwards. This lowland rainforest block has a very high flora diversity (Gartland, 
1986, Comiskey 2003) as well as widely distributed species which are common to other West and Central 
African lowland forests. The majority of the southern and central parts of the Takamanda Forest Reserve 
and the Mone Forest Reserve are covered by dense lowland (100-500 m) humid Guineo-Congolian forest. 
Ridge and mid-elevation (“highland”) forest (500-800 m) within the east, west and southern parts of 
Takamanda and scattered throughout Mone. Montane forest (800-1500 m) is predominantly found in the 
northern part of Takamanda, and going northwards into the northwest region towards Mount Oku. Isolated 
patches of savannah and gallery forest occur in the extreme north of Takamanda and more commonly 
within the north and east of Mbulu. This savannah/woodland complex extends eastwards and northwards 
along the Nigerian border, towards the Bamenda highlands. There are three villages enclaved within 
Takamanda surrounded by extensive areas of secondary vegetation and farm bush. Patches of this 
vegetation type are found near all the villages of the area (Groves 2002). The Mungo division has swampy 
vegetation that abounds with raffia and oil palms (BRCM, 2005). 
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2.13  Geology and soils 
Ekok, Ayoake, Inokun and Babong are on a dividing line in the Southwest, between cretaceous 
sedimentary deposits of the north and pre-cambrian gneiss and schists in the southern part of Ejagham 
Forest Reserve. The sedimentary rocks of the north are mainly composed of friable current bedded, pebbly 
sandstones, containing pieces of pink feldspars or bands of shale micaceous clay. Shales occur locally. 
Outcrops arkoses and grits also occur locally, especially west of Inokun including saline springs. Towards 
the South, numerous outcrops of quartz-mica schists occur (Sanders, 1955). Tropical rainforests typically 
have ferrallitic soils with a low fertility, but Fako is blessed with fertile volcanic soils. The fertility has 
encouraged both small scale, peasant and plantation agriculture. The ferrallitic soils found around Muyuka 
are good for grains such as groundnuts, melons, maize and tuber crops such as cassava and yams 
throughout the year (Ewanjike et al. 2007). The soils in Meme division are generally of the zonal ferrallitic 
group, with varied types having red, reddish brown and yellow colour. They are essentially clayed resulting 
from the decomposition of either crystalline rocks such as granite, gneiss, schists and mechaschists or from 
the sedimentary rocks of the coastal lowland region (Ngulle et al. 2007). Analysis of the top 10cm of soils 
from Korup National Park shows that soils are strongly acidic and low in nutrients (Gartland, 1986; 
Newbery et al, 1988). Newbery, et al (1988) show that it is predominantly sand with clay components 
which increase with depth. The texture shows a corresponding trend from friable in the surface horizon to 
aggregate below. Apart from the recent alluvial soils on the banks of the rivers Mungo, Abo and Dibombé 
that allow for the growth of market gardening and low water crops, the Mungo area has yellow iron soils 
derived from sedimentary rocks (BRCM, 2005). 
 
No studies have characterised Cameroon‟s Gnetum environment pedologically. Domestication experiments 
in Cameroon indicate that that Gnetum thrives best in volcanic soils; slightly acid to neutral, sandy and well 
drained substrate soils; and leached ferrallitic and lateritic soils. It will tolerate infertile and shallow 
soils (Tanda 2009). Ulti-oxisols according to US Soil Taxonomy Classification (Soil Survey Staff; 1975) 
contain oxides of iron and aluminium where rainfall and high temperatures have promoted extensive 
leaching of calcium, sodium, potassium and magnesium ions and silica by percolating rainwater. Those 
nutrients that remain are absorbed up rapidly by Gnetum and fast growing surrounding vegetation. The 
human impact of forest clearance, farmlands and plantations impoverishes these soil types, since it destroys 
the vegetative cover and short-circuits the recycling of nutrients in the soil by plant decay.  

2.14 Agriculture 
Over 80% of Fako‟s population is engaged in agriculture (Ewanjike et al. 2007). Crops include cassava, 
cocoyam, plantains, banana, yams, and fruits such as avocado, orange and mango. Cash crops include 
cocoa, coffee and banana, around Ekona, Bafia and Munyenge and Malende. From Tiko to Limbe and 
Debundscha maize can be cultivated continuously throughout the year, due to the year-round rainfall in this 
area. There is small scale poultry farming and piggery. Plantation agriculture for banana and pineapples is 
carried out by the Cameroon Development Corporation (CDC) in partnership with the company Del-Monte 
(Ewanjike et al. 2007). In Meme, agriculture is also the most dominant economic activity, with both 
indigenous and settlers involved in subsistence food crop farming of cocoyam, yellow coco (Akwana), taro 
(Ibo-coco), plantains, cassava, yams, maize, tropical fruits and vegetables. Cash crop farming includes 
cocoa, coffee, palm nuts and rubber. Plantain agriculture is also carried out in Malende, Mokonje, Laduma, 
Kompenda, Bakossi and Bai-Mbonge, mainly by CDC. 
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3 Methodology  
 
The study made use of socio-economic surveys with a limited biological assessment. Random sampling, 
surveys, participatory rural appraisal (PRA) tools such as semi-structured interviews, seasonal calendars, 
income ranking, activity profiles, focus group surveys, individual questionnaires and visual assessments, 
observations and key–informants were also used to collect data . 

3.1 Sampling Methods 
3.1.1 Site Selection 
Sampling was done in two stages. Secondary data was collected prior to field work to select the broad 
geographical area and centres of population. A rapid assessment was then carried out in the field at each 
level in the value chain, and in each region. Sample selection was based on characteristics of distance to 
market, accessibility of the village, size and amount of inhabitants and availability of Gnetum spp. 
Individuals were purposively sampled by selecting different levels of influence and activity in harvesting 
such as age, physical capacity, technology available and modes of income. Eleven focus group meetings 
were held with village heads and actors in the Southwest and Littoral regions to ascertain a general socio-
economic picture and situation of eru and to determine areas and villages that were productively important. 
These were guided by a questionnaire (see Annex I). In the Southwest region the Manyu, Kupe 
Muanenguba and Ndian divisions were selected as productively important. In the Manyu division all four 
sub-divisions have a high production of Gnetum spp, in Kupe-Muanenguba only Nguti sub-division was 
seen as productively important and in Ndian Bamusso sub-division was selected. In Mungo division, 
Bonalea, Dibombari and Mbanga sub-divisions were selected as productively important. As shown in Table 
4, two villages were selected in each sub-division according to their accessibility to markets (ease of access 
- determined by distance, state of the roads and availability of transportation) with 50% sampled with 
„easy‟ and 50% „difficult‟ access. In each village, 25% of estimated producer population present (after a 
rapid survey of those present) was sampled interviewed using a questionnaire (see Annex II). Tapkwe 
village in Akwaya was the exception, where 25% of the total producer population was sampled due to a 
village ceremony.  
 
Markets (see Table 5) were selected based the classification of market importance according to the role 
they play in the assembly and distribution of eru and their accessibility (Ruiz Pérez et al. 2000). Based on 
these Type II markets; medium-sized markets of regional importance, with a medium level of self-
sufficiency, acting as secondary nodes for the small local markets and intermediate assembly points for the 
large urban markets (Ruiz Pérez et al., 2000) in Fako and Meme divisions were selected as important. 
Fiango market in Kumba, Muea market in Buea, Mutengene, Tiko, Idenau and Limbe market was selected. 
Interviews were guided by dedicated questionnaires for traders (see Annex IV) and exporters (Annex V). In 
the markets, 25% of the total number of trader/retailers and exporters identified were interviewed. Where 
possible, 25% of estimated number of retailers and exporters present, who were not union members, were 
equally interviewed. When it was not possible to conduct the interview on the spot, a rendezvous was fixed 
at the convenience of the respondent. Markets in the Centre in Yaounde were rapidly assessed to ascertain 
if any of the eru came from the Southwest or Littoral. In Nigeria, the markets were identified by tracking 
the product from its main exit point in Cameroon to its final market destination in Nigeria. On this basis, 
three markets were surveyed; Oron distribution market; Ikom market and Watt market in Calabar. Meetings 
were held with authorities in each of the markets where the purpose of the mission was explained and then 
introductions to the eru actors were made. This was followed by a rapid assessment of the number actors in 
the eru chain in each of the markets. At least 25% of union members present were interviewed in the 
markets visited. In Oron only semi-structured interviews were conducted using a checklist with similar 
content to the exporter questionnaires, due to the busy nature of the market (Annex III). Most of these 
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interviews were audio-taped and recorded. Waybills were also used to gather quantitative data on exports 
from the MinFoF post at Idenau and the PSRF. 
 
Restaurant operators were selected using a similar methodology in the market towns and interviewed using 
a questionnaire (see Annex V).  
 
3.1.2 Selection of Respondents 
Respondents to the questionnaires were selected from the following target-groups, who had been identified 
as the key stakeholders and actors in the Gnetum spp. value chain: village chiefs, village traditional council 
members, traders, farmers, eru collectors, gatherers and harvesters, hunters, students and pupils, school 
teachers, agricultural and forestry extension staff, transporters; escorts; eru seller‟s and buyer‟s managers, 
union presidents, members of NGOs, CBOs and CIGs, and the various Forest User Groups. 
 
3.3.3 Questionnaire Design 
The questionnaires were based on other NTFP market studies performed in the framework of the CIFOR-
FAO project. These were reviewed, tested and further environmental, social and economic aspects were 
incorporated, drawing on the results of a study looking at the „real values‟ of NTFPs in Congo Basin 
(Ingram et al. 2009). The questionnaires were then adapted to collect data specifically on the Eru value 
chain. These were clearly formulated and defined to be understandable by every actor in the chain with a 
simple language, structured according to topic and no longer than 1 hour. The questionnaires address the 
research hypothesis and selected critical indicators. The questions were fine-tuned to enhance theoretical 
accuracy, policy relevance and to be understandable, plausible and meaningful to the respondents. Five sets 
of questionnaires were developed and administered in the field. These were for Focus groups, Producers, 
Traders, Exporters and Restaurant Operators. 
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Table 4 Sampled villages in Cameroon 

Littoral  Mungo Dibombari Nkapa camp E 30 16 4 25 13 
Bonamateke D 18 16 4 25 22 

Bonalea Souza E 200 28 7 25 4 
Mbonjo II  D 30 20 5 25 17 

Mbanga Mbanga E 50 20 5 25 10 

Mojuka  D 45 16 4 25 9 
1 3 6 D=50% E=50% 373 116 29 25 8 

Total  2 9 18 D=50% E=50% 759 312 76 25 10 

  

Region Division Sub-division Village  Access 
D- Difficult 
E= easy 

Estimated 
producer 
population  

Estimated 
number 
present 

Number 
interviewed 
(F= Female M= Male) 

Percentage 
interviewed of 
those present 

Proportion 
population 
Interviewed  

Southwest  Manyu Akwaya Bache E 30 16 4 3F+1M 25 13 
Tapkwe D 20 20 5 4F+1M 25 25 

Mamfe Central Nchang D 42 24 6 5F+1M 25 14 
Okoyong Native E 25 12 3 2F+1M 25 12 

Eyumojock Kembong E 70 32 8 8F+0M 25 11 
Eyumojock D 40 20 5 4F+1M 25 12 

Upper Bayang Bachuo-akagbe E 45 16 4 3F+1M 25 9 
Etoko D 40 16 41F+3M 25 10 

Kupe-
Muanenguba 

Nguti Ekenge E 25 12 32F+1M 25 12 
Moungo-Ndor D 14 8 22F+0M 25 14 

Ndian Bamusso Ekombe Liongo E 20 12 3 3F+0M 25 15 
Mofako D 15 8 2 2F+0M 25 13 

3 6 12 D=50% E=50% 386 196 47 25 13 
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Table 5 Markets and restaurants sampled  
Country Region/ 

State 
Division 
/LGA* 

Market Market 
typeA  

Actor TypeB Est. Number 
of actors  

Number 
actors present 

Number 
interviewed  

% interviewed 
/ present  

% population 
interviewed 

Nigeria  Akwa Ibom Oron Oron IV, III 1,2,3 42 16 4 25 13 
Cross River Calabar Watt market, Calabar  III 1,2,3 30 16 4 25 13 
Cross River Ikom Ikom III 1,2,3 80 20 5 25 6 
Cross River Ikang* Ikang III 1,2,3 ?     
Sub total  4 3   141 52 13 25 9 

Cameroon Centre Mfoundi# Mfoundi, Yaounde III 1 40  4   
Mokolo, Yaounde III 1 50  3   
Central, Yaounde III 1 70  3   
Essos, Yaounde III 1 35  3   

Sub total 1 4     12   
Littoral  Mungo Souza II 3      
Southwest  Manyu Mamfe  II 2 40 24 6 15 15 

Eyumojock  II 2 12 12 3 25 25 
Kembong  II 2 4 4 1 25 25 

Meme Fiango, Kumba II 1 40 24 6 15 15 
Fiango, Kumba II 4, 3 60 16 4 7 7 
Nguti  II 2 4 4 1 25 25 
Ayaoke II 1 1 1 1 100 100 
Kumba-Ekang II 2 50 8 2 4 4 

Fako Mutengene II 1 28 28 7 25 25 
Tiko II, IV 1 28 28 7 25 25 
Muea II 1 100 36 9 9 9 
Limbe II 1 70 32 8 11 11 
*Agents (Idenau/Limbe to Nigeria) IV 2 28 25 6 18 21 
*SW buyam-sellams II 1,2 15 5 5 5 33 

3 18    480 247 66 22 14 
Total  5  25     621 299 91 16 15 
A: See classification in Sections 4.1 and  Section 11.1.1 B:1-retailers, 2- exporters/importers, 3-suppliers, 4-restaurant operators * Local Government Area # Estimates from Ndoye 1997 &  
Perez et al 1999* Market not visited, data provided by agents/exporter/importers 
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3.2 Data Collection 
3.2.1 Preparation 
The first step was to define clearly the objective of the study and the terms to be used. An introduction 
letter from CIFOR was prepared which explained briefly the study, what will happen to the results and 
requesting cooperation from authorities, government organizations and authorities. 
 
3.2.2 Secondary data collection 
Secondary data was gathered to both inform and refine the choice of the markets. This data was obtained 
from international organizations, government documents, official statistical data (National Statistic 
Institute), scientific articles and maps.   
 
Quantities of eru leaving Idenau were also obtained from way bills. These documents from the Ministry of 
Forestry and Wildlife (MinFoF) are used to trace special forestry products and the annual permitted 
quantity. The from in triplicate includes: the name of the company; species of product; quantity; vehicle 
matriculation number; driver‟s name and place of origin of resource signed by the MinFoF Delegate and 
signed by the chief of post (of origin), driver and later by the chief of post of destination after which 
specification forms (Bulletin de spécification des produits forestiers spéciaux) are attached to the way bills. 
 
3.2.3 Field work 
During this physical primary data collection phase, detailed information regarding the eru market was 
collected directly from actors involved in the market chain and indirect actors over a period of five months 
from March to July 2009. 
 
3.2.4 Rapid assessment 
A rapid assessment was carried out in the Southwest and Littoral regions for one week from January 3 to 
11 2009, to determine the main geographical areas where actors along the chain are located and the main 
market channels and to test questionnaires before going to the field. It consisted of a quick scan with key 
informants and small enterprises at national and regional level and representatives of support organizations, 
of the major actors, key informants, markets, source of products in the forest and main production villages. 
The rapid assessment also addressed issues such as protocol for gaining access to villages and how to 
conduct focus group interviews. The tested questionnaires provided information about the length of the 
questionnaires, the comprehensibility of the questions and terms used, and the actual information which 
will be gained which gave us the possibility of improving the questionnaires which were eventually used. 
 
3.2.5 Observation 
Direct observation was used in villages, markets and forests. This was to accustom the researchers to the 
areas visited, its products and to aid the actors in getting used to us and build up trust, especially where 
new, finding informants, and arranging interviews on individual and group level. Market „‟walks‟‟ were 
conducted on main and minor market days, at different times during the day to observe the products traded, 
how they were traded, relations, prices and levels of processing and for contacting key informants. 
 
3.2.6 Interviews 
A situation analysis was conducted with multiple stakeholders from all major stages of the chain. Although 
it was difficult to always gather actors from several stages in the market chain together at once in a 
location, this exercise was beneficial in identifying other actors, problems; critical issues in the Eru chain 
functioning and gather basic data. For copies of questionnaires used, see Annex I. 
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An initial meeting with villagers, chiefs, market group meeting was conducted in order to: solicit 
participation of the actors and support organization (government, support organizations, extension agents) 
in the research; explain the research objectives; explain how (confidential) data will be handled, the 
outputs, dissemination and timescale of the research. 
 
In the Southwest semi-structured interviews were held with a variety of stakeholders. These included 
transporters; escorts at the John Holt Beach in Mamfe; transporters at the Ekondo Titi beach, Bota wharf, 
and Idenau port; eru seller‟s and buyer‟s managers in Bota wharf and Idenau; the President of Eru 
Transporters Union in Idenau; the Delegate, nursery attendant and community mobiliser of CENDEP; 
Assistant Officer of Forestry and Wildlife Post at Ekok; DED Technical Adviser in Mamfe; the 
Coordinator of Manyu Indigenous Spice Processing Ekemco Group (MISPEG) in Bachuo-Akagbe; the 
divisional delegate for Forestry and Wildlife Mamfe, Chief of Post for Forestry and Wildlife Idenau; 
former Chief of Post for Forestry and wildlife Idenau; Forestry officer at Bota Wharf; Programme de 
Securisation de Recette Forestier (PSRF) officer at Idenau. 
 
In the Mungo division semi-structured interviews were held with village Chiefs, the Chief of Post for 
Forestry and Wildlife of Dibombari and the Divisional delegate for Agriculture. Some interviews were 
audio-taped and recorded. 
 
3.2.7 Analytical procedure 
Primary and secondary data obtained from the field was subsequently analysed using frequencies, single 
variable analysis, bivariate analysis to multivariate analysis. 
As data for 2009 was only collected for 5 months (January to May) in the southwest and 6 months for 
Littoral, we have divided the results by the number of months obtained and then extrapolated data to 12 
months to obtain a full year. This is based on the assumption that monthly mean is a sufficient indicator of 
harvest and adequately reflects changes in harvests levels and seasons during the year.  
 
3.2.8  Data analysis tools 
Data was analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) and Excel. Since these tools 
needs clear and consistent data to facilitate the data analysis, questions related to the same topic were 
grouped and ordered under subheadings to clarify the questions. SPSS was used to provide an overview of 
all questionnaires, perform data analysis and to correlate variables. Charts, figures, tables and graphs were 
created in to show correlations in Excel. 

3.3 Conceptual framework  
The conceptual basis used in this study is the Value Chain Analysis and Sustainable Livelihood 
Framework. To understand and determine the economic value of NTFPs, the importance of assessing the 
entire chain of a product is stressed. One approach is to use a Production-to-Consumption System (PCS) 
(Godoy et al., 1993). This looks at the chain of a commercialized product from production to consumption, 
which includes social, economic, technological and ecological aspects of the product, the markets and the 
production-system. The PCS approach looks at all aspects directly related to the market chain of the 
product; from its biological system through processing and trade, to the final consumer. The actors and 
organizations involved in this market chain are taken into account, concerning their contribution to the 
NTFP market chain and the relationships among these different actors in the chain. The PCS approach also 
takes into account the amount of labor and capital that has been involved in the different stages of the 
market chain (Bolwig et al., 2008; SNV, 2008). 
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3.3.1 Value chain analysis 
This analysis examines the activities related to the production, transformation, processing and trading 
activities until the final consumption of a product, and the external factors which influence the market 
chain of a product (Belcher, 1998; Belcher and Ruiz-Pérez, 2001; Belcher, 2005; Kusters, Achdiawan et 
al., 2006). Value chain analysis complements the Production-to-Consumption approach, as it describes the 
role of NTFPs in household livelihood strategies (Belcher, 1998).  
 
Increasingly it is acknowledged that dependency to forests goes beyond village boundaries. NTFPs 
contribute significantly not only to the livelihood of rural residents (e.g., Sunderlin et al., 2005; Angelsen 
and Wunder, 2003; Neumann and Hirsch, 2000), but also to the livelihood of migrants (Ambrose-Oji, 2003 
and residents of urban areas as well as to national exchequers (Jensen, 2009) and the global economy 
(Leslie, 2005). By focusing on the whole range of activities and relations associated with production, 
exchange, transport and distribution of a particular commodity (Kaplinsky, 2001), the value chain approach 
is simultaneously a descriptive tool and an analytic instrument (Kaplinsky, 2001). Marshall et al. (2006) 
highlight how VCA can assess several aspects of a market chain to determine value. These include the 
number of actors involved, the volume and the prices of the products, the commercialization margins which 
determine the distribution of the actual monetary value actors in a chain obtain from the commercialization 
of the product, and the economic profitability of each actor in the chain related to fixed costs, variable costs 
and labour costs. A value chain is different from the conventional analysis of a market place as it does not 
only analyze the activities and degree to which firms in a chain operate, but also takes into account power 
relations and governance, and the effect these aspects have on actors in the chain (Kaplinsky and Morris,  
2000).  
 
Taking a global perspective in VCs means not only looking at the local and regional location of actors, 
inputs and outputs (individual actors or firms), the trade flows, value distribution (individuals and also 
among stages in the chain), but also at an international level. Transnational aspects such as the influence of 
international organizations, institutional framework and treaties are also important (Velde, Rushton et al., 
2006). Certification aspects and the schemes such as fair- and ethical trade can influence the value of a 
product, particularly in global value chains (Velde, Rushton et al., 2006). Value chain analysis looks at the 
product and market chain in order to see the „value added‟ to a product. Jensen (2009) analyzed value 
chains of different products created from the same source and highlighted that different products created 
from the same source, each have different values. A high level of product-transformation and processing 
therefore does not necessarily result in a higher product value, a raw product may have a higher value in 
some markets and for certain consumers than the transformed product, due to its „historical, cultural and 
religious significance. This report addresses these valuation needs by elaborating on the environmental, 
socio-institutional and economic aspects of the Gnetum chain. 
 
 3.3.2 Sustainable livelihoods  
This concept draws on an improved understanding of poverty, by integrating analysis relating to 
households, gender, governance and farming systems, to allow poverty to be understood more holistically. 
The resulting framework is an analytical device for improved understanding of livelihoods and poverty. In 
this context, a livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (including both material and social resources) 
and activities required for a means of living. A livelihood is sustainable when it can cope with and recover 
from stresses and shocks, and maintain or enhance its capabilities and assets both now and in the future, 
while not undermining the natural resource base‟ (Humphrey and Schmitz, 2001). The livelihoods 
framework does not represent reality but provides an analytical structure to view the complexity of 
livelihoods, influences on poverty and where interventions are possible.  
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Research has revealed that NTFPs are usually used as only one of an often extensive range of assets that 
constitutes a livelihood (Ambrose-Oji, 2003; Ros-Tonen and Wiersum, 2003 as cited by Ingram and 
Bongers 2009). The activities of the poor and how they invest in asset-building are driven partly by 
preferences and priorities. They are also influenced by their vulnerability, including shocks (such as 
drought), overall trends (in resource stocks) and seasonal variations. Livelihood options are also 
determined by structures (such as the government or private sector) and processes (such as institutional, 
policy and cultural factors) which people face. Conditions that determine access to assets and livelihood 
opportunities, and the way in which these are converted into outcomes, poverty, and opportunities to 
alleviate it, therefore depends on these variables. The framework distinguishes five types of asset: human, 
natural, financial, social and physical. These „‟building blocks‟‟ are to an extent substitutable; social capital 
such as friends may be used when financial capital is not available. Poverty is a dynamic process, with 
often unpredictable changes in context, constraints and opportunities, as are household strategies and 
activities, varying across time and space (Ingram and Bongers 2009).   
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4 DEFINITION OF CONCEPTS 
 
Due to the different meanings of some of these common terms, definitions are provided to ensure a 
common comprehension. 

4.1 Market  
Market, according to Ward (1961), is the entire web of inter-relationship between buyers and sellers and 
the products involved in exchange. It is the individual buyer‟s and seller‟s demand and supply schedules 
which determine the market. The defining characteristics of the market therefore, come from the kind of 
behavior of the participants in the market. As a result, there are at least five ways of studying marketing 
problems, four are the structural, institutional, the pricing and the system approaches (Rahji, 1981). Ruiz-
Pèrez et al. (2000) classified four types of NTFP markets in the humid forest zone of Cameroon:  

I rural, small local markets 
II medium-sized markets of regional importance, with a medium level of self-sufficiency, acting as 
secondary nodes for the small local markets and as intermediate assembly points for the large 
urban markets  
III large, urban markets with national projection linkages for production from the study area 
include  
IV frontier market with high dependence for their supply to distant markets 

4.2 Marketing 
Marketing is basically a technology that is at the disposal of producers to identify market opportunities in 
the form of market needs and wants, analyze competition, and develop appropriate approaches to reach the 
markets and to make profit. It uses a mixture of basic factors comprising products, channels of distribution, 
promotion and price by which it satisfies the needs and wants of the customers in the markets. Marketing 
operates in an environment that is created by economic, social, cultural, technological, political, regulatory, 
legal, institutional and infrastructural factors, all of which are beyond the control of the individual operators 
doing marketing (Lintu, 1995 as quoted by Tieguhong and Ndoye, 2004). 
 

4.3 Processing 
Some NTFPs are eaten raw; some go through simple processing steps while others go through sophisticated 
processing before reaching the end user. The objective of processing NTFPs may be to extend shelf life, for 
value adding and/or for better hygiene (De Silva and Atal, 1995 as cited by Tieguhong and Ndoye, 2004). 
Processing provides the physical characteristics of the goods while marketing adds to it all the necessary 
services and other immaterial features to make it a complete product for satisfying the values sought in the 
market (Tieguhong and Ndoye, 2004). These may be achieved through simple cleaning of harvested 
materials, providing proper storage conditions, packaging, grading and labeling of products. Increasing 
sophistication in processing (secondary and further processing) can follow primary processing depending 
on the type of product, available financial resources, available technology, available trained manpower and 
a ready market for the finished products. Out of the five factors mentioned, most countries in Africa lack 
the latter four for NTFPs that require sophisticated processing such as the extraction of active ingredients 
from medicinal plants for drug formulations (Tieguhong and Ndoye, 2004). 

4.4 Market Chain 
A product‟s value can change dramatically from the moment it is harvested in the forest, to the time when it 
is finally used or consumed. NTFPs may be harvested from one source and be consumed by the same 
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person at the same location, but equally maybe exchanged or traded and processed, traded and/or consumed 
in another location and known as a different product. This range of activities through which a product 
passes is known as a market or value chain, as often (but not always), the economic and financial value of 
a product changes and increases once it is harvested, processed or transformed and retailed (Ingram and 
Bongers 2009). When NTFPs move from subsistence use to commercialization, the economic and social 
livelihoods of harvesters, producers, processors, urban traders and consumers become interlinked through 
demand and supply interactions that can lead to unsustainable exploitation and concerns about biodiversity 
conservation and forest degradation. Due to these interactions, this study has taken a market chain approach 
to valuation. A method for market chain valuation however also needs to go beyond a classic economic 
„stand-alone‟ value chain approach (Baker, 2000; Wong, Thornber et al., 2001; Wong, 2003; Wong, 2003) 
as cited by Ingram and Bongers (2009). alleviation from household and community up to a national and 
international level, and contribute to the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), by taking into account 
the actual value of the NTFP market chains in policies related to forest management, conservation, 
development, trade reduction and food security. Knowledge about the real value of NTFP market chains 
can also be used to facilitate resource allocation decisions related to the areas where the NTFPs are found 
(Tewari, 2000) as cited by Ingram and Bongers (2009). 

4.5 Poverty 
A traditional definition of poverty is materialistic, focusing on a lack of income and material possessions. 
The concept has been extended to include less tangible and nonmaterial aspects of well-being, like health, 
education, nutrition, security and empowerment. The „Sustainable Livelihoods Approach‟, looks at factors 
that matter for poor people and the means for achieving these things. The term ‘poverty reduction’ 
indicates a situation where people become measurably better off over time, in absolute or relative terms - 
when they reach above a predefined poverty line. „Poverty prevention’ refers to the role of forests in 
helping people to survive and maintain a minimum standard of living – the insurance and gap filling 
functions of forests in cushioning poverty, without lifting people above a poverty line. ‘Poverty alleviation’ 
encompasses both terms (Angelsen et al., 2003). Poverty traps are activities that provide short-term 
security but constrain households in the long-term (Wood, 2003). 

4.6 Livelihoods 
This is the various ways through which people earn their living or the money they need to pay for basic 
necessities like food, clothing, and a place to live etc. A holistic view of NTFP market chain valuation can 
provide insight on links between NTFP based activities and their contribution to livelihoods and therefore 
an understanding of the importance of NTFPs to populations. This in turn can guide on their potential 
development, governance and management. Knowing the „real‟ value of NTFP market chains is important 
to address governance issues in market chains. The governance arrangements in a market chain have 
critical implications for how values are determined and benefits are distributed in market chains (Arnold 
and Pérez, 2001; Kusters, Achdiawan et al., 2006 as cited by Ingram and Bongers 2009). Variables that 
play a large role in determining how global value chains are governed and change include the complexity 
of transactions, the ability of actors to codify transactions and the capabilities in the supply-base, access to 
information and exchange methods, market structure, transparency and entry barriers to markets, at 
individual, household and community level. Understanding how these variables interacts and the power 
plays in chains can facilitate those active in NTFP market chains to improve their position, income 
generation and resource management. It can aid regulators and development organizations by indicating the 
range of values NTFP markets have and by providing a systemized method for analyzing these indicators 
and their impacts (Ingram and Bongers 2009). 

4.7 Governance 
In Global Value Chains (GVC) analysis, governance is the process by which so-called „lead firms‟ organize 
activities with the purpose of achieving a certain functional division of labor along a value chain – resulting 
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in specific allocations of resources and distributions of gains. It involves the definition of the terms of chain 
membership, the related incorporation/exclusion of other actors, and the re-allocation of value-adding 
activities (Gereffi 1994; Kaplinsky 2000; Ponte and Gibbon 2005; Raikes et al. 2000) as cited by Bolwig et 
al (2008).  
 
Governance within global value chains has been identified as an important determinant of how value is 
controlled and distributed along a value chain and ultimately affects livelihoods (Marshall et al., 2003; 
Velde et al., 2004; Kusters, Achdiawan et al., 2006; Schreckenberg et al., 2006; Belcher and 
Schreckenberg, 2007). The level and type of governance affects costs; highly governed but also 
competitive chains have been shown to be very successful in reducing production costs, increasing quality 
and increasing production speed and also provide information on how to improve skills and production 
flows. Particular determinants include how access to a market is governed to determine how, where and 
when actors participate in a value chain, how and where funnels for technical assistance enter the chain and 
who and which stages of value chains are promoted for policy initiatives (Humphrey et al., 2001; Gereffi et 
al., 2003; Bennett, 2006; Velde et al., 2006; Keane, 2008; Ntsama, 2008; Purnomo et al., in press 2009).  
In its original formulation, Gereffi (1994) as cited by Simon Bolwig et al (2008) distinguished broadly 
between „producer-driven‟ and „buyer-driven’ types of governance. „Producer-driven‟ chains were said to 
be found usually in sectors with high technological and capital requirements, where capital and proprietary 
know how constitute the main entry barriers to „lead firm‟ status. In these chains, producers tend to keep 
control of capital-intensive operations and sub-contract more labour-intensive functions, often in the form 
of vertically-integrated networks. „Buyer-driven‟ chains were said to be found in generally more labour-
intensive sectors, where market information, product design and marketing/ advertising costs set the entry 
barriers for would-be lead firms. In these chains, production functions are usually out-sourced and key 
actors concentrate on branding, design, and marketing functions. 
 
The impact of value chains on poverty and marginalization can be assessed by looking at the level of 
integration of people and areas into global value chains, and trading relationships. Poverty may be 
exacerbated if the „normal functioning‟ of chains where the poor or chronic poor are involved, usually in 
the initial production or processing stages, are left „‟unchecked‟‟ to market and social forces. This is 
especially the case for chains driven by retailers and branded manufacturers. 
 
Governance within global value chains is a critical aspect as it determines the control along a value chain.  
Access to markets may need to be governed to allow all stakeholders to participate in a chain; secondly, 
highly governed chains can be successful in reducing production costs, increasing in quality and production 
speed, and providing information to improve skills and production flows; thirdly the distribution of gains 
along the chain; governed value chains can provide an opportunity for policy initiatives to be implemented 
and improve chains; and lastly, governance provides an point of entrance for technical assistance to 
improve product related activities (Humphrey and Schmitz, 2001).The type of value chain governance can 
fundamentally determine the success of intervention strategies. Indicators of value chain governance are;  
(a) Market-based; many customers and suppliers; repeat transactions possible, but information flows 
limited and no technical assistance; (b) Balanced network, suppliers with various customers; intense 
information flow in both directions; both sides have capabilities and commitment to solve problems 
through negotiation; (c) Directed network, one major buyer of at least 50% of output; customer defines the 
product and provides technical assistance; and imbalance of information; and (d) Hierarchy, with vertical 
integration; supplying establishment owned by client, limited autonomy to take decisions (ILO, 2006). 

4.8 Sustainability 
The World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED, 1987) defined sustainable 
development as: “paths of human progress, which meet the needs and aspiration of the present generation 
without compromising the ability of the future generations to meet their needs”. Sustainability could be 
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viewed as « a relationship between human economic systems and larger dynamic, but normally slower-
changing ecological systems in which (i) human life can continue indefinitely, (ii) human individuals can 
flourish, and (iii) human cultures can develop, but in which, effects of human activities remain within 
bounds so as not to destroy the diversity, complexity, and function of the ecological life-support system. 
The term sustainability evokes the image of an economic system able to evolve without deteriorating from 
its current state into the long-term future, being « in balance with nature ». the term has become a flagship 
for the diffuse set of concerns to reconcile tensions between exploitation of the potentials of nature, the 
pursuit of human wellbeing and a cumulative undermining through resource depletion and ecological 
disruption, of the basis of collective welfare and of human and non-human life. The United Nation 
Indicators for sustainable Development were developed after the 1992 Rio de Janeiro Conference on 
Sustainable Development which covered the social, economic, environmental and institutional aspects of 
sustainable development. 

4.9 Valuation 
The adage” You can't manage what you don't measure‟‟ reflects a line of thought that unless something is 
measured its value and performance cannot be known, managed or governed. These concepts are critical to 
this study and deserve clarification. The verb measure means "to ascertain the measurements of" and 
measurement means „‟the figure, extent, or amount obtained by measuring". The noun benchmark means 
"a standard by which others may be measured" (Ingram and Bongers 2009). Although measurement may 
distort that which it measures and may not perfectly reflect a desired outcome, measurements are one way 
of assessing value. The term value is from the Latin valere; to be of worth or to be strong. It encompasses 
several meanings which are relevant for this study (Ingram and Bongers 2009): 
1: a fair return or equivalent in goods, services, or money for something exchanged. 
2: the monetary worth of something: Market price 
3: relative worth, utility, or importance <e.g. a good value at the price> 
4: a numerical quantity that is assigned or is determined by calculation or measurement 
5: something (as a principle or quality) intrinsically valuable or desirable < e.g. material values or human 
values >. Shiel points out (2002) that value is not the inherent property of an entity: it is a measure of a 
relationship between a subject and the object of valuation within a context (time and place, or hypothetical 
scenario). These “terms of assessment” define and delimit the measurement of value. The objective of a 
valuation exercise should be explicit. For example, to explain how choices are made by individual resource 
users, or how to maximize community or societal well-being. The inevitable balance between an individual 
versus a societal perspective is normative, involving judgments about which outcomes are socially 
preferable (e.g. Costanza and Folke 1997). Dorp et al. (1998) as cited by Ingram and Bongers (2009) stress 
the need to take a holistic or integrated approach to valuing NTFPs, taking into account socio-economic, 
environmental and socio-cultural values and functions that echo closely the SL approach as cited by Ingram 
and Bongers (2009). The importance of being able to measure the contribution of NTFPs to development 
and conservation, and the need for standardized methods for the valuation of forest products has also been 
highlighted on local, larger and regional scale (Dorp et al., 1998;(Sheil and Wunder, 2002; Ambrose-Oji, 
2003; Shaanker et al., 2003; Belcher, Peréz et al., 2005; Paumgarten, 2005; Delang, 2006; Belcher and 
Schreckenberg, 2007; Hoare, 2007; Bognetteau et al., 2009) as cited by Ingram and Bongers (2009). 
An important starting point in a valuation is a standardized inventory or survey methodology to provide the 
benchmark. This provides a baseline or snapshot of the status of the resource at a particular point in time. 
Several methods have been developed to do this, particularly focusing on survey methods that include the 
participation of local forest–based communities and users (Baker, 2000; ETFRN, 2000; Lynch, 2004; URS, 
2005; Reforesting Scotland, undated as cited by Ingram and Bongers, 2009). But dominant methods are not 
yet universally accepted or used (Scoones, 1998; Baker, 2000; Krantz, 2001; Wong et al., 2001; Wong, 
2003; Wong, 2003) as cited by Ingram and Bongers (2009). Many NTFP valuations to date lack 
quantitative data (Jensen, 2007). This is relevant given the global diversity of NTFPs and their uses, 
combined with the need for comparable and generalized results applicable across ecosystems, cultures 
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regions and countries (Godoy, Lubowski et al., 1993; Dorp, Niemeijer et al., 1998; Pérez and Byron, 1999; 
Tewari, 2000; Marshall, Newton et al., 2003) as cited by Ingram and Bongers (2009). A standardized 
method for forest product valuations therefore would facilitate comparisons of different NTFPs, and should 
include all aspects related to the value of NTFPs. 
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5 Gnetum trade in Cameroon 
 
This section provides an review of the trade in Gnetum spp. in and from Cameroon and in the Southwest 
and Littoral regions in particular, based on scientific literature, reports, personal communications and 
media.  

5.1 Production areas and quantities  
In 1994, a survey of NTFPs was conducted in the South-West Province of Cameroon by the Ministry of the 
Environment and Forestry (MINEF) (Bokwe and Ngatoum 1994). The survey noted 5,296 tons of Gnetum 
leaves traded through the ports of Idenau, Tiko, Limbe and Modeka between 1985 and 1994, highlighted 
the value of this forest product. By 1996, a permit system for wild-harvested Gnetum had been introduced 
and checkpoints established to control exports (Ngatoum 2000). However, no baseline distribution survey 
has been carried out to establish population densities across the main known production regions of the 
Centre, Southwest, Littoral regions and into East and South regions.  
 
Much of the Gnetum leaving Cameroon from Idenau originates in the forests of the Centre, East and South 
regions (Shiembo 1999). This reflects the scarcity of Gnetum in the heart of its natural range, where the 
natural populations have been harvested to commercial scarcity in the South-West Province of Cameroon 
and in Nigeria (Shiembo 1999; Ndam et al. 1997). The urgent need to ensure conservation of these species 
has been voiced (Bokwe and Ngatoum 1994; Nkonko and de Koeijer 2000), and Fondoun and Tiko (1999) 
report that the Ministry of the Environment and Forestry of Cameroon in 1995 declared G. africanum an 
“endangered species” (MINEF-PNGE 1995). 
 
5.1.1 Domestication  
A number of sources indicate that currently all eru marketed from Cameroon is harvested directly from the 
wild (Nchinda et al. 2008; Tanda 2009, Clark, 2004). This is despite the fact that Gnetum species are not 
difficult to cultivate; the principal requirements being shade, a support for the vine to climb on and suitable 
soil type and sufficient rainfall. In Asia and the pacific Gnetum spp. Used for food and medicinal use, such 
as Gnetum gnemon are widely domesticated (Suhardi 1999; Orwa 2009) 
 
Building on the pioneering work of Patrick Shiembo, who discovered how to propagate the vine from stem 
cuttings, the Limbe Botanic Garden‟s „Conservation Through Cultivation Programme‟ established a 
genebank of G. africanum and G. buchholzianum, developing and disseminating effective cultivation 
techniques in the late 1990s (Nkefor et al. 1999). They also developed methods for the propagation and 
domestication of Gnetum africanum and G. buchholzianum (Nkefor et al., 2003) including a cultivation 
model using eru vine cuttings, experimental/demonstration farms, organization and training of farmers and 
extension workers on eru cultivation and producing an eru cultivation manual. Since the demise of this 
project, a NGO, CENDEP has been the major actor promoting domestication activities, reaching 115 
farmers in six villages in the Southwest around Korup and Takamanda National Parks, often part of 
integrated livelihood and conservation projects. A recently approved project in December 2009 from the 
Ministry of Agriculture and rural Development Republic of Cameroon 2009) also aims to support Gnetum 
domestication.  
 
In Asia, several Gnetum species (such as Gnetum gnemon) are widely domesticated for food use, such that 
the majority of Gnetum leaves and seeds are now sourced from domesticated, rather than the wild (Orwa et 
al 2009, Pers comm. T Cunningham 2009). 
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5.2 Actors  
Actors identified on the market chain in the support zone of the Korup National Park in the Southwest 
include harvesters, buyers, workers, traditional authorities, government officials and consumers. Harvesters 
sell to the different types of buyers at the „farm gate‟. Wholesale buyers buy in large quantities and export 
directly to international markets in neighboring 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 (buying 
and cutting) are retailers who buy either directly from harvesters or from wholesale buyers and then shred 
the leaves and sell to consumers including households and restaurant operators. Government officials and 
traditional authorities play more or less supervisory roles while the workers attend to the manual operations 
to facilitate handling transactions (Lingondo et al, 2006) 
 
5.2.1 Gnetum market organisation 
The structure of the market refers to how the market is organized. Cameroon has a widespread and internal 
market for eru, with Nigeria recognized as the main international market. Most of the eru marketed in 
Cameroon is traded in the informal sector. Existing operators cannot bar the entry of new traders and there 
are no legal prohibitions on entry and exit into the trade. The marketing of eru is not organized, as is the 
case in Nigeria. Traders are not working in groups, with the exception of Kumba and Idenau markets where 
there exist unions for buyers and to a lesser extent Bota Wharf (Lingondo P. E. et al, 2006). Of these, the 
unions in Idenau are the most organized. The absence of unions in eru trade in Cameroon it renders traders 
vulnerable in the market. Where unions exist, they introduce artificial scarcity and barriers to keep prices 
and profits high by regulating activities. For instance, setting quotas for quantities traded within defined 
periods, restricting the number of traders operating at a given time, placing restrictions on who buys or sells 
as well as harmonizing prices by the use of commissioned middlemen as in at Idenau and Nigerian markets, 
establish high registration fees to discourage influx of people into the trade, purchases by credit (zero or 
part payment) systems, among others. These strategies are geared towards creating scarcity which results in 
higher prices and keeps profits high. Excess supplies are frequent occurrences at Ikom frontier market 
(Nigeria) for eru going through Ekok border in Manyu Division, where traders are free to buy and sell and 
supplies are not regulated. Although there are Nigerian eru traders unions in Nigerian markets, no union of 
Cameroonian suppliers exists. The absence of suppliers‟ unions accounts for the vulnerability of the 
suppliers from Cameroon, the frequent market surpluses and losses encountered by traders (Lingondo et al 
2006).  
 
A report in The Post Newspaper (30 September 2007) entitled „The Leafy Treasure Called Eru‟ about the 
Gnetum market in Idenau, provides a revealing view of market organisation. The influence and role of 
modern communication technology is highlighted with eru merchants in Nigeria and Cameroon reportedly 
doing most of their transactions through telephone and e-business. There are three "eru days" in Idenau, on 
Tuesdays, Thursdays and Sundays. Middlemen oversee on the market transactions. A trader is reported to 
be turnover FCFA 12 million a market day. The trade was reported as a vital source of income to the 
inhabitants of Idenau, with some 150 to 250 young men between 18 and 35 make a living out of off-loading 
the two to five lorry loads of eru a day and stuffing the bundles into bags for shipment by boat, motorized 
pirogue or speedboat to Nigeria. The Eru Workers' Union is well organized syndicate that regulates the 
trade, managed by a manager Angel Michael Njie Ngoyo. The Union accounts for a high percentage of 
employment in the town and is open to everyone of  working age, in possession of a National Identity Card 
and whom has resided in Idenau for at least six months. Union workers are paid according to the tasks, 
which include offloading lorries, filling the bags, counting the bundles and loading them into speedboats. 
According to the Post, the business is legal, well regulated, with official interactions between Union 
officials, customs and the Ministry of Forestry and Wildlife and Immigration authorities. 
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5.2.2 Market channels 
Ndoye (1995) identified various channels through which NTFPs flow from harvesters to consumers. For 
channels exclusive to the domestic markets, a collector can sell NTFP directly to consumers (who can be 
other collectors or farmers).They can also sell to retailers who then sell to consumers, or sell directly to 
wholesalers who sell to retailers, who in turn sell to consumers. The longest marketing channels are those 
related for which there are transactions with neighbouring countries. In this situation, a harvester can sell 
NTFP to a wholesaler, who sells to another wholesaler, who may either sell directly to retailers who in turn 
sell to consumers or he may sell to other wholesalers coming from Nigeria, Gabon, Equatorial Guinea, or 
Central African Republic. These wholesalers from neighbouring countries with Cameroon in turn sell to 
other wholesalers, retailers and consumers in their own countries (Ndoye, 1995). The major circuits were 
further elaborated in 1998 (Awono et al. 2002) with the major routes going from collectors to wholesalers 
and onto Nigeria. Important circuits included to semi-wholesalers and traders and on to regional markets in 
Gabon and Congo. A small scale trade was conducted between harvesters and traders and direct from 
harvester to local markets and end user households  
 
5.2.3 Volume and value of Gnetum markets 
Bokwe and Ngatoum (1994), Awono et al. (2002) and Sunderland (2001) all report that most Gnetum from 
Cameroon is transported by road to Idenau and then exported by boat to Nigeria. In addition to the trade 
reported in the official statistics, it is certain that large quantities of Gnetum are transported across the long 
unpatrolled borders between Central African nations. In 1995 reports of 100-kg bags being commonly 
head-portered along bush tracks between Cameroon and Nigeria were made. Gnetum has been reported to 
be harvested on a daily basis and sold in local and regional markets throughout the year. The volume of 
export trade was noted to have significantly increased in the 1990s (Shiembo 1999). It was, and still is, 
common to see vehicle loads of Gnetum heading to the border market of Idenau on Wednesday and 
Thursdays weekly from the Centre, East and South regions. It has been estimated that 600 tonnes a year 
leave from this port alone with a local market value of 1,800,000,000 FCFA (Bokwe and Ngatoum, 1994 as 
cited in Shiembo 1999). Up to 450 000 FCFA/ month was reported from the sale of Gnetum by one full-
time trader in Idenau market in 1997 (Shiembo, 1999). CIFOR‟s 197-198 market studies indicated that 
Idenau traded 44,427 tons in 1997 and 25,255 tons in 1998, with the average margin for a trader in Idenau 
in these years 104,575 and 86,110 FCFA respectively. Estimates of the volume traded in 1997-1998 per 
region based on market surveys are shown in Table 6. More recent data on the value and volume is not 
available.  
 
Table 6 Volume of Gnetum traded per region 1997 and 1998 
Region Quantity 1997 (tons)  Quantity 1998 (tons) 
Centre 139.59 33.66 
Est  2.59 5.75 
Littoral 32.59 28.14 
Sud Ouest 44252.84 25187.31 
Total 44427.61 25254.86 

 
5.2.4 Price variation and seasonality 
From 1997 to 1999, eru prices fluctuated monthly depending on season with a peak from November to 
December and the buying price per sac of 1,100 to 1,900 FCFA and sales price at 2,800 to 4,700 FCFA.  
According to Lingondo et al. (2006) quantities of eru traded depend on the scale of operation of the actor. 
Harvesters in the buffer zone of Korup National Park collect between 5 and 50 bundles a week, with prices 
ranging from FCFA 100 to FCFA 150 per bundle in the dry season to FCFA 150 to FCFA 300 per bundle 
during the rainy season. The size per bundle differs with location, collector, species and season. However, 
it is estimated that an average bundle weighs approximately 1 kilogram. Shredders buy between 20 and 60 
bundles a week during the dry season depending on frequency of activity per week, shredding on the 
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average 10 bundles per day in larger settlements and 5 bundles in villages. In the rainy season, they buy 
between 20 and 30 bundles per week. The cost per bundle ranges from FCFA 100 to FCFA 250 at farm 
gates and FCFA 300 to FCFA 500 in urban and semi-urban centers. They in turn sell at between 60% to 
%100 profit. Wholesale traders who sell locally buy between 600 and 1000 bundles per week at the cost of 
FCFA 100 to FCFA 250 at farm gate. They in turn sell to shredders at the cost of FCFA 300 to FCFA 500 
during the dry season and FCFA 600 to FCFA 700 during the rainy season. Prices go up to FCFA 1000 in 
December during Christmas.  
 
Although prices are fairly stable there exist slight variations based on quality (degree of freshness) of 
leaves, the sizes of the bundles traded at a given period and from a given location and seasonal variations. 
Prices are generally set by the suppliers but are negotiable. Farm-gate prices are not necessarily influenced 
by exchange rates at the frontier markets. Prices generally change in response to the underlying conditions 
of demand and supply. For instance, prices fall whenever there is excess supply at any level of the market 
chain, from the farm-gate in Cameroon to the frontier market in Nigeria resulting in both ecological and 
economic losses but when shortages occur, prices rise resulting in higher profits. The systematic adaptation 
to changes in supply and demand by the suppliers is not consistent since most supplies from Cameroon are 
not organized. Repeated cases of excess supply have been observed consistently over a period because 
supplies are not regulated, resulting in spoilage, price falls and losses (Lingondo et al 2006). 
 
5.2.5 Price mechanisms 
According to Ndoye (1995) NTFP prices depend largely on supply and demand conditions. Supply is 
characterized by the quantity gathered or harvested and the quantity stored. Due to the seasonal nature of 
production, storage is important to guarantee the availability throughout the year. During the production 
season, a larger quantity is available in markets and prices are generally lower than the periods when the 
NTFP is not in season. Demand is determined by the quantities traders are willing and able to purchase, 
which is a function of the amount of working capital at their disposal, scarcities in urban markets, and 
demand by foreign traders and consumers from border markets with Gabon, Equatorial Guinea, Nigeria and 
Central African Republic (Ndoye 1995). Price formation between the harvester (the seller) and the trader 
(the buyer) is also a function of the buyer and seller‟s reserve price. For the seller, the reserve price is the 
lowest price accepted for the product. For the buyer, it is the highest price that would be paid to acquire the 
product, prior to the transaction not taking place if charged more. Both harvesters and traders engage in 
bargaining because each party involved in the transaction wants to obtain a price as close as possible to the 
other party's reserve price. An equilibrium price is arrived at through haggling. For NTFPs sold at the 
market, the bargaining power of harvesters depend on the NTFPs at their disposal (degree of perishability), 
the quantity available at the markets, their actual financial needs (based on actual incomes they have at 
their disposal), the number of traders present at the market, prices that prevailed during previous market 
days, and the number of other harvesters selling NTFPs. The bargaining power of traders depends to a large 
extent on prices prevailing in urban markets and in border markets (i.e., expected prices), the quantity of 
NTFPs available at the market, the number of traders present at the market, and the actual marketing costs 
and the margins expected. Traders can collude, i.e., agree on a single buying price at which they buy NTFP 
from farmers. However, this collusion may break down if traders come from different zones where 
demands for NTFPs are different. Another factor that can make collusion not work well, are ethnic 
differences among traders (Ndoye 1995). For NTFPs sold in the village, the bargaining power of producers 
depends on the number of traders present at the village to buy the accessibility of the village, the supply of 
NTFP, and the degree of perishability of the product. If many buyers are present at the village, this can give 
a signal to farmers on the relative scarcity of NTFP. During the period of peak production, many traders 
prefer to purchase NTFP in markets rather than going to villages (Ndoye 1995). 
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The influence of controls, checkpoints and corruption on prices and contribution to costs has been 
highlighted. For the Southwest stretch of the journey from Centre to Idenau an average of 228,000 FCFA  
is paid at over 22 roadblocks by MinFoF, police, gendarmes and customs and councils. The journey from 
Littoral to Southwest covers on average 10 control posts and costs on average 114,000 FCFA, as shown in 
Table 7. In 2007, similar costs incurred from Sa‟a in Centre region to Idenau were calculated at 249,000 
FCFA (Ndoye, 2007).  
 
Table 7 Control post costs in Littoral and Southwest 1997/1998 
Location  Authority  Costs (FCFA / vehicle) 
Moungo Police / Gendarmerie 3 000 + 4 000 
Péage (route Limbé) Police / Gendarmerie 4 000 + 5 000 + 4 000 
Tiko Police  3 000 
Mutenguene Police 3 000 
Ombé Eaux et forêt 

Gendarmerie 
5 000 
5 000 

Mile 4 Police / Gendarmerie 4 000 
Limbé Douanes 

Police / Gendarmerie 
30 000  
5 000 + 4 000 

SONARA Gendarmerie 4 000 
Péage (route Idenau) Police / Gendarmerie 4 000 
Idenau Police / Gendarmerie 

Eaux et Forêts 
Communes 
« qualentine » 
balayeurs 

4 000 + 4 000 
10 000 
5 000 
3 000 
2 000 

Total 114 000  
 (Source: Awono et al. 2002) 
 
 
5.2.6 Market information  
In buying and selling NTFP, market participants want to obtain the best possible outcome. For example, the 
buyer of NTFP wants to pay the lowest price possible, whereas the seller wants to get the highest price 
possible. Therefore both the buyer and the seller of NTFP engage in market search to achieve their goals. 
The search costs money and time. In the absence of a market information system, market participants have 
to visit different markets to get a whole range of price information. Furthermore, within a single market 
they have to monitor different transactions to get a range of prices for a given market day. The costs to get 
price information can be measured in terms of the money spent (transport costs to the market for example) 
and in terms of the opportunity cost of the time spent to get the information (Ndoye 1995). For eru, prices 
are known, fairly uniform and relatively stable within and between markets. 
 
5.2.7 International markets  
While Cameroon has a widespread and large internal market for eru, Nigeria is recognized as a very 
important international market (Lingondo et al 2006). Products such as Gnetum are also exported to 
European, particularly France and Belgium, where food and medicinal NTFPs have been increasingly 
commercialized over the past two decades. Initially, this trade was exclusively targeted at people from 
Central Africa resident in Europe. However, this market is expanding towards European consumers and to 
countries such as the United Kingdom, Germany and Switzerland. The growth of these markets and 
resultant socio-economic benefits can be critical aspects of the market value chain (Tabuna, 1997). 
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5.3   Sustainability 
Not much has changed in Cameroon since the 1990s when concerns were being expressed about the 
volume of trade and the strong urban and increasing demand for the leaves (Numfor 1997). The principal 
causes of its decline in the wild include destructive and excessive harvesting practices and the conversion 
of its habitat to other uses (Shiembo et al. 1996; Shiembo 1999; Ndam et al. 1997; Nkefor et al. 1999; 
Mialoundama 1993; Bokwe and Ngatoum 1994; Burnley 1999; Fondoun and Tiki 1994). The last decade 
has seen very similar observations about the lack of sustainability (Sunderland 2001; Nlend V 2007). It has 
also given rise to cries to increase domestication (Tekwe et al. 2003; Tanda 2009, Petentsebenkwange and 
Marcellus 2008). Several proposals for the regulatory and institutional reform to ensure more sustainable 
management have been made both specifically for Gnetum (Ndoye et al. 2009.) and for NTFPs in general 
(Betti 2007; Ebamane 2008; FAO 2009; Ndoye et al. 2009; Nlend V 2007; Tekwe et al. 2003; Walter et al. 
2006). None of these reforms however, have to date been put into practice. 
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Part II - Results  

6 Gnetum species 
 
Both species of Gnetum known in Cameroon, Gnetum buchholzianum and Gnetum africanum, were 
positively identified in the study area (see Photo 1 and 2). Respondents indicated that Gnetum 
buchholzianum is found in the primary forest while Gnetum africanum is found more often in secondary 
forests. The two species are differentiated locally according to leaf shape, size, colour and yields per vine. 
Gnetum buchholzianum was indicated as having a higher yield per vine, with rigid, broad, dark green larger 
leaves making it easier to select and slicing and producing a higher quantity after slicing. Particularly in 
Ndian and around Korup this was stated to be the predominant species. Gnetum africanum has light green 
to yellow/reddish coloured, narrow and elongated leaves (see Photo 3 and Photo 4). This was noted around 
Meme and Manyu. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

Photo 2 Gnetum buchholziana leaves 

 

 
 

Photo 1 Gnetum buchholziana leaves 

 Photo 3 Gnetum africanum leaves  

 

Photo 4 Gnetum africanum leaves 
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Half of the traders and 67% of exporters interviewed indicated that they have informal – but widely agreed 
- standards for eru, as presented in Figure 7. Gnetum buccholzianum tends to be of better quality when 
sourced from primary forest. Poor quality Gnetum buccholzianum and Gnetum africanum is associated 
when it is sourced from secondary forest, plantations or farmlands. This implies that as forest cover is 
removed and transformed into secondary bushes, farmlands and plantations, the availability of good quality 
eru also decreases. 
 
Figure 7 Eru quality criteria 
 Exporters Traders 
Criteria used to determine good quality % 
Strong leaves (fibres) 33 32 
Fresh leaves  35 
Dark green leaves 33 32 
Large broad leaves 33  
TOTAL 100  
Criteria used to determine poor quality  % 
Weak leaves (fibres) 32  
Light green leaves 32 36 
Shrunken, dried leaves  39 
Yellowish leaves or reddish leaves 32  
Sandy leaves  16 
Rotten leaves  9 
Thin slender leaves 12  
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7 Uses  
 
Although Gnetum species are predominantly used for food, 
some other uses were reported.  

7.1 Food use 
The major use reported of Gnetum reported in Cameroon and 
Nigeria was as a food. In Cameroon, the fresh leaves of 
Gnetum africanum and Gnetum buchholzianum are used as a 
vegetable. They are usually cooked with meat or fish and 
occasionally consumed as a salad. The leaves are shredded into 
thin strips and are often eaten as part of a mixture in, for 
example, a groundnut-based stew in Centre and littoral regions, 
and with palm oil in the Southwest. To soften the tough leaves, 
it is often mixed with waterleaf (Talinum triangulare (Jacq.) 
Willd.). Shredded leaves can also be dried and preserved for 
later use but this is not common practice. Although the seeds 
have been reported to be eaten in Cameroon, this use was not 
quoted by respondents. The leaves of Gnetum africanum are 
completely substitutable in the common dishes by Gnetum buchholzianum, or leaves of the shrub 
Lasianthera africana P.Beauv., which have a similar taste. 
 
In Nigeria, Gnetum leaves are used in the preparation of a popular dish called afang soup that is eaten with 
garri (grounded and dried cassava with palm oil) or fufu (fermented cassava). No evidence was found of 
eru being processed into alcoholic beverages in Nigeria as is often asserted in Cameroon. 

7.2 Medicinal use 
Medicinal uses for Gnetum were hardly reported by the respondents of this study, despite their being 
known scientifically and in other countries (see Section 2.3), were small in comparison to its primary use 
for food. It may however be that traditional medicine practionners and healers are the main buyers for 
Gnetum for medical use and that it has a small scale market that was not captured in this study. The main 
retailers and traders in the major markets did not mention the medical aspect as a selling point. The 
coagulating properties of eru leaves are not well known, with 6% of producers indicating that they used 
them to stop wounds from bleeding. 5% of producers used eru to promote blood production in pregnant 
women and as an enema to ease child birth. Others used eru fruits as an anti-diuretic for children. 

7.3 Commercial use 
The growth of local markets in the South west and Littoral Regions is due to increased awareness of local 
communities on the economic value and trade of Gnetum. All of the producers, traders, exporters, 
importers, middlepersons, restaurant operators and processing enterprises in the study area are engaged in 
the trade of the leaves of Gnetum spp. either processed or unprocessed.  

7.4 Tools 
The larger, supple stem of the vine is sometimes used as rope and the vine is used to tie bundles for 
transport.  

Photo 5 Eru fruits 
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8 Gnetum actors and market channels 
 
The main actors identified in the Gnetum chain originating in the Southwest and Littoral regions of 
Cameroon include village harvesters known as „producers‟, local „assemblers‟ (wholesalers or bulkers, also 
known as buying agents), wholesalers, exporters, retailers in local markets who buy and slice, household 
consumers, restaurant operators and „managers‟ who negotiate purchases in Cameroonian border markets 
and Nigerian distribution markets on behalf of Cameroonian exporters and Nigerian traders. Indirect actors 
identified include transporters, traditional authorities, labourers (loaders, off loaders, counters and 
waterers), local councils and government officials (MinFoF forestry officials, police, gendarmes, 
quarantine and PSRF). The seven major types of actors and channels are shown in Figure 8 and interactions 
between these actors are shown in Figure 9. 
 
Figure 8 Channels and actors in the Gnetum market chain 
Channel Actors in Chain 
1  Producers  Retailers Consumers 
2 Producers  Buy‟am Sell‟ams  Retailers Consumers 
3 Producers  Buy‟am-Sell‟ams Exporters  Retailers  Consumers 
4  Producers  Buy‟am-Sell‟ams  Exporters Importers  Retailers Consumers 
5 Producers Exporters/Agents Retailers  Consumers 
6 Producers Exporters/Agents Importers  Retailers Consumers 
7  Producers Processors Consumers 

 
The activities and profiles of the actors in the chain are described in the following sections.  
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Figure 9 Gnetum market channels and chains  
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8.4 Producers  
The producers or harvesters, also known as pickers or pluckers, are the first actors in the chain harvesting 
the eru, picking from the leaves from the vine or the whole vine, and transporting back to their village or 
a point of sale. As shown in Table 8, women form the majority of producers. The general perception of 
eru harvesting in the study area is that it is an activity for women and the men who do participate, do not 
have anything else to do. This can be explained when viewed from a cultural context where cooking, 
gardening and marketing of vegetables and other spices used in food preparation is commonly performed 
by women, with this perception extended to eru, which is regarded as a vegetable in the study area. As a 
„woman‟s‟‟ profession, this also helps explain the low policy interest in the eru sector. All producers 
interviewed in the Ndian division were women. A typical harvester is a middle aged, married, with a 
primary school level of education, who travels on average 5 km into the forest to harvest but will not 
travel as far to market. 
 
Table 8 Producer characteristics  

Characteristic All 
Divisions 

Manyu Kupe 
Muanenguba 

Ndian Mungo 

Average age 35 32 37 39 32 
Number of persons in household 5 7 5 6 4 
Distance travel to collect eru in km 5 8.0 1.5 3.0 8.7 
Distance to Market 2.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 - 

Average time spent harvesting  2.7±2.3 3.0±2.3 2.3±2 2.7±1.8 2.5±2.3 
Transport cost per km in FCFA 167 100 150 250 - 
Average Profit Margin/Kg of Eru FCFA 221 220 230 275 160 
Marital Status 
%  
 
 

Widow/er 35 8 - - 26 
Single 30 18 - - 41 
Married 65 68 100 61 32 
Divorced 23 7 - 39 - 

Gender: 
 

Male 
Female 

22 23 20 - 43 
79 77 80 100 57 

Total number of producers in all villages 
sampled 

759 312 39 35 373 

 
8.4.1 Producer education  
The level of education sheds light on the ability to read and write, and how formalised trading is, whether 
written contracts are required or used for transactions between producers and traders (Ndoye 1995). In all 
divisions more than 90% of harvesters interviewed have at least primary level education and have a basic 
knowledge of how to read and write. 
 
Table 9 Producers education level  
Education level All Divisions Manyu Kupe M. Ndian Mungo Total 

Average %  
No education 9.3 2.6 40 18.2 11.4 16.3 
Primary 71.6 67.7 40 81.8 80.7 68.36 
Secondary 18.1 27.7 20 - 7.8 18.4 
University 1.1 2.1 - - - 1.6 
Total % 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 



CIFOR Market chain baseline Gnetum spp. Southwest region, Cameroon   42 
 

8.4.2 Producer sources of household Income 
Producers in the study area have varying strategies in generating income. NTFPs contribute up to 47% of 
a producer‟s household income, followed very closely by agriculture. This finding matches studies of 
NTFPs incomes in Takamanda National Park (Sunderland et al. 2003; Tajoacha 2008), Mone Forest 
Reserve (Mdaihli et al. 2002; Tajoacha 2008), Korup (Fuashi 1997; Lingondo et al. 2006; Malleson 
2001), Banyang Mbo Forest Reserves (Nkembi et al. 2001; Nkembi 2003) and Ejaham (Nkwatoh, 2000), 
and reinforces the importance of NTFPs in the livelihoods of the village communities in the study area. 
 
Table 10 Producers sources of household income 

Household modes of income Percent 

Harvest and sale of forest products 46.8 
Agriculture (including market gardening) 43.6 
Trade 3.7 
Poaching 1.2 
Fishing/trade 1.2 
Motorbike rider 0.6 
Breeding 0.6 
House construction 0.6 
Tailoring 0.6 
Picking and sale of palm nuts from plantations 0.6 

 
 
8.4.3 NTFPs contribution to producer household income  
In the Southwest 13 NTFPs were named by harvesters as being important in providing income and/or 
food. In Littoral, 9 products were named. In both regions, eru was ranked as the most important; however 
in the southwest where a wider range of NTFPs is collected, it was not as proportionally important as in 
Littoral.Mungo division in Littoral had a higher production in the last 3 years compared to the Southwest. 
This is attributed to producers in Mungo division being more specialized in eru production (63%), the 
lower more limited availability and harvesting of other NTFPs. Whereas in the Manyu division, producers 
have diversified NTFP income streams, shown by the fact that eru production, amounting to 25% on 
average of NTFP generated household income tends to fall during bush mango production seasons 
(contributing to 24% of income) as shown in Table 11. 
 
 Photo 6 Eru harvester arranging bundles, 

Southwest 
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Table 11 Contribution of NTFPs to producer’s income 
NTFPs* % 
contribution 
to household 
income 

Divisions and Sub-divisions Total 
Manyu Total 

Manyu 
Kupe M Ndian Mungo Total 

Mungo 
Average 

Eyumock Akwaya Upper 
Bayang 

Mamfe 
Central 

Nguti Bamusso Bonalea Dibombari Mbang
a 

Gnetum (Eru) 33% 26% 19% 24% 26% 20% 22% 92% 57% 47% 63% 33% 
Bush Mango 28% 27% 19% 21% 24% 20% 13% 8% 21% 18% 16% 18% 
Njangsang 18% 6% 16% 24% 16% 12% 22% 0% 7% 12% 7% 14% 
Bush Pepper 3% 12% 11% 8% 8% 20% 22% 0% 0% 6% 2% 13% 
Bush Onion - 9% 11% 8% 7% 12%         - 5% 
Native Cola 3% 3% 0% 0% 1% 8%       6% 2% 3% 
Hot leaf  8% 12% 19% 16% 14%         - - 3% 
Snails             13%     - - 3% 
Bitter Cola 3% 3%     1%   4%     6% 2% 2% 
Monkey Cola     5%   1% 8% -     - - 2% 
Mushrooms             4%     - - 1% 
Bush meat 3%       1%         6% 2% 1% 
Kasa mango                 7% 0% 2% 1% 
Pepper                  7% 0% 2% 1% 
Eboya 3% 3%     1%     - - - - 0% 
TOTAL 33% 26% 19% 24% 26% 20% 22% 92% 57% 47% 63% 33% 
*See Annex VIII for English, local and scientific names of the NTFPs 
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The majority (83%) of eru harvested is sold, as shown in Figure 10, which indicates the commercial 
importance of the Gnetum harvest, with only a small percentage consumed by the harvesters. Both regions 
primarily sell to traders. In the Southwest, 46% of production was sold to traders from outside the village 
of production; 25% was sold to neighbours for consumption and 29% sold to neighbours for resale. In 
Littoral, the majority (77%) of eru is sold to traders, with 20% sold to neighbours for their own 
consumption. Losses are relatively low, as it is usually consumed or given as gifts before large scale 
losses occur. As the vast majority on average is sold, this also highlights the inappropriateness of the legal 
framework and customary rules for the products givens its high commercial value. 
 
Figure 10 Uses of eru by producers 

 
The income generated from Gnetum enables producers to pay for basic needs, as shown in Table 12; with 
food, education, clothing, healthcare and house rental constituting over 90% of expenditures. This shows 
that eru production plays a big role in providing cash income and meeting multiple Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs).  
 
Table 12 Use of income from eru during the past 12 months  

Use Importance (%) 
Food 28.8 
Household needs 20.0 
Education 14.0 
Clothing 13.2 
Medicines 11.6 
House rent 6.8 
Buying TV/DVD /phone 2.0 
Electricity and water bills 1.2 
Built a house 0.8 
Settlement of debts 0.4 
Assistance to family relatives 0.4 
Njangi (savings group) 0.4 
Reinvest in trade 0.4 
Invest in farming/agricultural activities 0.4 
Total 100 
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8.4.4 Producer organisation  
The vast majority (93%) of producers do not belong to any commercial group or organisation in the study 
area. All harvesters also indicated that they sell eru individually and not as a group.  However as 16% of 
producers sell to their neighbours to resell (especially in the Southwest), there is in effect group sale and 
bulking up by local villager producers. This anomaly of low levels of harvester organisation is at odds 
with membership of social and savings groups (e.g. ngangi) and associations being common in the region 
(Asaha et al. 2005; Tekwe, Ndam et al. 2003). The finding demonstrates the individualistic and family 
nature of the trade combined with the cultural background for sole trader entrepreneurship in the study 
area. Producers responded that their main (95%) reason for not being part of an organisation is that none 
groups have been created in the villages. 3% saw no need to belong to group even if one existed, while 
nearly 2% indicated that eru production and trade is temporary or part time activity and therefore there is 
no need to be organised or work as a groups. This shows that producers in the study area do not see any 
advantages in belonging to a group unless they are proven otherwise through sensitization. 
 
8.4.5 Harvest and processing methods  
On average a harvester indicated they spend 2.2 hours harvesting in the forest (2.9 hours in the Southwest 
and 2.5 in Littoral). This varies widely however form 40 minutes to 9 hours, when harvesters leave in the 
early morning and return around 4 pm, spending on average 3-4 hrs travelling. Some harvesters stay in the 
forest ("sleeping bush") for 2-3 days. These tend to be full time harvesters working 5 to 6 days per week. 
Those who also farm and have other income generation activities spend on average 3 days per week 
harvesting. CENDEP reports that around Ejagham Forest Reserve a new trend is the recruitment of up to 
10 Nigerian children to harvest eru for Nigerian traders, camping in the forest for 2 to 6 weeks, especially 
in the dry season, to harvest large scale quantities. As shown in Section 9.3, distances have increased over 
time as eru has become scarcer and more harvesters are active.  
 
The equipment used during the harvesting and processing of Gnetum and the average unit cost of each are 
shown in Table 13. These materials are not specialised for eru and are commonly available household 
equipment and clothing, lasting on average one to two years. The low level and unspecialised nature of 
the equipment mean that low start-up costs effectively present almost no entry barriers for harvesters to 
enter the trade.  
 
Table 13 Tools used during Gnetum harvesting 

Tools  Percent of total costs  Average Unit Price FCFA 
Cutlass 16.3 3327 
Knife 1.7 538 
Bag 16.3 314 
Trousers 16.3 653 
Long sleeve shirt 16.1 484 
Rubber shoes (nchang) 15.5 1683 
Boots 0.7 5667 
Scarf 9.2 626 
Cap 0.7 500 
Gloves 0.9 1125 
File (knife sharpening) 0.9 2325 
Socks 5.0 330 
Sweater 0.2 800 
Slippers 0.2 400 
TOTAL 100 18,772 
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8.5 Traders   
The „traders‟, also known as middlepersons, wholesalers („buy and cuts‟) intermediaries, agents, buyers 
and „buy‟am-sell‟ams‟ (the pidgin term) are those who buy and sell Gnetum. They may travel to 
production villages to buy directly from individuals, or buy from representatives or transporters who have 
travelled into town to the trader‟s place of business. Traders may sell direct to retailers, exporters or 
importers or onto another trader or agent, often performing storage and a wholesale function by bulking-
up the product. Traders often play an important role in getting eru to markets, especially as many 
harvesters find it difficult to go leave their production zones due to lack of transport, the costs and long 
distances, combined with unwillingness to leave farm and family to transport the products to markets. 
They also often act as an informal social network, passing on news whilst doing business.  
 
8.5.1 Buyam-sellams 
These agents usually live in production and buy on behalf of 
wholesalers or may buy to resell to wholesalers. 40% of 
buyam sellams supplied direct to traders, with 60% 
supplying wholesalers. 65% indicated they have no 
preference who they sell to, but just over a third indicated 
that they do have a preference and supply specific traders or 
even make purchases upon orders. A buyam-sellam earns an 
average of 60.000 FCFA per month. Idenau, Fiango in 
Kumba, Tiko and Mutengene markets all have eru unions, 
unlike Limbe and Muea market in Buea. The Idenau 
Transporters Union members are mainly the export-
transporters. The Fiango Union, most export through Ekondo Titi Beach, distribute market weeks per 
trader and specify the maximum quantity each member can export, to avoid over supply to Nigeria. 
Buyam-sellams and buyers in Manyu must „book‟ at village traditional council to obtain supplies from 
producers. At Kesham in Akwaya, traders pay a yearly fee of 10,000 FCFA. In the other villages, traders 
pay 2,000-5,000 FCFA per week for a „booking‟ plus a „commission‟ of 10 FCFA per bundle. Foreigners 
(Nigerians) also pay 10,000-20, 000 FCFA to enter village forests and harvest eru for defined periods. 
This money goes to the village traditional councils and is may be used for village development. Around 
Takamanda, buyers pay 2000 to 3000 FCFA monthly or weekly, depending on the village, to traditional 
councils, for unlimited harvest rights. These traditional authorities‟ „elite‟ decisions are commonly 
criticized by community members who do not benefit from these revenues. This was also reported by 
Mhadaili et al. (2002). 
 
The number of people employed in all markets was not possible to determine in a one-off baseline study 
such as this, due to the seasonal changes, market days and fluctuating volumes and informal nature of the 
work, where many casual labourers (callers, loaders, transporters, waters, knife sharpeners etc) are not 
registered either with the market or with an government service. This makes it especially difficult to 
calculate of those indirectly concerned in the market trade. However estimation, based on reports from 
key informants, interviews and supported by literature, is made in Table 14. This indicates that in 
Cameroon at least 1,126 people are active in the various stages of the market side of the chain. In Nigeria 
at least the 141 union members are active, plus an unknown number of buyam-sellams traders and indirect 
labourers in the markets.  
 

 
Photo 7 Eru buyam-sellam, Fiango  
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Table 14 Number of traders and workers per market 

Region 
 

Market Buyam-
sellams 

Retailer/ 
Shredder 

Importer/ 
Exporter 

Managers Support Total 

Nigeria  Oron 
  

42 
  

42 
  Calabar 

  
30 

  
30 

  Ikom 
  

80 
  

80 
  Ikang 

  
  

  
42 

Subtotal  
 

? ? 152 ? ? 152 
Sw Ayoke   1       1 
  Bota, Limbe             
  Ekondo Titi 5 10 2     17 
  Eyumojock   12       12 
  Fiango, Kumba   60 40     100 
  Idenau 10 28 28 46 250 362 
  Kembong   4       4 
  Main, Kumba   60       60 
  Main, Limbe 20 100       120 
  Mamfe   40       40 
  Manyem   7       7 
  Muea 50 50       100 
  Mutengene   28       28 
  Nguti   4       4 

  
Railway, 
Kumba 

70 50 15     135 

  Soppo, Buea 20 45       65 
  Tiko   28 28     56 
  Town, Buea   12       12 
  Wone   1       1 
Subtotal  

 
175 539 113 46 250 1123 

Littoral  Souza   3       3 
Subtotal  

 
  3       3 

Total    175 542 265 46 250 1278 
*Blank spaces indicate no data was collected  
(Sources: Interviews 2009 and Nchina 2008)  
 
8.5.2 Managers 
Managers are commissioned middlemen who within the Nigerian union system. Each Nigerian wholesale 
buyer contracts a manager, who is often Cameroonian who collects their eru and sells to the Nigerian 
importer at the border markets or further in Nigeria. The buyers sending money from Nigeria by boat or 
money transfer agencies to their managers. Improved telecommunications has had am major impact on 
ease of doing business. A commission fee is normally paid per bundle. Although the Nigerian exporter 
buyer usually specifies the price expected per bundle, some managers may pay less than the agreed price 
on the excuse of low prices, especially when there is a surplus in the market. A manager selects and 
supervises a team of young men to unload the trucks, tie, count, water, pack into sacks and loads onto 
boats or trucks for transport to Nigeria. A manager earns on average 120,000 FCFA per month plus extra 
benefits resulting from price bargaining.  
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8.5.3 Retailer characteristics  
All the retailers, also known as shredders,  in the study area were 
identified were women. The typical profile of a trader is a married 
woman with education to secondary school level. The majority are 
local women from the SW, with 9% Nigerian and 5% from the 
Northwest. The main difference compared to producers is the 
higher level of education, reflecting the ability to organise the 
logistics in trade, as shown in Table 15. The retailers in the markets 
sell to individual buyers, mainly female heads of households. 100% 
of the retailers interviewed in all the markets sampled were women, 
indicating the female domination of this trade. The average profile 
of a retailer is a married woman in her mid thirties with education 
up to primary school level, as shown in Table 15.  
 
Table 15 Trader Characteristics 

Characteristics Average % all 
Markets 

Muea 
% 

Limbe 
% 

Tiko 
% 

Mutengene 
% 

Fiango 
% 

Marital Status 
 

Widow 24 - 13.2 - - 35 
Single 17 - 13.2 - - 20 
Married 82 100 65.8 100 100 45 
Divorced 8 - 7.9 - - - 

No of persons in household 6 7 5 5 7 7 
Level of 
Education 

None  - - - - - 
Primary 67 88.4 60.5 82.1 45.9 60 
Secondary 33 11.6 39.5 17.9 54.1 40 
University 0 - - - - - 

Ethnic group Southwest 84% (Banyang 72%, Ejaham 6%, Bangwa 2%, Bakweri 4%) 
Nigerian 9% (Ibo 6%, Ibiobio 3%), Northwest 5% (Meta 5%) 

Gender Male 0 - - - - - 
Female 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Age 37 100 37 38 36 40 
Average distance travelled (km) 2.2 2 0.2 4 5 0.1 

 
8.5.4 Retailer’s sources of household income 
For the majority of eru traders, the eru business is their main source of income, as shown in Figure 11. 
However most traders had up to 6 other, diversified sources of income, and traded in a range of other 
common, complementary food products that are both seasonal and year round staple commodities. 
 
Figure 11 Retailers’ sources of household income  

Photo 8 Eru retailer, Idenau 
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Similar to producers and exporters, over 70% of trader‟s income from eru is used to pay for basic needs, 
with food, education clothing and healthcare rated as the most important, as shown in Table 16.  
 
Table 16 Retailer’s uses of income generated from eru 

Use of income generated from eru Percent 
Food 21 
Education 20 
Clothing 18 
Health care 14 
House rent 10 
Electricity and water bills 5 
Other household needs 7 
Njangi/Savings 2 
Total 100 

  
8.5.5 Retailers’ organisation  
42% of retailers belong to a commercial union or organisation, most having been members for between 2 
to 10 years, on average 4 years. The major services provided by the union are credit, social support and 
solidarity and settling conflicts. The majority (77%) do not belong to other organisations; however 23% 
(10) traders belong to other trading associations (Figure 12), which also play a role in trading activities. 
Figure 12 Membership of trading associations 

 
All retailers obtain their supplies (whole eru stems) from traders and do not buy directly from harvesters. 
60% obtain from wholesalers and 40% from buy-am sell-ams. Their supplies are sourced from a range of 
areas, with the majority from the Southwest (51%), particularly Muyuka, followed by 20% from Littoral – 
especially from Souza, and 29% from the Centre, as shown in Figure 13. All traders interviewed slice and 
shred eru themselves. 85% of traders sold sliced eru and 15% sell both whole leaves and sliced leaves. 
 
Figure 13 Sources of Gnetum supplies for retailers  
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The main units of sale are vine stems with leaves in recycled 100 kg „flour-sacks‟ (see Photo 11) and 150 
kg bags (see Photo 16 and 17). Loose, detached leaves are called pieces. Rejects is the name given to 
bundles of mostly stems with very few or no leaves, due to poor handling or storage, or older leaves. 
These are sold for 50-75 FCFA per /reject bundle in Nigeria and traders register losses if their supplies 
consist mostly of pieces and rejects. 

 

8.6 Processers  
The simplest form of product differentiation practiced by 
producers was observed in Takpe in the Akwaya sub-division 
and Ekenge in the Nguti sub-division. Here the producers 
harvest eru by selecting only the leaves. Instead of 200-300 
FCFA, such bundles cost 500 FCFA each, with an added value 
of 200-300 FCFA. The Manyu Indigenous Spice Processing 
Ekemco Group (MISPEG) processes eru from Bachuo-akagbe 
in the Upper Bayang Subdivision of Manyu. This CIG was 
created in 2004 and legalized on 28th of April 2006. Its 
packaged, dried, processed eru (see Photo 14) is sold in Douala, 
Limbe, Buea and Yaounde in Cameroon- as well as exported to 
the Netherlands, Belgium, Britain, Germany and the USA at 
1000 FCFA for of a 250g bag (equivalent to 4000 FCFA per kg). Based on the cost of group members go 
to the forest to harvest eru themselves, MISPEG estimates the cost of processing 10 kg of wet eru at 1000 
FCFA, with an added value of 150 FCFA per kilogram of wet eru. In 2007 it sold 389 packets, 437 in 
2008 and 220 by April 2009. Production constraints include a lack of processing machines, poor product 
labels; low levels of publicity and marketing, and a lack of dedicated transport. Taless a small dry food 
processing company, also markets a similar product from eru sourced mainly from the Centre and Littoral 
regions, produced in Yaounde. This is sold for 600 to 650 FCFA per 100g in supermarkets in Yaounde in 
2009 (Tabuna et al. 2009). CENDEP, through its subsidiary Forest House also produces 100g bags of 
dried eru (see Photo 13). Tools used by these processing enterprises include: files, knives and slicing 
board for slicing; zinc sheets, electric drying machines for drying the sliced eru, electronic sealing 
machine and plastic packaging materials. 

Photo 11 Bundle dried eru, Nguti 

 

Photo 9 A ‘heap’ of ‘pieces’, Ikom Market 

 

Photo 10 Floursack of Gnetum, Mamfe bridge 
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8.7 Restaurants 
Restaurant operators, often known as „mammy‟, cook and sell Gnetum in a dish commonly known as „eru 
and water-fufu‟ in the study area, and often also sell a range of other savoury dishes such as rice, beans, 
corn, other vegetables, fish and meat. Restaurants physically range from very simple table and benches in 
the open air, often set up to cater to passing customers mealtimes in the afternoons and evenings, to 
buildings - often hired rooms or former containers- from which the restaurant operates on a daily basis. A 
restaurant operator can be regarded as a small-scale processor. All of the restaurant operators identified 
and interviewed were women. The income generated from the sale of cooked eru by restaurant operator in 
the study area was used for basic needs such as children‟s school fees (20%), health care (15%), food 
(35%), and clothing (30%). As shown in Table 17, a restaurant operator makes an average profit of 550 
FCFA per kilogram of eru, plus the profits gained from the food items. 
 
Table 17 Components of restaurant owners’ profit margins 

Average Number 
of bundles cooked 
per day 

Average buying 
price per 
bundle FCFA 

Average 
production of 
eru (plates)  

Average price per eru 
plate (without 
complement) 

Average number 
of cooking days 
per week  

10 200 150 50 04 
 
 
Table 18 Cost of ingredients for a typical ‘eru and fufu’ dish 
Products/Ingredients Average quantity 

used/ day  
Average unit buying 
Price FCFA 

Average 
Profit  

Waterleaf (Talinum triangulare) 10 bundles 50  
Shrimps (Crayfish) 4 pans 250  
Smoked fish 2 fish 500  
Kanda (Cowhide) 2 kg 4000 1500 
Palm Oil 4 Litres 700  
Maggi (seasoning) 10 Cubes 10  
Pepper 5 Place 100  
Beef  1.5kg 2000 400 
Salt 5g 10  
Fufu (Cassava)  150  5000 2500 
Total   12620 4400 

 
A typical dish of eru (see  
 

Photo 12 Processed dried eru, MISPEG 

 

Photo 13 Processed dried eru, CENDEP 
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Table 18) is prepared differently depending upon taste and ethnic customs. The Ibibios pound the leaves 
before cooking. The leaves can also be eaten raw as "salad". The Bayangi recipe uses boiled meat and 
"kanda" (cowhide) with waterleaf added to the meat with salt, pepper and magi cubes to season. Boned, 
smoked fish is added and all are boiled for about 20 minutes. The sliced, fresh eru is then added and 
stirred. Finally shrimps and palm oil are added and boiled until the eru is soft. Ir is then served with water 
fufu or garri. The Nigerian recpice for Afang soup is basically the same as the Cameroonian using 2 cups 
of sliced eru, with shell fish optional and is served with cassava fufu, pounded yam or eba (). 
 
 

8.8 Exporters  
 
8.8.1 Exporter characteristics 
A typical exporter in Cameroon is married, with a secondary level of education and most likely to be a 
female in her mid thirties, as shown in Table 19. Gnetum contributes to 58% of an exporter‟s household 
income on average. This income is used to pay for a number of expenses, predominantly basic needs of 
food (22%), children‟s education (26%), healthcare (11%) and clothing (7%). 
 
Table 19 Exporter Characteristics  

Characteristics  Average % for All 
Markets 

Ikom % Oron % Calabar % 

Marital Status 
 

Widow 22.2 - 50 - 
Single 22.2 - 50 - 
Married 55.6 100 - 100 
Divorced - - - - 

Level of 
Education 

None - - - - 
Primary 36.1 - 50 100 
Secondary 63.9 100 50 - 
University - - - - 

Average number 
of persons in household 

6.6    

Gender Male 41.7 100 - - 
Female 58.3 - 100 100 

Age 36 30 44 35 
 

Photo 14 Restaurant operator, Bachuo-Akagbe 
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8.8.2 Exporter losses and storage techniques 
As eru is a perishable product, one of the major problems faced by exporters and retailers is its 
perishability. If it is too moist (e.g. from rain or transportation), it rots and if too dry it shrinks and dries 
out and not longer sellable. Mature. Well stored eru can last between 4 to 6 days. All of the exporters 
interviewed incur product losses, on average 26% of stock. 86% of exporters have storage techniques to 
prolong product freshness; however 15% used no techniques to prolong life. Of those using storage 
techniques, 57% spread the eru on the floor at night, while 43% create holes on the bags where eru is 
stored and reduces the quantity per bag to enable air to circulate and reduce the heat generated which 
speeds up degradation. Depending on the climatic humidity and moisture needs, other methods mentioned 
included keeping the eru in a cool place, storing in sacks with holes and/or spreading out at night and in a 
cool place, sprinkling with watering), 

8.9 Nigerian importers and retailers  
In Nigeria, the main direct importers actors in the chain in the 3 major eru markets of Oron, Ikom and 
Calabar include 152 wholesaler/importer/buyers and retailers, who are members of 2 associations. There 
are importers in Ikang market. No processing enterprises were identified. Contrary to popular opinion in 
Cameroon, eru exported is mainly for food consumption and not alcohol, to meet to the large consumer 
demand and population in Nigeria. The highest degree of product differentiation observed was sliced eru 
retailed for immediate consumption. 
 
The eru trade in Nigeria is entirely conducted through union associations, who do not permit trade by non-
members. The Union indicates that this control is to ensure that all members to equally benefit from the 
trade and to control the market. The associations follow the federal system, with each state having its own 
registered association of eru dealers recognised by the Ministry of Agriculture. Three associations were 
identified in the Nigerian markets in the study area; 
 

The Association of Afang Dealers (ASOFAD) in Oron, has 42 members, of which 4 are women. 
Members pay a registration fee of 150,000 FCFA. Only two Cameroonians are members, one man 
and one woman. The association is comprised of two groups, with Group A originally having 22 
members, now reduced to 18 and Group B 20 original members, now 13. Each group has its own 
president and an overall President heads the association. These groups regulate the market by a bi-
weekly rota system (Tuesdays to Sundays), allowing each group one week of trade. Each member 
employs their own workers (loaders, off loaders, stackers, waterers, paid 5000 FCFA a day each) in 
Nigeria, and buyer-managers in Cameroon who are paid about 10, 000 FCFA each market day. The 
association employs security guards to protect the market, so that unlike Idenau where stealing is a 
rampant and lucrative, it is rare and difficult to steal a bundle of eru at Oron. Thieves are expelled 
from the Union and the market. 
ASOFAD in Ikom market has about 80 members with 50 female. The women conduct slicing and 
retail, while the men are wholesalers either in sheds or visiting towns and states to supply customers. 
The Association runs two major warehouses in Akwa Ibom and Ibo. These were formally one but as 
new members came in, the group split into two with the same leadership but along different tribal 
lines. Within these two major groups are minor sheds (made up of groups of at least 5 members each) 
that constitute the union. Each shed has its own customers in Nigeria and Cameroonian suppliers. 
Each shed member ensures the smooth running in the absence of the others, with at least one person 
remaining in the market to trade with suppliers and customers. If money is owed to a customer or 
supplier by a shed or vice versa, it is paid by the member on duty for that day irrespective of whether 
he was involved or not in the previous transaction, as all financial issues are resolved among the shed 
members themselves and records are kept. 
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The Calabar Union has 30 members, 23 men and 7 women. Each has a „shed‟ from which the women 
retail and the men wholesale to customers from other towns and states. The sheds are owned by one 
person and are not shared as in Ikom. Each wholesaler and retailer ensures the smooth running of their 
business under the umbrella of the union. If any member is bereaved, has financial difficulties or has 
problems, they are assisted by the Union through individual contributions. The Union acts both as a 
business and social support to traders. 

 
The organisation and number of actors at Ikang market was not determined.  
 
The market arrangement in Nigeria can be classified as structural oligopoly: with the few sellers being 
members of the Association, and many buyers. Women retailers also have their own union and president. 
The Nigerian market and especially Oron is a credit market, with most selling and buying done on credit. 
Since it is a fast turnover market with a large consumer population, retailers usually sell in time to refund 
back the money to their sellers, who also pay back their suppliers. If there are any losses at the level of the 
retailer (if many pieces and rejects are rejected by retailers and consumers, see Photo 14), or consumers 
are not willing to meet the reserve prices of the retailer, or the product perishes, losses are then passed 
onto the wholesaler and the supplier as well as the retailer, who is forced to deduct such losses from the 
agreed price.  
 
Oron is a major distribution hub for other Nigerian markets, as shown by Figure 14. After the creation of 
the Association of Afang Dealers of Nigeria (ASOFAD) with its headquarter in Oron, Akwa Ibom state, 
Nigerian associations tried to blocking entry into Nigeria at Ikom and Ikang, aiming that eru could only 
officially enter into Nigeria through Oron via Idenau. But this control did not last long, as Cameroonian 
exporters asserted their right to trade freely, and eru was also smuggled through other entry points. The 
fast passenger and cargo ship „Ashuka‟ in 2008 opened up Calabar as a new distribution hub and depot, 
albeit smaller than Oron. This changed the behaviour of the Calabar markets and strategies of market 
traders in the surrounding area, as most Cameroonian exporters now prefer to export directly to Calabar. 
Some exporters export directly to the Nigerian capital Lagos, whilst buyers from Lagos and other states 
also come to Calabar. This explains why the number of buyers from Calabar and Lagos trading in Oron 
has decreased. Calabar is easier to reach and therefore the preferred market given sufficient supply. This 
has slightly reduced the market outlets of traders at Oron. The few buyers from Calabar and Lagos to from 
Oron currently are those who already had established customers in Oron before the arrival of the Ashuka 
ferry, or who buy in Oron when supply is low in other markets.  
 
Figure 14 Eru distribution from Oron to Nigerian markets 
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8.10 Support actors  
Other actors in the eru chain include support workers involved in the transport and loading. In Idenau 
about 150 to 250 young men employed three times a week with specialised functions related to the trade 
and transport. These are usually young men between 18 and 35 known as „‟loaders‟‟ who load and unload 
trucks and carts, „‟stackers‟‟ filling sacks from the eru unloaded from trucks and „‟chantiers‟ counters the 
sacks, and „‟waterers‟‟ who keep the sacks moist. Indirect actors include those who provide services e.g. 
knife and cutlass sharpeners, market managers, traditional authorities, police officers, council, gendarmes, 
quarantine, Ministry of Commerce, customs officials, Ministry of Forestry and Wildlife officials also play 
critical roles in the eru chain and interact with the major actors. 
 
 

 

Photo 17 Waterers, Idenau 

 

Photo 15 Carriers, Idenau 

  
 

Photo 16 Loaders & offloaders, Idenau  

 

Photo 18 Truckers- a loaded 20t truck,  
Idenau 
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9 Environmental sustainability 

9.1 Harvest sites  
Eru is harvested most often from primary or secondary forest or in forest seen as belonging to village 
(although the majority of this is not legally classed as community forests) where access is free for 
everyone in the community, as shown in Error! Reference source not found. Respondents indicated that 
50% of eru collected in the forest originated from virgin forests and 50% from secondary forests. The 
second major source is from private forests and plantations. A small proportion is collected in protected 
areas and from farmlands. One third of the therefore harvest originates from privately held lands (farm, 
private forest or plantations). This differs slightly from CIFORs 1997/1998 surveys when in the 
production zones of Lékié and zone Bassa, Mbanga (Centre), Souza (Littoral), Kumba and Mamfe 
(Southwest) respondents indicated the majority was harvested from long fallow areas, secondary forest, 
short fallows and primary forest (in that order). However the focus of this survey was particularly the 
main production areas in the Centre province. 
 
There are no tenure arrangements specific to NTFPs. Communities legal user rights to use NTFPs in their 
area for own consumption are however misappropriated with many individuals harvesting for commercial 
reasons (see Table 20). Harvesters tend to act individually and independently, and rationally consulting 
their own self-interests. 
 
Table 20 Type of harvest location  
Area of harvest Percent 
Protected Area National Park 2.9 

Sub-Total 2.9 
Non-protected Area Open access forest (Primary and Secondary) 41.9 

Village forest (Primary and Secondary) 20.9 
Farmlands(Group and family) 5.7 
Private forest 17.3 

Palm plantations 11.3 
Sub-Total 97.1 

TOTAL  100 
 
An indicator of unsustainable harvest (i.e. the amount harvested and/or unsustainable harvest practices 
resulting in harvested quantities at a rate higher than natural regeneration rates and quantities produced of 
domesticated Gnetum) is indicated increased distance to harvest. The vast majority, 97% of the total 
producer population sampled, responded that the distance travelled to collect eru has increased in the past 
decade and that distances currently travelled are further than in the past. A large majority (97%) of 
respondents observed that the forest area around their village eru has diminished, and only 2.7% had not 
yet observed any changes. 68% of respondents attributed this reduction of eru to forest clearance for 
farmlands and 25% attributed it to the creation of palm plantations. In the Mungo division 7.4% attributed 
it to logging. This indicates that the resource is becoming scarcer and that the rate of harvesting is above 
the natural regeneration rate. This matches the experiences in the Centre, East and Littoral regions 
(Awono, 2002; Blackmore, 1998; Fondoun, 2000), where increased Eru has been found in secondary 
forest where it thrives after primary forest is disturbed, but is also highly prone to harvesting, and over 
harvesting. Most of the harvest methods used are unsustainable. A very small proportion (0.6%) of 
respondents stated that they pluck leaves only from stems; 43% pluck stems with leaves from the vine, 
leaving part of the vine and using part to tie bundles; 12.8% climb trees to harvest eru ; and 43.6% fell the 
trees on which the eru vine climbs to harvest the eru which is an unsustainable method of resource 
collection. Continuous trimming of agricultural plantations and secondary forest in the Littoral and 
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Southwest regions has meant that less little time for eru maturation which means that the leaves of 
younger plants are harvested. As the young leaves degrade more quickly than older, tougher leaves, this 
contributes to both lowering the quality of eru produced and increase losses. This was verified and is 
confirmed by CENDEP (Pers. comm. 2009). 
 
Regular weed clearing in agricultural plantations in Littoral and Southwest regions means that when eru is 
found in plantations, there is often insufficient time for maturation which means that younger plants are 
harvested. As the young leaves degrade more quickly than older, tougher leaves, this contributes to both 
lowering the quality of eru produced and increase losses. This was verified and is confirmed by CENDEP 
(Pers. comm. 2009). Given the responses in Table 21, stakeholders and field observations, about half of 
resource collection in the study area is judged as un-sustainable.  
 
Table 21 Method of eru collection and sustainability 

Method of Resource Collection Percent Sustainability 
assessment 

Fell the trees on which the eru vine climbs to harvest the eru. 44 Highly unsustainable  
Pluck stems with leaves from the vine, leaving part of the 
vine and using part to tie bundles.  

43 Sustainable 

Vine also is used to tie Eru bundles  - Unsustainable 
Climb trees to harvest eru  13 Sustainable 
Pluck leaves only from stems on eru vine 1 Unsustainable 

 
The majority of respondents indicated that forest cover in the study area has been reducing (see  
Table 22),  due to clearance into farmlands, into agricultural plantations and due to logging. As forest 
cover decreases, the availability of eru reduces since eru is a climber and shade loving plant and depends 
on the surrounding vegetation for its survival. This corresponds with reports on deforestation in Cameroon 
in general (de Wasseige et al. 2009; Duveiller et al. 2008), and in the Southwest in particular (Dewi et al. 
2008). A reduction in quantity of 336.44 tons in the study area from 2007 to 2008 was calculated, which 
appears to be caused by a combination of un-sustainability of eru harvesting methods, over-exploitation of 
the resource and land changes decreasing availability. This implies that the exploitation of eru in the study 
area so far has failed to meet Millennium Development Goal Seven, which aims to ensure environmental 
sustainability by 2015. 
 
Table 22 Change in forest cover during the last decade 
Change in forest cover during last 
decade 

Response Percent 

Based on your observation from the past 
ten years has the forest area around your 
village changed? If so how? 

Has not changed 2.7 
Changed-Diminished 97.3 
TOTAL 100 

Why has the forest area around your 
village changed? 

Clearance into farmlands 67.6 
Creation of palm plantations 25 
Logging 7.4 
TOTAL 100 

If cover is reduced, what, if any 
relationship is there between reduction 
cover and eru availability?  

Yes. As forest reduces eru quantity also reduces 100 
TOTAL 100 
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9.2 Domestication 
16% of the producer population in the study area has planted eru and the majority of harvesters (84%) do 
not domesticate eru. These low levels of domestication and increasing scarcity, as indicated in Section 7.1 
have implications for the long term supply of Gnetum in the study area. These rates correspond with data 
from Takamanda and Korup (Tajocha 2008; Tanda 2009). The reasons why 84% of producer household 
population do not domesticate eru are that majority (73.4%) do not know how to domesticate; a small 
proportion (10.9%) have observed the practices from others but find it a difficult and time consuming 
exercise and a slightly larger 15.6% of producers see no need to plant eru since it is (still) available in the 
forest. Of the 16% producer household who have domesticated eru, the reasons given by just over half (52 
%) who were prompted to do so by the opportunity to increase trade and consumption. 47% were driven 
to because the resource is perceived to be getting scarcer. 
 
One organisation in the study area - indeed the only 
one encountered in Cameroon or Nigeria - that has 
experience in domestication and is still active in 
disseminating the techniques - is the Centre for 
Nursery Development and Eru Propagation 
(CENDEP). It was created in 1999 with staff trained 
by the Limbe Botanic Garden and is located at 
Bonadikombo (Mile 4), Limbe. Its main objective is 
to train village communities and groups on the 
domestication of eru, with a demonstration farm (see 
Photo 22). CENDEP has trained over 35 
communities in and around Mount Cameroon 
including 2 villages around Bonjongo (Ekonjo and Boando); Bakingili; 2 communities around Bimbia-
Bonadikombo (Chopfarm and Mabeta Newlayout); Mbonjo (Down beach) and Alfa Club area in Mile 1, 
Limbe; Promise land, Mile 5 and Quarter 13 at Bonadikombo; group delegates from different 
communities around Buea including Bova, Lykoko, Bwitingi under the auspices of the NGO People 
EarthWide; Malende, Yoke and Mautu in Muyuka. Mbanga Bakundu, Ikiliwindi, Konye, Bakwa Supe in 
the Meme division; Mekangolo, Mundemba town, Ekondo kondo and Last Bush near Mundemba in 
Ndian; Representatives from 10 communities in the Boa plain around the Onge Mokoko area in the Ndian 
division sponsored by the Mount Cameroon Project (MCP) Limbe. Training was accompanied with the 
establishment of demonstration farm plots and nurseries. Three groups; Love Your Neighbour at Akwaya, 
Nchang Women‟s Group and Five to the Second Power Group at Okoyong, Mamfe Central) were  trained 
to domesticate eru in 2005. Beatem Elizabeth of Avatu village, and head in Love your Neighbour is a 
local expert on domestication, and has since been used by DED to sensitize and train other women in 

Takamanda, Assam and Akwa in Akwaya sub-division. 
Her initiative was successful only in Assam, because 
their eru demonstration farm is not too far from the 
village, inhibiting access by thieves, and because farmers 
were motivated by the initiative.  The Limbe Botanic 
Garden still has the eru demonstration plot (see Photo 
21) set up during in the late 1990s (see Section 5.3), but 
this is no longer actively managed and extension services 
are now rarely performed from the Botanic Garden. It 
continues however to provide a model and information 
for garden visitors.  
 

A national program has been started by the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MINADER) 
in December 2009 on domestication of eru, however it is too early to provide any details on the program.  

Photo 19 CENDEP Eru demonstration farm  

 

Photo 20 Limbe Botanic Garden Eru 
demonstration plot plot
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9.3 Tenure and access 
Under the 1994 Forestry Law (94/01), all forested resources in Cameroon belongs to the state, with 
adjacent communities granted forest user rights for normal (not commercial) use of forest resources. 
Many respondents in the study area however believe that the forests belong to them by right of 
inheritance. This is a common misconception in Cameroon (Oyono, 2004; Oyono et al. 2009).  
 
Customary rules of land tenure in forested village communities in Cameroon vary from one community to 
another according on the customs of the people regarding inheritance and who own land. Traditional 
authorities (village chiefs and councils) in many areas, such as Takamanda, are generally the custodians of 
forests (ie lands that are forested and neither family forest or farms) and responsible for forest 
management in villages. In the communities in the study area, only men have the right to inherit land 
property as it is held that women are given land when they marry. Women however in most communities 
interviewed have free access to village and family forest and family farmlands. Women constitute the 
majority of harvesters in the study area (79%) and the majority of them are married (65%). They are also 
free to harvest from and cultivate NTFPs on their husband‟s lands. But if the men (husbands of those 
married and in-laws of those who are widows) want to create cocoa farms and plantations on the land, 
women do not have any say.   
 
The majority of respondents (89% in the Southwest and 96% in Littoral) indicated that they do not have to 
pay for entering the forest or harvest. If they payment was required, this was to either the village 
traditional council in the southwest), or the forest owner (in Littoral). The traditional authority authorize 
eru harvesting by outsiders, non-residents and buyers interested in buying from their villages for a 
negotiated fee. In some villages, buyers who want to maintain a monopoly in specific villages pay 2000 
FCFA per week to the traditional authority and are obligated to buy all the eru harvested that week. In 
other cases, buyers may operate freely in villages for a specified time period upon paying a fee of 2000 to 
3000 FCFA per month. There are no controls or limits on the quantity harvested. These traditional 
authorities‟ „elite‟ decisions are commonly criticized by community members who do not benefit from 
these revenues.  Traders and exporters in Manyu division must register with the village traditional 
council‟s to obtain supplies. At Kesham in Akwaya, traders pay a yearly fee of 10,000 CFA without any 
„commission‟. In other villages, traders pay 2000-5000 CFA per week for „booking‟ plus a „commission‟ 
of 10 FCFA per bundle. Foreigners (Nigerians) pay 10,000-20,000 CFA to enter village forests and 
harvest eru for defined periods. This fee goes to the village traditional councils and is used for village 
economic development. 
 
All respondents in Littoral indicated that there had been changes in forest access. One third indicated that 
local communities had not previously been aware of the economic importance of eru and their forests, but 
now that they aware, those who are not part of the community no longer have free access and payments 
were therefore demanded from the „Forest owner‟. The majority (70%) indicated however that forested 
land that is now being bought and owned by individuals, who prohibit harvester‟s free access. In the 
Southwest 18% of all respondents indicated that there had been access changes. One third of these 
changes related to the establishment of protected areas and the restriction of rights in not being able to 
harvest freely from the National park. Two thirds of respondents who noted access changes indicated that 
with the increase in the knowledge of the value of eru, communities now restricted harvest from their own 
forests. This shows that if land tenure is defined and producers „own‟ or manage land harvesting is 
controlled.  This lack of control and ownership over lands to which they have access may be a reason for 
the lack of domestication. In contrast, the women of the Abos ethnic group in Mungo division of Littoral 
region do not go to the forest to harvest eru despite the high potential in this region, all the harvesters 
identified were foreigners: Nigerians and from the Northwest region. During the focus group interview 
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with these female producers in Mungo division, they indicated that any future improvement of the sector 
would not benefit them since they would not be there for long as they had no ownership rights. Such 
thinking serve as a „fuel‟ to the reckless, unrestrained and unsustainable harvesting that is prevalent in this 
region. 
 
Table 23 Tenure and access situation per region  

Tenure & Access Response SW % Littoral % Total % 
Are there areas where 
you are not allowed to 
collect eru? 

No 75 100 88 
Yes 25  13 

If yes, what type of 
areas? 

Community forests 46 50 48 
Private forests 20  10 
National park 33  17 
Private plantations  50 25 

Why are you not 
allowed to collect from 
these areas? 

It is a protected area.   0 
Forests belonging to other village 
communities who do not allow non-
indigenes to exploit. 

56 30 43 

Forests/Plantations belonging to private 
individuals/companies who prohibit 
harvesters as some also steal crops. 

44 69 57 
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10  Production  

10.1 Annual average production per village 
Based on the sample and focus group interviews, about 730 Gnetum harvesters were calculated to work in 
the study villages. On average a harvester produces 3.3 tons of eru annually – although the Southwest 
producers on average produce less (2.5 tons/year ±2.4) than harvesters in Littoral (3.6 tons/year ±0.9), see 
Table 24. These averages however mask wide variations between individual harvesters, particularly in the 
Southwest, see Figure 16. Production between villages also varies widely, being a function of the number 
of harvesters, the availability of eru in the proximity of the village and distance to market. Overall Manyu, 
particularly Bachuo-akagbe in the South West had the highest production per producer, followed closely 
by Mungo division in Littoral. Mungo division and Souza in particular has the highest Gnetum 
production, also having the most harvesters, being also seen as abundant in Gnetum and constituting the 
major NTFP harvested in this region. In Manyu division in contrast, other NTFPs like bush mango and 
njangsang are also important and reduce the dependency on eru, and eru also does not appear as abundant. 
Individual producers in Mungo also tend to specialise in eru and tend to harvest more bundles of eru per 
day than those in Manyu division. All the producers interviewed (100%) noticed a steady reduction of eru 
harvest from the forest during the past decade, indicated by a reduction in the total production from 2007 
to 2008 of 336 tons. Ndian and Kupe-Manengouba divisions have the lowest production rates 
respectively, and also reported having the lowest densities and potential. 
 

Photo 21 Gnetum harvested in Takamanda 
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Table 24 Production per village for 2007, 2008 and 2009 

R
eg

io
n 

Division 
 

Village Estimated 
no of 

producers 
per village 

Average 
Qty/ 

Producer 
2007 

(bundles)1 

Average 
Village 

production 
2007 

(bundles) 

Annual 
Village 

production 
2007 
(tons) 

Average 
Qty/ 

producer 
2008 

bundles 

Average 
Village 

production 
for 2008 
(bundles) 

Annual 
Village 

production 
2008 
(tons) 

Average 
Qty/ 

Producer 
2009 

(Bundles) 

Average 
Producer 

production 
2009 

(bundles) 2 

Annual 
Village 

production 
20093 

(bundles) 

Annual 
Village 

production 
2009 
(tons) 

Average 
village  
2007-
2009 
(tons) 

Annual 
Average 

per 
producer  
2007-2009 

(kgs) 
 

So
ut

hw
es

t 

Manyu Kembong  70  2,856   199,920  200   2,800   196,000   196  864  1,620  113,400   113  170  3,150  
Eyomojock  40   6,560   262,400  262   5,820   232,800   233   1,200  7,200  288,000   288  181  2,425  
Nchang  42   2,900   121,800  122   2,299  96,544   97  467  1,400  58,800   59  79  6,527  
Okoyong  25   1,360   34,000  34   1,168  29,200   29  160   480  12,000   12  22  2,200  
Bache  30   2,892   86,760  87   3,048  91,440   91  450  1,350   40,500   41  64  1,003  
Takpe  20   3,580   71,600  72   3,120  62,400   62   1,690  5,069  101,376   101  56  2,430  
Bachuo-
Akagbe 

 45   11,200   504,000  504   10,160   457,200   457   1,248  3,744  168,480   168  339  
3,923  

Etoko  40   8,160   326,400  326   6,000   240,000   240  735  2,205  88,200   88  199  8,368  
Kupe-
Muanenguba 

Ekenge  25   2,240   56,000  56   1,760  44,000   44  404  1,212  30,300   30  37  5,455  
Mungo Ndor  14  60  840  1  40   560   1   -  -  -  -  -  1,737  

Ndian Ekombe 
Liongo 

 20   3,360   67,200  67   2,560  51,200   51  603  1,808  36,160   36  43  
33  

Ekombe 
Mofako 

 15   1,440   21,600  22  960  14,400   14  320   960  14,400   14  14  
2,576  

  Sub-total  386   3,884  1,499,224   146   3,311   126,312  126  740  2,254  79,301  79  100  1,120  

Li
tto

ra
l 

Mungo Souza  200   3,360   672,000  672   2,840  568,000   568   1,286  2,571  514,286   514  499  2,924  
Mbonjo II  30   3,000   90,000  90   3,300   221,220   221   1,470  2,940  88,200   88  118  3,080  
Bonamateke  18   5,120   92,160  92   3,080  55,440   55   1,200  2,400  43,200   43  56  3,533  
Nkapa Camp  30   3,480   104,400  104   2,930  87,900   88   1,360  2,720  81,600   82  78  3,043  
Mbanga  50   4,000   200,000  200   3,600  180,000   180   1,755  3,510  105,300   105  156  3,703  
Mojuka 16 6600 297000 297 5430 244350 244.4 2160 97200 97.2 69  213 5,450  
Sub-total  344 4260 242593 243 4209 226152 226 1538 91432 91 150  187   3,622  

TOTAL 730 72168 3208080 3209 64989 2872654 2873 17371 840475 841  115  143 3,386 

(1) A bundle = approximately 1 kg (2) 4 months data collected in SW and 6 months in Littoral for 2009 (3) Extrapolated to 12 months  
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The total per village was extrapolated based on annual production figures provided by the producer 
respondents, who constitute approximately 25% of producers in each village. Figure 15 shows the 
large variation in quantities produced between villages and visualizes how total quantities have 
decreased each year. For the entire study area, there was a 9% decrease on 2007 production in 2008 
and 41% decrease in 2009. This average masks differences between the regions, with the rate of 
decrease slightly higher in the southwest (14% and 46%) than in Littoral (7% and 38%). The reason 
for this decrease is largely attributed to harvesting methods, deforestation and overexploitation, as 
outlined in Section 9.1. 
Figure 15 Annual production of Gnetum per village 2007-2009 

 
 
Figure 16 Average production per harvester (kg) per region 2007-2009 
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10.2 Seasonal production variations  
Table 25 and Table 26 show that there is no definite production period whereby production rises and 
falls. Generally, scarcity or abundance in the markets is not a sign of seasonality but market demand 
and harvester supply. Eru is harvested less during the rainy season, festive periods and more during 
the dry season. However there are variable weeks or months within the year whereby eru is scarce or 
abundant in depending on, prevailing conditions of demand, whether pupils/students are on holidays 
or in school, when farmers resort to cocoa or bush mango activities or days when they have church 
celebrations or other traditional activities and ceremonies, such as commemorative funeral 
celebrations. During these periods farmers do not harvest eru. 
 
Table 25 Periods of high production and reasons 

Period of high 
production 

Percent Reason for high production  Percent 

October-April 45.9 Dry season, limited water, higher temperature and sun 
exposure which destroys cover plants and exposes eru 

54 

May-September 40.5 Many harvesters as students/pupils on holidays 37 
July-September 2.7 Higher demand and limited rain, transported to distant 

markets possible without high losses  
3 

July-November 4.0 Period for cocoa harvest with many buyers active. 
Enables eru producers to market 

2 

June-September 6.7 End of bush mango, farmers are fully engaged in eru 3 
 
Table 26 Periods of low production and reasons 
Period of Low 
Production 

Percent 
Reason for Low Production Percent 

October-April 
40.5 

Rainy season, growth of cover crops that hide eru 27 
Few harvesters as students/pupils are in school 14 

May-September 

45.9 

Rainy season, growth of cover crops that hide eru  62 
Limited market as rain destroy eru leaving for Nigeria 9 
Difficult to access villages due to bad roads during 
rainy season  

1 

involved in agricultural and bush mango activities 14 
October-June 2.7 Few harvesters as students/pupils are in school 46 
April-June 4.0 Involved in agricultural and bush mango activities 3 
January-June 5.4 Few harvesters as students/pupils are in school 5 
August-May 1.3 Few harvesters as students/pupils are in school 1 
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11     Markets and Market Analysis 

11.1 Markets 
 
11.1.1  Cameroon  
Using the Cameroon market classification classification (see Section 4.1 and Ruiz-Pèrez et al. 
(2000)), Type I rural, small local markets were identified in Wone, Nguti, Manyemen, Mundemba, 
Mbonge and Ekondo Titi. Type II medium-sized markets of regional importance, with a medium level 
of self-sufficiency, acting as secondary nodes for the small local markets and as intermediate 
assembly points for the large urban markets include Limbe, Tiko, Buea, Muea in Kumba and Mamfe. 
Type III large, urban markets with national projection linkages, for production from the study area, 
include New Bell in Douala for eru from Littoral. Whilst the markets in Yaounde also are Type III 
markets, the interviews conducted there confirmed that these markets are supplied exclusively from 
the Centre region and not from the Southwest. This confirms studies conducted in 1997-1998 (Awono 
et al. 2002) which indicate the main sources for Mfoundi market in Yaounde were Sa‟a, Obala, 
Evodoula, Batschenga and Monatele. The Type IV frontier market with high dependence on supply to 
distant markets is Idenau. This transport and distribution hub market acts as the centre of 
Cameroonian eru trade from which the majority of eru is exported from the Southwest, Littoral and 
from other areas such as Centre.  Other small scale type VI border, wholesale markets, also based on 
river and the sea transport junctions are Bota Wharf (Limbe), Tiko Wharf (near Tiko on the estuary), 
Ekondo Titi Beach and Cross River Beach (also known as Manyu River) in Mamfe.  The Type IV 
markets are located on road frontiers are Ekok and Otu in Manyu.  
 
These markets were identified from the rapid assessment phase and then in trader interviews. The 
location of markets is shown in Figure 1. The main Type II markets such as Fiango in Kumba and 
Limbe are close to the two largest towns in the Southwest with the highest consumer populations. 
Tiko has a high population of Nigerian buyers. Tiko and Mutengene markets both have eru Unions. 
No eru traders union exists in Limbe or Muea market in Buea. Fiango market in Kumba acts as a 
distribution point where all the sub-divisions producing eru (Mungo, Manyu, Kupe Muanenguba and 
Ndian) meet. The combination of high volumes and proximity to production zones mean than prices 
there are generally lower there compared to the other markets. Traders in Kumba buy directly from 
middlepersons while those in Fako, who are farther away may buy from a longer chain of 
middlepersons.Small-scale exporters in Fiango exporting through Ekondo Titi beach on average 
generate higher profits than those in Manyu. Although they too do not have MinFoF permits and 
operate illegally, increasing the fees paid to officials, the Union ensures that trading market weeks and 
specifies the maximum quantity each member can carry, to avoid flooding the market and subsequent 
lower prices in Nigeria. Traders at Bota also make lower profits. This is linked to the majority of the 
eru sourced from the Littoral region, where 63% is sourced from secondary forests and plantations 
that are subject to continuous disturbance by agricultural activities. The younger laves harvested are 
of a lower quality, which affects both the price (400-550 FCFA per bundle), as the eru rots faster and 
dries out more quickly than mature leaves.  
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11.1.2 Nigeria 
Three main markets were investigated in Nigeria that are major recipients of Cameroonian Gnetum 
from the Southwest and Littoral. These markets also trade in Gnetum from others regions of 
Cameroon, such as Centre. 
 
Oron market in Akwa Ibom state is the main depot or „headquarters‟ of eru in Nigeria. Actors 
indicated that it is the only dedicated and specialised „afang‟ market in Nigeria. The market is located 
on an open beach. The market is open every Tuesday night to Wednesday morning, Thursday night to 
Friday morning and Sunday night to Monday morning, as eru leaves the Idenau port every Tuesday, 
Thursday and Sunday from 16.00. Wholesalers from other markets in the different states come to 
Oron and buy. They sell to retailers in their respective markets. The main eru retail markets in order 
of size (decreasing quantities of eru bought and number of wholesalers) supplied by Oron in Nigeria 
includes: Port Harcourt, Aba, Oyo, Oweri, Iket, Ikot Epene, Calabar, Onitcha, Omuahi, Lagos, Ogoja, 
Abuja and Kaduna. Kaduna is the far north of Nigeria and is reported as the limit of the trade. In 
Calabar, capital of Cross River State, is Calabar market (also known as Symmetry Market or Beach 
Market), which also serves as a distribution depot. The Watt market in Calabar is a large market like 
the Marian market, with a section where eru dealers conduct wholesale and retail sales. Ikom market 
is situated in the Ikom Local Government Area in Cross River State, close to the Ikom motor park. 
The Calabar and Ikom markets are also retail markets open daily from 08.00 to 18.00. 

11.2 Quantity of Gnetum traded 
 
11.2.1 Cameroon  
 
The quantities reported as traded in the five main domestic (Type II) markets in the Southwest, Muea, 
Limbe, Tiko, Mutengene and Fiango average 528 tons a year (see Table 27). The majority of this eru 
is for domestic consumption in the town and villages in the proximity of the market. Table 27 and 
Table 5 clearly show the difference between these local markets in terms of volume traded and the 
main distribution and transit (Type IV) market at Idenau in the Southwest. An average of 97,000 tons 
of eru passes through Idenau annually. Despite the smaller or equal number of traders compared to the 
regional markets, the volume of trade in the local markets is just a fraction (0.5%) of that traded 
annually in Idenau. It is important to note that trade thorough Idenau includes eru form the Southwest 
and Littoral and from the Centre region. As eru from Centre is not part of the terms of reference for 
this study, quantities were not tracked. Actors in the market indicated in personal communications 
that as quantities available from the Southwest have reduced over the past decades, the Centre is now 
the major source to meet the Nigerian market demand, as well as local demand in Centre region. In 
common with Awono et al.‟s (2002) findings, the four main markets in the Centre region do not sell 
eru from the Southwest and Littoral regions. A 1 kg bundle from the Centre region at a rate of 200 
FCFA is sold in Idenau at of 500-1000 FCFA depending on the season, supply and demand in the 
market.  
 
Data on trade in Idenau was obtained from „way bills‟ and personal communications. Waybills are the 
administrative procedure by which MinFoF tracks Special Forestry Products. They consist of a form 
in triplicate which includes: company name; product species; quantity; vehicle matriculation number; 
driver‟s name, and place of origin of resource signed by the MinFoF delegate and signed by the chief 
of post (of origin), the driver and later by the chief of post for the market destination. The Bulletin of 
Special Forestry Products is attached to the waybill. 
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Table 27 Quantity of eru traded in Southwest markets 2007-2009 
Mean 

uantity 
sold per 
annum 
(tons)1 

Sample Total 
Market3 

Sample Total 
Market 

Sample Total 
Market 

Sample Total 
Market 

Sample Total 
Market 

Sub total 
Sample 

Sub 
Total 

Sample Total Market Total 
 

TOTAL 
Quantity  

Muea 
 

Limbe 
 

Tiko 
 

Mutengene 
 

Fiango 
 

Idenau2 Average 
sampled 

Average 
Total 

2007   
                 

1.2  
            

120.0  
                 

1.3  
                

93.0      -                
1.9  

            
53.8  

          
5.4    321.6   9.8     

588.4  ?  ?                   
2.5  

               
2.0    588.4  

2008   
                 

1.9  
            

191.5  
                 

1.2  
                

80.9  
         

1.1  
               

30.8  
            

2.5  
            

68.7  
          

4.2    253.4                   
10.8  

   
625.4  

              
4,290.0  

             
120,120.0  

             
716.8  

         
1,750.5  

             
120,745.4  

2009   
     1.1      114.6       0.6      39.5     1.3            

35.4       1.7     48.7    2.2     132.7         6.9  370.9  2,639.0  73,892.0  441.0  1,076.8  74,262.9 

 
Annual 
Average   

             
1.4  

         
142.0  

   
 1.0  

                
71.1  

             
1.2  

               
22.1  

                 
2.0  

            
57.1  

              
3.9  

 
  235.9  

                 
9.6  

  
528.2  

 
3,464.5  

 
97,006.0  

 
386.7  

 
1,413.6  

 
97,534.2 

 

1 Extrapolated for 2009 from 6 months of data 2 Extrapolated from waybill export data 3 Total market sales extrapolated using the estimated number of traders per market – see Table 5, - no data 
 
 

Photo 22 Loaded boats heading for Oron 
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11.2.2 Nigeria  
The main eru retail markets in order of the quantity of eru supplied from Oron include: Port Harcourt 
(40%), Aba (20%), Oyo (10%), with the remaining 30% going to Oweri, Iket, Ikot Epene, Calabar,  
Abuja, Onitcha, Omuahi, Lagos, Ogoja and Kaduna. Kaduna is the far north of Nigeria and is reported 
as the limit of the trade. The major limit on trade is the time – more than 4 to 5 days from harvest and 
the eru is no longer saleable. 
 
Nigerian importers on average import 100t tons each per year, although this varies by market with 
Oron importers importing the largest- on average 140 tons each followed by Ikang, Calabar and Ikom, 
see Table 28.  
 
Table 28 Annual producer imports to Nigeria per market 2007- 2009  
Average annual  
imports per 
importer  (Tons) 

2007 2008  2009  Total  Annual average 

 Ikom    20.8 3.2 24            11.99  

Ikang                57.6  19.2 5.8  83  27.52  

Oron      140.4 140          140.40  

 Calabar  19.2 16.8 40.3 76            25.44  

 Total  76.8 56.8 189.7  323.3 205.4 

 Annual average  51  31  94  100  ` 
 
The imports per markets are shown in Table 29. This is calculated given the mean quantity imported 
multiplied by the number of importers on the market Oron, being the dedicated major distribution and 
entry market for Cameroonian eru to Nigeria is the largest. About 54 tons of eru enters Oron market 
weekly (Pers. Comm. Wem Pius, ASOFAD, Oron), giving an estimated total of 2808 tons annually.  
 
Table 29 Annual imports to Nigeria per market 2007- 2009  

Annual 
estimated  

imports per 
market (tons) 2007 2008 2009  total  Annual Average 

 Ikom   -     499  89    196       588  

 Ikang           461        154    46       220         660  

 Calabar             58         50  121         76         229  

 Oron             -            -         2,808       936     2,808  

 Total   173  -   98         721       265         796  

Annual average  518            295     2,886   1,036     3,109  
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Photo 25 Oron market, Nigeria 

 
 

Photo 24 Loading eru bags into motor boats, 
Idenau 

 

Photo 23 Vehicle loaded with eru from Oron, 
heading for Aba market, Nigeria 

 

Box 1 Calculating production 
costs and profit  
 
It is important to note that many 
collectors when stating their annual 
profits do not factor in their costs of 
„‟production‟‟.  
 
Production costs are those incurred 
in the harvesting and sale of Gnetum 
They include equipment directly 
used (such as cutlasses or knifes) 
indirect costs (such as protective 
clothing), transport costs (e.g. bikes 
or boats to transport to market, and 
also often the opportunity cost of 
carrying from the forest). Labour 
costs are also often not included, 
primarily because collectors harvest 
themselves (rather paying a 
harvester to collect for them), and 
because is not common practice in 
Cameroon and the NTFP sector to 
calculate own labour costs into 
profit calculations.  
 
This is a recognised dilemma in 
valuing forest resources and in rural 
areas (Campbell et al. 2002). Whilst 
a value for such costs can be 
obtained (Wollenberg & Nawir 
1998), the resulting figure can be 
debated and often makes later 
comparison of data difficult. This 
study has chosen reports on the 
costs of production but has not 
included them in the calculation of 
profit, choosing instead to use the 
respondents own figure of profit.  It 
can mean that higher cash profit 
values are reported, than may be the 
case if proxy values for production 
costs such as labour and equipment 
are calculated and deducted from the 
selling price, often decreasing 
reported profit   
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11.3 Actors’ profit margins  
 
11.3.1  Producer profit margins  
The average selling price by a harvester of a 1 kg bundle of eru in the Southwest and Littoral is 200 
FCFA. There are much larger differences in prices between villages in the Southwest than in Littoral, 
mainly due to lack of transport and low level of accessibility playing a role in decreasing prices. The 
average selling price also masks fluctuations over the year from 50 to 350 FCFA.  
 
Table 30 Mean selling price of eru per village 2008 
Region Village            Mean selling price per 1 kg 

bundle FCFA 2008 Standard deviation  
Southwest Kembong 236 73 

 
Eyumojock 63 13 

 
Nchang 213 75 

 
Okoyong 208 102 

 
Bache 247 57 

 
Tapkwe 200 52 

 
Ekenge 350 94 

 
Mungo-Ndor 75 28 

 
Ekombe Liongo 417 125 

 
Ekombe Mofako 283 283 

Average   229 109 
Littoral Souza 175 175 

 
Mbonjo II 175 80 

 
Bonamateke 156 62 

 
Nkapa camp 175 26 

 
Mbanga 125 26 

 
Mojuka 100 0 

Average  
 

154 22 
Total average  

 
200 95 

  

 

Harvester‟s profits were calculated using their reported annual profits (as shown in Annex VI). Eru 
production and sale is generally profitable to producers – on average producing a profit of nearly 
500,000 FCFA, equivalent to 1,365 FCFA per day. This figure is just over $2 a day recognised UNDP 
„poverty line‟. As most producers have diversified incomes and do not rely purely on Gnetum (see 
Table 10 and Table 11), the profits from eru trade are important, contributing on average to one third 
of their income (see Table 10 and Table 11) and serve as a safety net to producers particularly during 
low seasons of agricultural output. Harvesters in Bachuo-Akagbe have a higher profit margin because 
of a higher production and processing through MISPEG, which indicates the how the combination of 
domestication and processing add value and profits. There is a wide variation between individual 
producers‟ profit margins, with a deviation of 69% in the Southwest and 10% in Littoral. Table 31 
shows that, producers have increased are variable over the last three years and appear to have fallen 
slightly in 2009. This may however be a result of the lack of a full year‟s data for 2009 and resulting 
underestimation and extrapolation. Because of the variations in selling price by season and per 
producer it is difficult to compare average selling price and profit per kg based on the data collected. 
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Table 31 Producers annual average profit and per kg profit from Gnetum per village 
Region Division  Villages 

 
Mean 
Annual 
Profit/ 
Producer 
2007  
(FCFA) 

Average 
profit per 
kg  
 

Mean 
Annual 
Profit/ 
Producer 
2008 
(FCFA) 

Average 
profit per 
kg  
 

Mean 
Annual 
Profit/ 
Producer 
2009  
(FCFA)* 

Average 
profit 
per kg  
 

Producer 
Average 
Profit  
2007-2009 

Average 
profit per 
kg  
2007-2009 

So
ut

hw
es

t 

Manyu Kembong 422,800  148  580,800  207        482,760  186 495,453  181 
Eyomojock  316,800  24 336,600  29        203,040  29       285,480  27 
Nchang  498,000  172 338,933  147        243,999  174       360,311  164 
Okoyong  119,680  88 268,160  230        113,490  236       167,110  185 
Bache  388,044  134 672,750  221        756,450  560       605,748  305 
Tapkwe  448,675  125 504,000  162     1,188,000  234       713,558  174 
Bachuo-akagbe  1,004,800  90 2,095,200  206        783,360  209    1,294,453  168 
Etoko  705,600  86 511,200  85        199,800  91       472,200  87 

Kupe-
Muanenguba 

Ekenge  466,320  208 452,720  257        316,650  261       411,897  242 
Mungo Ndor  6,000  100 4,000  100      -    -           3,333  67 

Ndian Ekombe Liongo  672,000  200 652,800  255        465,600  258      596,800  238 
Ekombe Mofako  288,000  200 240,000  250        240,000  250       256,000  233 

Subtotal   444,727  131 554,764  173        416,096  226       471,862  179 

Li
tto

ra
l 

Mungo Souza  462,960  138 524,800  185        464,914  181       484,225  168 
Mbonjo II  390,600  130 505,080  153        533,760  182       476,480  155 
Bonamateke  753,600  147 604,880  196        470,640  196      609,707  180 
Nkapa Camp  495,900  143 516,100  176        517,800  190       509,933  170 
Mbanga  356,800  89 498,375  138        488,520  139       447,898  122 
Mojuka  594,000  90 513,000  94        408,000  94       505,000  93 

Subtotal  508,977  123  527,039  157        480,606  164       505,541  148 
Average   476,852  127  540,901  168 476,234  195       497,996  163 

*Extrapolated from 4 months data in SW and 6 months in Littoral for 2009 
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Figure 17 Market chain prices for Gnetum in Cameroon and Nigeria 
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Fluctuations in prices are most significant between the rainy season and dry season and when this 
coincides with school holidays in July-August and December. The range over a year, linked to rainy 
and dry season is between 50 FCFA to 500 FCFA in the Southwest. In Littoral the range was much 
smaller at 100 to 250 FCFA.   
 
Due to the variations in selling price, profit and costs between individual harvesters, profit margins of 
up to 57% of the selling price appear to be gained. This can also be explained because producers 
normally do not include all or some costs for materials, depreciation of equipment, transport, and 
labour in their calculation of profit, see Box 1 for more information.  
 
Figure 18 Producers annual average profit variation between 2007 and 2009 

 
Costs for equipment in both areas average around 1000 FCFA a year. The major costs for producers 
are for transport to the point of sale (the „farm gate‟ or village or nearest market) and are the main 
differentiating factor in costs between divisions. Although in both regions harvesters go into the forest 
to harvest on foot, 82% of producers transport to a sales point or village using a motorbike and 18% 
transport by car. The cost per kilometre of transporting one bag of eru for sale in a markets is lower 
and negligible in the Manyu and Mungo divisions respectively due to the fact that buyers come and 
buy from producers at the level of their villages except those at Okoyong in Mamfe who sometimes 
go to the nearby Type I market at Okoyong. Those at Ndian and Kupe Muanenguba divisions have to 
pay transport to get to Type I markets at Mbonge and Nguti respectively to sell their products.  
 
11.3.2 Trader profit margins 
Traders make an average profit margin 470 FCFA per kg of eru and an annual average profit margin 
of 729,327 FCFA, but with a wide variation between markets of ±351,780 FCFA, as shown in  
Table 32. Traders in Tiko incur lower costs and make the highest profits compared to other markets. 
This is because Tiko has a high consumer population with a large number of Nigerians. Even 
fishermen (Elajah and Ijoh people from Nigeria) living far away in creeks at Nkomboh come to the 
Tiko market to buy eru, since eru is a staple and favourite dish. The eru Unions in Tiko and 
Mutengene markets ensure sales at a favourable price. Where no eru union exists in Limbe and the 
Muea market in Buea prices are lower. Traders in Kumba (Fiango) have a higher sales volume per 
month because Fiango market is major collection and distribution point for sub-divisions producing 
eru (Mungo, Manyu, Kupe Muanenguba and Ndian), resulting in lower prices in Fiango. It is also in 
closer proximity to the major production zones than the other markets. Traders at Kumba buy directly 
from producers and middlepersons while those in Fako who are farther away from producers buy 
from small-scale and large-scale exporters at a higher price. 
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Table 32 Traders average profit per kg sold and profit per annum 
Mean Quantities 
and Profits per 
annum (FCFA) 

Muea Limbe Tiko Mutengene Fiango Average 
profit & 
standard 
deviation 

2007 Profit  473,791 536,222 - 1,920,000 1,072,000 1,000,503  
±669,221 

Profit per 
kg 395 403 

 
1000 200 

500 
±347  

2008 Profit  650,809 561,333 1,099,200 1,400,900 799,200 902,288 
±6345,510  

Profit per 
kg 340 486 1000 571 189 

517 
±307  

2009 Profit  168,754 139,722 579,000 489,143 210,733 317,470 
±201,850  

Profit per 
kg  295 495 916 563 191 

492 
±281  

Average 
profit per kg 343   462     639   711   193  

470 
±212  

Average Annual 
profit    431,118  412,426   839,100   1,270,014   693,978  

729,327 
±351,780  

 
Table 33 Cameroon markets prices, quantities, costs and average profit margins  
Market Average 

Buying 
Price 
1kg bundle  

Average 
Selling 
Price 
1kg bundle  

Av. Qty 
Sold/Mont
h/trader 
Bundles 

Total 
Tax/ 
Month/ 
trader 

Transport  
cost/ 
Month/ 
Trader  

Av. Profit 
margin/ 
Kg/Trader  

Muea 1215 1660 185 1550 5400 407 
Limbe 900 1400 104 3000 3200 440 

Tiko 900 1840 92 600 2400 907 
Mutengene 830 1405 205 1940 3090 550 
Fiango 290 480 352 2830 - 182 

Average 827 1357 188 1984 3523 497 
 
Figure 19 Average profit margins per trader per market 
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As shown in Error! Not a valid bookmark self-reference., during the dry season and festive months 
of October to February, the market price of eru is higher and starts to fall from February to 
September. This was attributed to the variety of other vegetables beside eru in the markets from 
February to September, so that consumers have more choice. This tends to lower the price of eru. 
During the period October to February, eru thrives in the dry season better, becoming both more 
abundant, less perishable and is one of the only vegetables available in the markets. This causes the 
price of eru to rise during this period. Traders of eru tend to sell more bundles per day during this 
period. 
 
Figure 20 Price variations across Cameroon markets 2008 

 
Each market has its own pricing structure, as shown in Figure 21. In 2008, depending on factors such 
as the number of traders, clients, quantities and costs, the difference between buying and selling price 
between the 5 domestic markets traders could be as large as 800 FCFA (buying) and 1,00 FCFA 
selling). The mean buying price across the markets was 828 ±108 FCFA and mean selling price was 
1,357±204 FCFA.  
 
Figure 21 Price variations across Cameroon markets 2008 

Annual Price Variation within markets 

0
500

1000
1500
2000
2500

Ja
nua

ry

Fe
br

ua
ry

Marc
h

Apr
il

May
Ju

ne Ju
ly

Aug
ust

Sep
tem

ber

Octo
ber

Nov
em

be
r

Dec
em

ber

Months

P
ri

ce
 p

er
 K

ilo
gr

am
m

e

Muea

Limbe

Tiko

Mutengene

Fiango



CIFOR Market chain baseline Gnetum spp. Southwest region, Cameroon 76 76 76 

 
100% of traders reported that they incur losses. The average loss per trader was 13% of total product 
purchase, mostly through accidental fire or through stock deterioration, if Gnetum was not sold after 
on average, after 5 days. 91.4% of traders have techniques of storage while 8.6% have no storage 
techniques. Of the 91.4% using storage techniques, 70% sprinkle water on eru leaves, 25% spread the 
eru on the floor without covering at night and 2.5% spread the eru leaves on the floor and cover them 
with bags, while 2.5% spread the eru on bags placed on the floor. 
 
11.3.3  Exporter profit margins 
Exporters in Manyu exporting through Ekok to Ikom, Nigeria make lower profit margin per kilogram. 
Exporters in Meme exporting to Ikang market, Nigeria spend more money on transport due to bad 
roads, longer distance and the need to accompany the product. They also incur formal and informal 
taxes and harassments along the way by police officers, forestry officials, Customs, Council, 
Commerce and Quarantine. This is because none of the exporters have permits: “There is no permit 
holder for eru trade here in Manyu” (Pers. Comm. Divisional Delegate MinFoF). Thus their activities 
are technically illegal. This is confirmed looking at the 2009 List of Special Forestry Products. 
Interviews indicated that exporters felt the procedure for obtaining a commercial permit in Cameroon 
tends to favour the large-scale exporters and big companies and disadvantage small-scale exporters. 
Exporters in Fako exporting to Calabar through Bota spend less on transport costs as they do not go 
all the way to Nigeria, as Nigerian buyers buy the product themselves or through managers directly 
from this and Idenau Port. Small-scale exporters at Bota legalise their export activity by purchasing 
way bills from the permit holders, but paying prices above the acquisition cost of the quotas. Large-
scale exporters and permit holders export their products through the Idenau port to the Oron 
distribution market in Nigeria. 
 
In the 4 Nigerian markets, the average buying price per kg of eru in 2008 was 198 FCFA and average 
selling price is 418 FCFA. These figures however mask large variations between markets, up to 51 
FCFA on the buying price and 150 FCFA on the buying price, as shown in Figure 22. According to 
figures reported by exporters, exporter to Ikom receives the highest average profits, although these 
vary widely. Data were not available for Oron market. The average profit for an importer in Nigeria, 
shown in Figure 23 and Table 34 is just over FCFA 3 million annually. Again, large differences are 
found between markets and over the period 2007-2009. 2007 was both a high volume and profitable 
year for exports.  
 
Figure 22 Nigerian market buying and selling prices 2008 
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 Figure 23 Average  profit per Nigerian importer 2007-2009 Figure Average profit per Nigerian importer

 
 
Table 34 Mean exporter profit per market 
Year/ 
Market 
Profit FCFA 2007  2008  2009  Annual average  
 Ikom                   3,100,000                1,106,846              1,051,711  
 Ikang  33,360,000        10,800,000                   930,000              5,010,000  
 Calabar     7,104,000    6,168,000               14,803,200              3,119,467  

 Oron  
Being 
verified       

 Mean per 
exporter   20,232,000   6,689,333       5,613,349              3,060,393  

 
Figure 24 Nigerian exporters total profits per market 
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Table 35 Export market costs and profits 
Source 
Division 

Export 
Market 
Nigeria 

Types of costs  Amou
nt 
FCFA 

Unit 
Buying 
Price per 
bundle 
/kg 
FCFA 

Unit 
Selling 
Price 
per 
bundle 
FCFA 

Numbe
r of 
bundles 
per 
bag/ 
Truck  

Averag
e Profit 
margin/
Kg/ 
Exporte
r FCFA 

M
an

yu
 

Ikom Transport Cost per 
market day 

20167  
 
 

130 

 
 
 

400 

 
 
 

150 

 
 
 

82 
Forestry tax per bag 1000 
Council tax per bag 1000 
Quarantine tax per 
bag 

1000 

Booking at villages 
per week 

5000 

M
em

e 

Ikang Transport Cost per 
market day 

10000
0 

 
 
 
 

650(3kg) 

 
 
 
 

1500 

 
 
 
 

200 

 
 
 
 

275 

Forestry tax per bag 5000 
Council tax per bag 500 
Quarantine tax per 
bag 

500 

Custom tax per bag 2500 
Police tax per bag 5000 
Payment of 
workers 

1500 

Fa
ko

 

Calabar Transport Cost per 
market day 

5000  
 

250 

 
 

550 

 
 

120 

 
 

204 Forestry tax per bag 3500 
Police tax per bag 3000 

Fa
ko

 

Oron Transport Cost per 
bundle per market 
day (including 
bribery)  

150+1
0+25 

    

Regeneration 
fee/Kg +  
workers payment 
and managers/Kg 

 200 750 12000 365 

 
The cost to hire a boat is negotiable and averages 1,200,000 FCFA. Some boats carry three 750 kg 
bags, while some carry two 750kg bags see Annex ANNEX VII: Calibration and measurement units).  
 
The cost of transporting one bag of 25 bundles (125 bundles of 1kg) of eru from Oron to Port 
Harcourt is 7500 FCFA [3700 FCFA/ head]; to Oyo is 4500 FCFA [1300 FCFA/ head]; to Lagos is 
12000 FCFA [10500 FCFA/head]. These costs are negotiable when vehicle is hired. Haulage and 
interstate fees are negotiable and average 5000 FCFA per hired vehicle, carrying about 5 bags for an 
average distance of 20km. 
 
Apart from the buying price, transport accounts for the highest proportion of exporters‟ costs at 23%. 
As shown in . However together the four taxes comprise 59% of total costs, excluding buying price. 
The euphemistically named „police tax‟ is the term used to cover bribes and corruption, usually on 
route, and amounts to 14% of costs.  
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 Figure 25 Breakdown of exporter's costs 

 
 
11.3.4 Prices and costs across markets  
In Nigeria, the price of eru in any markets at any point in time is not fixed and is a function of demand 
and supply; the prevailing exchange rate; transportation costs of the seller (itself dependent upon the 
season) and the reserve price of both the buyer and the seller. Similar to Cameroon, the selling price is 
negotiated through bargaining. Generally, supply in Nigeria is higher during long holiday periods in 
Cameroon (March-April and June- September) as the producer population constituting mostly 
students and pupils‟ increases, with accompanying lower prices.  The average price of one 5kg bundle 
of eru of about (5 compressed 1kg bundles from Cameroon) at the Oron depot is 6000 FCFA. The 
price of a bundle of eru of (about 1kg) at Calabar and Ikang varies, averaging 1500 FCFA. Bundle 
sizes in Ikom are slightly smaller than in Ikang and Calabar and average 700 FCFA. 
 
11.3.5 Comparison of profit margins  
A comparison of the average profit margins of producers who are members of groups with those that 
not in groups did not show any significant statistical differences (see Table 36). This shows that a 
difference exists between the two means and implies that that the null hypothesis is rejected that there 
is no significant difference in the average profit margins of producers belonging to groups and those 
that are not in groups. Those who are not in associations have higher average profit margins than 
those in groups. This is because the few groups identified in the study area (Love Your Neighbour at 
Akwaya, Nchang Women‟s Group and Five to the Second Power Group at Okoyong, Mamfe Central) 
trained to domesticate eru in 2005 by MINEF, invested time to cultivate eru in group farms and 
maintain the farms, leaving less time to go to the forest. As these are group farms, individual members 
harvest eru indiscriminately, which coupled with thieves and domestic animals like goats, lowered the 
harvest production and profit for groups 
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Table 36 Profit and group membership  
 Are you a member of 

any group or association 
of eru collectors? 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
Mean 

Profit from eru in 
2008 (FCFA)  

No 34 592392 556148 95379 
Yes 5 321024 158529 70896 

Independent Sample Test 
Profit in 2008 
FCFA 

Levene’s 
Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df Sig.2-
tailed 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 
 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 

Equal variances 
Assumed 

1.48 .23 1.0 37 0.29 271367 252803 -240860 783595 

Equal variances 
Not assumed 

  2.2 22 0.03 271367 118841 25287 517447 

 
Nigerian wholesalers make higher profit margins than their Cameroonian counterparts (see Figure 
26). The global value chain reveals a „buyer-driven’ type of governance at the level of Nigeria 
because buyers in Nigeria are more organised than their suppliers in Cameroon and so they have gain 
control of the market and determine the price of eru at the borders. Also, major constraints identified 
here in Cameroon like bad roads, high transportation costs for wholesalers, many official and 
unofficial taxes were not identified in Nigeria. The fact that the eru market in Nigeria operates 
through unions helps to enhance the profit margins of actors by regulating the market and solving 
major and minor problems among members. Unlike the weak and mostly absent associations here in 
Cameroon the union bonds in Nigeria are stronger. 
 
Traders and processors make more profit margins per kilogram of eru, while producers and exporters 
make less. However, traders and processers sell fewer quantities of eru per market day. Processors 
lack market information on eru international markets hence they have fewer market outlets for their 
eru. Eru processing is very beneficial economically, hence international markets needs to be 
investigated to maximise the market outlets for processing enterprises. Over all exporters have higher 
total turnover and profits as they export higher quantities each market day.  
 
Figure 26 Average profit margins of Cameroonian and Nigerian wholesalers 
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11.5  Trade circuits  
 
As shown in Figure 27, the main trade routes flow from the production areas in the Southwest, 
particularly from Bachuo-Akagbe, Kembong, Eyomojock, Etoko Ekenge and Ekombe, and in Littoral 
around Souza and Mbanga (see Table 24) , through 2 channels: 

1) Type II and III minor volume circuit: to the medium and large sized domestic markets- with 
the highest volumes respectively to Kumba, Mutengene, Buea Tiko and Limbe  – averaging  

2) Type IV major volume circuit : for export to Nigeria (Oron, Ikang, Calabar and Ikom 
respecitvley in terms of volume) mainly through Idenau but also though Kumba and onto 
Mamfe and Ekok. 

 
It is no surprise that the major production areas are located on the road, river or sea trade routes;  
 
Road - BachouAkagbe – Mamfe  - Eyumojock – Ekok  - to Ikom 
 
River  - Ekombe Liongo and Mofako  - by river  to Idenau  
 
Road  - Mbanga - Souza – Tiko/Mutegene/Limbe /Idenau  - by sea to Ikang, Oron  or Calabar 
  
Figure 27 Map of trade routes in Cameroon and Nigeria 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Source: Adapted from www.googlemaps.com) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Trade flows from Centre to 
Southwest and Nigeria 

Trade flows from the 
Southwest and Littoral to 
Nigeria 
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and III markets 
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Table 37 Cameroonian market trade circuits  
Markets  Entry points  Origin of Eru Destination 
Idenau Via Limbe, 

Nkongsamba or 
Douala 

Centre (Sa‟a Lekie, Monatele, Obala), 
Littoral 
Souza, Limbe 

Nigeria  

Kumba Roads Souza, Mbanga, Loum, Penja, Maleke,  Kumba, Nigeria 

Ekondo 
Titi 

Sea, river TikoMabonji, Mbanga, Kumba, Bole, 
Bafaka 

 

Mundemba River, roads Kumba, Ekoondo Titi  

Tiko  Tiko Tiko 

Ekok Road via Mamfe  Takamanda, Kumba, Kendem Mamfe,  
Nigeria 

Muea   Muyuka, Kumba Muea, Buea 

Limbe   Limbe 

Nguti Roads  Mbinda, Maiti Nguti, Mboka, Ekenge, Baro 
Mokwalibe,  Osele, Okoroba, 
Etinkeng, Akat, Bayib Asibong 

Nguti, Nigeria 

 
 
Table 38 Nigerian market trade circuits  
Markets  Entry points  Origin of Eru Quantities Destination 
Ikang Via Kumba, Mamfe, Ekok Southwest   

Ikom via land through Ekok; river 
through Ajasoh beach or 
head load from Akwaya sub 
Division 

Southwest via 
Northwest 
Manyu, 
Southwest 

Average 5 
tons/ week 

Ikom, Boki 
Nigeria, Ekang, 
Abakiliki, Logoja  

Oron Centre region through Idenau 
and from the Littoral region 
(Yabassi and Souza area) 
through the Bota port and 
Calabar 

Center and 
Littoral region 

Average 54 
tons/week 

Port Harcourt, 
Oyo, Aba, Oweri, 
Omuahi, Calabar, 
Lagos Abuja, Ikot 
Epene, Kaduna  

Calabar Bota, Tiko, Douala ports and 
Ekondo Titi beach through 
Ekang 

Center and 
Littoral 

Average 15 
tons/week 

Oron, Lagos, Port 
Harcourt, Oyo, 
Aba, Oweri, 
Omuahi, Calabar, 
Abuja, Ikot 
Epene, Kaduna 
etc 

Total     4 12  Estimated 74 
tons weekly 

19 towns 

 
 
 
 



CIFOR Market chain baseline Gnetum spp. Southwest region, Cameroon 83 83 83 

Almost 100% of eru marketed in Nigeria in the 4 markets comes from Cameroon and more than 90% 
of eru consumed in Nigeria is of Cameroonian origin. The remaining „pockets‟ of forest in which eru 
is found in Akwa Ibom (Okobo, Ikot Ibassi and Ikom in Cross River state) are reportedly not available 
in commercial quantities to meet demand, hence there are no competition between domestic demand 
and external demand for eru supplied from Cameroon. An interesting aspect about the dynamics of 
the eru market in Nigeria is that buyers have gradually established customers at different depots 
irrespective of distance. They are also very mobile, responding to market demand and supply. For 
example, buyers leave Calabar to buy from Oron, Ekang and Ikom; buyers also leave Oron to buy 
from Calabar and other markets. If demand is high in Calabar and supply is low, Calabar buyers will 
travel go to Oron or other depots if there are signals and information of supply. There is a rich 
communication network between buyers and their web of customers. This dynamism affects the 
variability of the price at any point in time, as transportation cost is reflected in the selling prices in 
Nigeria. 
 

11.6 Market information  
89% of traders in the study area had access to market information about prices and performance up to 9 
other markets, with markets in Mutegnene, Tiko and Soppo the most important. No mention was made of 
markets in Nigeria. All of the traders obtained their information through colleagues, with only third 
(32%) having direct market knowledge from selling other markets. The advantages f market information 
named were that trade volumes increased, although just over a quarter indicated that travelling to different 
markets also entailed costs. Those who did not travel between markets cited the cost of paying market 
fees (21%) and transport costs (58%) as the main reasons. Respondents noted the need to improve access 
to information about price and performance of NTFP in the study area. 
 

Similar responses have been reiterated in two Market 
Information System (SIM) pilots developed by SNV 
in partnership with local NGOS (FONJAK and 
CEREP) and local media (IUCN and the Network of 
Community Radios of Cameroon (ReRaC) Radio 
Environment). The importance of accessing market 
information for NTFPs beyond local markets and the 
value that can be added when producers have access 
to more information on more distant and even 
international markets, and can compare offers has 
been assessed to benefit particularly the harvesters and 
producers. The second phase of the Market 
Information System set in place by SNV as part of the 
joint FAO-SNV-CIFOR-ICRAF GCP/RAF/408/EC 
project to mobilise and support the capacities of small 
and medium actors in the NTFP sector, although not 
focussing on the South, East and Littoral, but on 
Centre, South, East and Northwest, showed that 
Gnetum was one of the traded products in 5 of the 9 
weeks trial, particularly for the Yaoundé markets  
 

Figure 28 SNV’s Market Information 
System pilot 
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12  Regulatory framework 
 
Gnetum spp. is a Special Forestry Product, named by Decision No 336 of 2006, of which exploitation 
is controlled through annual quotas granted by MinFoF. The annual quotas provided vary widely form 
year to year, as shown in Table 39. In 2009 for example, Gnetum was included on the Special 
Products List (Ministry of Forestry and Wildlife Decision No 0020 of 06 January 2009) and 65% of 
the permits granted included Gnetum: Seven were for the Centre region, 2 for both Centre and Littoral 
and 4 covered 4 regions, one of which included the Southwest, granted to ETS Sah Jerome for 200 
tons, equivalent to 5% of the total Gnetum permits. In 2009 39% of the Gnetum permissible came 
from permits for the Centre and Littoral regions combined. In 2008 only 1 permit for 50 tons (3% of 
the total) specifically came from the Southwest and 56% from the „Centre and Littoral‟ regions, out of 
the 6 permits for Gnetum. In 2007 the 32 permits which specified Gnetum, totaling 8065 tons were 
granted generally for „all regions‟. In 2006 2 groups of permits were given of which 72% included 
Gnetum, with no specific location, totaling 7450 tons with individual permits ranging from 50 to 1000 
tons. The popularity of Gnetum as an NTFP is clear from its high incidence of demand from economic 
operators for such permits.  
 
From 2006 to 208, the permit holders were obliged to pay a „regeneration tax‟ of 50% in July and in 
September of that year. In 2009 the tranches were split into 25% per quarter of that year. The 
regeneration tax is calculated as a percentage of the sales price.   
 
Table 39 Special Forestry Product Permits granted for Gnetum 2006-2009 

Year 2009 2008 2007 2006 
Total of tons allocated for Gnetum  3,925 1,700 8,045 7,450 
Total of tons allocated for Gnetum 
SW 200 50 - - 
% from SW 5% 3% 

  Total of tons allocated for Gnetum 
Central & Littoral  3138 4172 - - 
% from Centre & Littoral  39% 56% - - 
Number of permits for Gnetum 11 6 32 31 

Number of permits for Gnetum in SW 1 1 
  Total number of permits granted 

annually  17 17 41 43 
% Gnetum permits of total  65% 35% 78% 72% 
 
Comparing the permits to quantities traded in just the five SW markets and to Idenau (Table 27) – it is 
clear that the permits cover only at most 50% of the local SW market trade. For the trade from Idenau, 
all the combined quotas together do not cover the volume of trade.  
 
Interviews revealed that reliable statistics on actual eru exports could be obtained from „way bills‟, the 
administrative procedure which MinFoF uses to track the flow of Special Forestry Products. Way bills 
consist of a form in triplicate which includes: the name of the company; species of product; quantity; 
vehicle matriculation number; driver‟s name and place of origin of resource signed by the MinFoF 
delegate and signed by the chief of post (of origin), driver and later by the chief of post of destination 
after which specification forms. The „Bulletin de Spécification des Produits Forestiers Spéciaux” (the 
annual permit allocation and quota) are attached to waybills. In 2006, Calomba‟s Company obtained a 
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license to market 200 tons, but was noted to purchase 7000 to 9000 bundles a day, three times a week 
(i.e. 21 to 27 tons a week) (Nchinda 2008). Ste. Margo SARL was reported to buy 10,000 to 12,000 
bundles a day, thrice weekly (i.e. 30 to 136 tons a week), but did not obtain a license specifically for 
Gnetum under the 2006 Special Forestry Products list (Decision 
0009/D/MinFoF/SG/DF/SDAFF/SAG 13 Jan 2006).  In 2008, two companies exported (Certificat 
d‟enregistrement en qualité d‟exportateur de produits spéciaux) Gnetum africana through Idenau; 
Société Margo Sarl and ETS Etienne Kandem, despite these not being granted permits at the 
beginning of the year. In 2009 four companies traded using way bills; Société Medou Njemba et Fils, 
Société Erimon, ITTC and Gomze. The quantity (785.4 tons) exported from January to March 2009, if 
projected for 12 months totals 3141.6 tons. This indicates an increase in the quantity exported by 
502.1 tons compared to 2008 (2639.5 tons) through Idenau. Comparing permits with waybills reveals 
an inconsistency in the permitting process. The quantity produced, traded and exported from the 
Southwest is far above the volumes for which permits have been obtained for the Southwest. The 
waybills also corroborate studies which indicate Gnetum for export via the Southwest is sourced from 
other areas of Cameroon- notably the Centre region (Perez et al. 1999, Ndoye et al. 1997, Awono et al 
2002). There is therefore a large discrepancy between practice and the regulatory framework and its 
enforcement. 
 
Interviews also confirmed the widespread existence of informal taxes and harassments in trading both 
nationally and across borders by police officers, forestry officials, customs, councils, commerce and 
quarantine officers. This is often because none of the exporters have permits illustrated by the 
personal communication from the Divisional delegate for MinFoF: “There is no permit holder for eru 
trade here in Manyu”. Thus trading and exploiting activities are illegal. Many exporters and trader 
indicate that even when they do have permits, „traccaserie” (corruption) is common and amounts to 14 
% of their costs. This is because the procedure for obtaining a commercial permit for eru in Cameroon 
tends to favour the rich large-scale exporter of eru and disfavour the small-scale exporters. Exporters 
in Fako division exporting to Calabar through Bota spend less on transportation costs as they do not 
need to enter Nigeria to sell their product to Nigerian buyers, as Nigerians buy the product directly or 
through managers at the Bota and Idenau. The small-scale exporters at Bota Wharf, in order to 
legalise their export activity, are obliged to purchase quotas in the form of way bills, from richer 
permit holders. 
 
The interviews did not solicit any information that the regeneration tax was used for regeneration. No 
government funded domestication or regeneration activities were recalled by respondents.  
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13  Constraints in the Gnetum market chain 

13.1 Producers  
 
The scarcity of eru (23.4%) is a major constraint faced by producers in the study area followed by low 
prices compared to the time invested and difficulties involved in finding and harvesting eru (21.1%), 
showing that despite the increase in prices over time per kilogram of wet eru, as eru becomes scarce in the 
forest, producers are still not satisfied with the price given that such increase is not commensurate with 
the difficulties involved with finding and harvesting eru. This shows the very negligible role producers 
can play in price fixation which can easily be explained by the fact that producers in the study area are not 
organised in associations and there are no mutual agreements between them. Also hand cuts during 
harvesting (21.1%); bad farm to market roads (10.9%); snake bites (10.2%) are also some of the problems 
producers face in the production of eru. 
 
Table 40 Constraints faced by producers in the eru chain 
Constraints faced by Producers Percent 
Long search because of scarcity 23 
Low prices compared to constraints in getting eru 21 
Hand cuts 21 
Long distance 13 
Bad farm to market roads 11 
Snake bites 10 
Total 100 

13.2 Retailers  
Constraints mentioned by retailers include a lack of good storage techniques for Gnetum, that Gnetum 
is becoming scarcer and a lot of people have entered the business since there are no entry barriers. In 
Manyu where there are many sellers and few buyers, retailers tend to make fewer returns. Retailers in 
Fako complained that the price to buy a kilogram of leaves has increased because the government has 
increased taxes on their suppliers who are large-scale exporters with permits. Many of them refused 
and some were reluctant to be interviewed because they taught researchers were disguised 
government officials. 

13.3 Exporters  
Exporters named the major constraints as:  

1. Unreliable and opportunistic exporters having diversified income streams that only show up 
when demand in Nigeria is high to compete with those whom eru export is their sole activity 
and are steady in the business. This is because they are not organized in a union as to create 
entry barriers into the business. 

2. As the Naira/FCFA exchange rate fluctuates, this can be unfavorable for exporters who 
accompany their products to Nigeria incur significant losses or make very little profits 
because of these fluctuations. 

3. Exporters in Manyu and Meme division complained of high transportation costs due to poor 
roads. Exporters going to the Ikom market in Nigeria through Ekok can incur 100% losses if 
the vehicles transporting the products get stuck when roads are very bad at the height of the 
rainy season. Due to the perishable nature of the product, if vehicles are stuck for more than 
3-4 days, the product gets burned. 



CIFOR Market chain baseline Gnetum spp. Southwest region, Cameroon 87 87 87 

4. The procedure to acquire commercial permits tends to favor the richer, larger economic 
operators and enterprises and requires presence, experience and connections in Yaoundé. 
Therefore when the enterprises are small and/or informal, they tend to operate without 
permits. Hence all exporting activities in Manyu, Ndian and Meme division are illegal (Pers. 
Comm. Delegate MINFOF). As a result exporters suffer harassments and incur more 
„‟informal taxes‟‟ from government officials causing them to profit less in the business. In a 
bid to legalize their activities and reduce costs, some exporters in Fako have purchased 
waybills from Societe CATRACO, paying a fee that is above the regeneration taxes. In the 
Mungo division only one permit holder existed (Societe CATRACO) in 2009, the rest are 
illegal, and very little or nothing is done by the state to enforce control and regulatory 
measures on the exploitation of Gnetum in the Mungo division (Pers. Comm., Delegate 
MINFOF, Mungo). The absence of enforcement or field patrols was attributed to the lack of 
field staff and technicians in the area.  

5. A lack of good storage techniques for Gnetum. 
6. The Cameroonian traders and buyam sellams indicate that they felt they had very low price 

bargaining power with the Nigerian buyers, mainly as they cannot agree among themselves 
on a particular selling price. 

7. Cameroonian exporters complain that they Nigerians do not permit them to sell Gnetum 
beyond the border markets of Ikom, Ikang, etc. In contrast, the Nigerians have access to buy 
and harvest from Cameroonian villages and forests. 
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14  Opportunities in the Gnetum market chain 
 
There is a potentially large scale opportunities for eru processing to add value and increase shelf life by 
up to four years. In the Southwest only two processing enterprises were identified and none in the Littoral 
region. Processed eru has a high demand in Europe and the United States and could have a growth market 
in Cameroon and regionally. CENDEP added 500 FCFA per kilogram for processed eru while MISPEG 
added 150 FCFA per kilogram. These processing enterprises if encouraged can greatly enhance village 
economic development. Processed eru would enable losses to be decreased at all stages of the chain and 
ease transport and perishability problems for long distances or in areas of poor infrastructure. This is also 
advantageous in that actors can store their products and choose the best period to sell when demands are 
high and prices are favourable. 
 
Although some actors complain that the present domestication methods of Gnetum are too lengthy (2.5-3 
years), this is less time than high value cash crops such as coffee, cocoa and oil palms.  Changes in 
harvest methods also present obstacles with more careful harvest than is currently usually applied being 
needed to ensure sustainable production. However once eru farms are successfully established and 
sustainably exploited, they have potentially a long lifetime with the high regenerative capacity and low 
maintenance. Unlike other crops which have planting and harvesting periods, eru needs to be planted just 
once and has a year round availability making it a potentially interesting additional crop. Limiting factors 
are the need for shade and suitable, rainfall, well drained soils and sufficient warmth, which mean that is 
it not a suitable crop for all farmers in all areas of the region.  
 
Gnetum grows well alongside other shade tolerant crops like cocoa and cocoyam and under oil palms. 
Creative programs for farmer education in mixed crop agroforestry systems could help both farmers and 
eru harvesters diversify and increase income streams. 
 
The leaves and fruits of Gnetum have high pharmaceutical properties and uses which are currently little 
used. This underused potential could benefit communities with little access to modern medicines and as 
valuable additional to local natural medicines. Further investigation on the medicinal potential and 
awareness raising in its use could widen this aspect of its use.. 
 
Conservation of the Gnetum liana in primary forests could act as a trigger to ensures the conservation of 
other valuable genetic and forest resources.  



CIFOR Market chain baseline Gnetum spp. Southwest region, Cameroon 89 89 89 

 

15  Conclusions 
 
During the period 2007 to 2009, a harvester in the Southwest collected on average 1.12 tons a year of eru, 
ranging from 8.39 tons to 33kg. In Littoral the harvesters collected on average more, with 3.39 tons per 
year. The 18 villages studied harvest on average 143±41 tons a year (averaging 100 tons in the Southwest 
and 187 in Littoral).  
 
The five local markets in the Southwest sell on average 582.2 tons of eru a year, estimated from the 
period 2007 to 2009. The main distribution centre in the Southwest, and indeed for Cameroonian eru 
destined for the Nigerian market, is Idenau, with 97,000 tons on average marketed annually. Compared 
with data on Idenau market from 1997 and 1998 (Awono et al., 2002) when 44,200 and 25,157 tons 
respectively was traded, it is clear that the trade has doubled. The market structure, channels, and types of 
actors have however appeared to have changed little. The main innovation in the market has been 
increased access to market information through mobile phones and some increases in the speed of 
transport by boat to Nigeria. The introduction of Gnetum as a Special Forestry Product in 2006 and 
associated permits in the period has not affected the quantities exported and permits for the period. The 
total quota of permits allocated from 2007 onwards is insufficient to cover the even quantities sold in juts 
the 5 SW markets and Idenau.   
 
Give the larger quantities sold in the markets and reports of traders of their sources it is clear that Gnetum 
is sourced from a much wider zone than only the immediate production environs to the markets in the 
Southwest.  This is confirmed over a decade ago that a proportion of the eru leaving the southwest was 
sourced from Centre and other regions.  
 
In total some 1885 people were active in the chain annually in the period 2007-2009. This figure 
comprises about 759 harvesters in the Southwest and Littoral regions, and approximately 621 traders and 
exporters, with a  further 505 people providing services to the eru chain across the Southwest and Littoral 
regions to the main Nigerian markets. The Gnetum trade is a significant contributor to the incomes for 
these actors, contributing on average 47% of producer‟s incomes – with an annual average of 500,000 
FCFA: 76% of trader‟s incomes – on average FCFA 729,327 ± 351,780 and 58% of importers/exporters 
incomes, on average FCFA 3 million.. The long term economic value and continued trade is however 
questionable. Currently the trade is almost completely dependent upon the availability of Gnetum from 
the wild, from primary and secondary natural forests in the Southwest and Littoral region. Only 24% of 
production is found in the more accessible farm, private forest and plantations (11%). This study has 
shown that the eru sector is also very important socially- income generated from its trade is used by all 
actors mainly to meet to meet basic, subsistence needs in 90% of cases. The nutritional value of this 
vegetable is important in meetings basic food needs, however its medicinal properties are currently little 
known and little used in the southwest and littoral regions, unlike DRC and  Asia. The environmental 
value of this species is that it is a good indicator of undisturbed, primary forest - many of the areas where 
it is abundant are also high value forests and protected areas.  
 
However its economic importance in terms of income and employment is not translated into socio-
economic importance. The eru profession has a very low status in economic or professional terms. 
Business constraints, although common to enterprises in Cameroon and Nigeria, appear particularly 
limiting to the Gnetum chain with the perishable, high regional demand nature of the product - 
particularly the poor transport routes and infrastructure, corruption and regulation framework.  Despite 
some level of collective action in Cameroon, this tends to be restricted to geographical markets and to sets 
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of actors (transporters, traders and exporters). There is no general trade organisation representing the 
interests of all actors or the chain as a whole. This translates into a low institutional profile despite its 
classification as a „special forestry product‟ and the large number of individuals, families, small and 
medium enterprises active in the sector, its role in providing employment to at least over 600 direct actors 
in the southwest, littoral and Nigerian markets. From a social perspective, the trade in Gnetum is on 
average the major source of income for those active in the chain and their households (on average an 
actor has 6 family members). The contribution of eru becomes more as the product gets closer to the end 
consumer, contributing to 33% of producer‟s cash incomes and 76% of trader‟s and 58% exporter‟s 
household income.  Cash from eru sales is also used primarily to meet basic needs, with all actors 
spending comparable proportions on average on food (24%), education (20%), clothing (16%) and 
healthcare (12%). 
 
As 79% of the actors are women with very little policy interests which have significantly contributed to 
its degradation in the study area. Cultivation serves as the best conservation option. Nkefor et al. 
(2000) indicated that one cultivated Gnetum plant can produce 1.9kg leaf biomass every six months. 
CENDEP recommends a 2m x 1m spacing per plant which can give as much as 9.5 tons/hectare of eru 
for consumption and trade. Including this in mixed crop agro-forestry systems in order to diversify 
farmer‟s income streams and to reduce the pressure exerted on the forest resource base is a very 
beneficial initiative. 
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16  Recommendations 
 
To achieve a win-win situation of sustainable management of eru as a predominantly wild forest resource, 
and maintain the livelihood of actors in the value chain, the following recommendations are made. These 
are based on the responses of actors and analysis of the market chain. 

16.1 Increasing production 
The research reveals that distances travelled to harvest eru in the forest have increased, more time is 
spend in the forest in search of eru and that a drop in the quantity harvested during the last decade. 
Faced with the increasing demand for Gnetum and insufficient controls to mage the resource, , 
domestication is a solution to not only increase production, but also reduces the pressure exerted on 
the resource base and allows farmers to allocate time to other activities. It is strongly recommended 
that current domestication research and experiences from Cameroon (e.g. MISPEG, CENDEP and 
Limbe Botanic Gardens) as well as the wealth of experience from Asia, is disseminated and 
appropriate demonstration and extension activities to support farmers are put in place. 
 
However the most sustainable option is to educate harvesters on the most sustainable techniques: 
plucking leaves and not uprooting, tree felling or vine cutting.  
 
Harvesting equipment is currently basic and little adapted to sustainable harvesting i.e. cutting only 
leaves). Potential exists to improve sustainable harvest methods by adapting locally available knives 
and cutlasses to be more efficient for eru harvesting.  
 
The production potential of other regions in Cameroon‟s humid forest zone is largely unknown.  This 
study has provided a baseline assessment of Gnetum spp. in the South west and Littoral regions, and 
has drawn on other market studies and botanic assessments in the region. Studies in the Centre and 
South and East regions indicate that little is known of the production potential and density of Gnetum 
in these areas. 
  
16.2 Encouraging and strengthening processing enterprises 
The higher added value of processing (into a sliced, dried product) and packaging indicates that this 
could be a potentially profitable route for small enterprises. Actions that could benefit this include the 
dissemination of processing technology, methods and costs and for new and existing processing 
enterprises. This would need to be accompanies by market awareness campaign to inform consumers 
about dried eru and its uses. 

16.3 Regulatory and customary control measures 
This is a common problem relating to many NTFPs and not just to Gnetum in particular. However, 
clarification of land tenure arrangements and the overlaps between unenforced and largely unknown 
official land tenure rules and customary rules could enhance the management and sustainability of the 
resource. If women are granted the right to own lands, both forest and farmlands, their management of 
eru as a long term vegetable could increase its domestication and less pressure on wild resources. 
 
As the study indicates, once the value of eru is known, private owners and village councils have 
started to assert control over and restrict access to the resource and to demand payment, mainly in the 
form of fees for outsiders exploitation exploiting eru from what are perceived as village or private 
forests. This however has not been accompanied by management measures, such as harvest standards, 
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no-go areas or regeneration measures. Such customary controls could one step in a multi-pronged 
approach to manage eru. 
 
The current system of permits issued by Ministry of Forestry does bear any relation to actual 
quantities exported and favours large scale, over small scale enterprises and individuals. In effect the 
government loses potential sources of revenues and does not manage a sustainable trade, despite 
having regulations the special forestry product permit and waybill system) in force which potentially 
could ensure this. The current permit system regeneration taxes are not channelled into any 
government supported regeneration projects. There appears to be a disconnection between MinFoF, 
traders and development NGOs in the chain on national level, and particularly formally on a regional 
level. There appears also to be no relation between MinFoF and MINADER on domestication and the 
recent project. A platform of actors in the chain, particularly involving the Ministry of Agriculture and 
Rural Development could be a step forward into concertedly addressing the issues within the chain.  

16.4  Market information  
The differences between how the market chain functions in Cameroon and Nigeria indicate that 
lessons from Nigeria about market organisation and cooperation could be beneficial for Gnetum 
producers, traders and exporters in Cameroon. Many wholesalers and sellers in Cameroon appear not 
to realise the full size, potential and prices in the Nigerian market.  
 
A catalogue or database of all actors in the chain could facilitate research, extension, regulation and 
control and enforcement of the sector while monitoring the resource. Whilst cultural attitudes to 
organisation may challenge the level of association and collective action possible, this sector could 
benefit from organise of main actors (producers and traders) into associations and strengthening these 
associations by acting as a liaison between associations and village authorities. A role could be to 
encourage the development and use of standard measurement units through sensitization and dialogue 
with main actors; organise seminars and workshops on capacity building in sustainable development 
and harvesting techniques; organise practical trainings on domestication for farmers through service 
providers etc. This could serve as major steps in advancing the organisation and improvement of the 
chain. 

16.5 Access to markets  
Again, this is not a problem specific to Gnetum but for also for NTFPs and agricultural products. The 
large potential Nigeria consumer market and its proximity to fertile production areas of Cameroon 
offer a major potential opportunity for Cameroonian exporters. However poor infrastructure and costs 
associated delays, poor roads, taxes and corruption along the route acts as significant barriers efficient 
trade. 

16.6 Lack of resource knowledge  
The current system of permits is wholly inappropriate – as it is not based on any knowledge of the 
resource based but upon demand from large scale exporters and retailers. As permits are often resold 
and subdivided for smaller traders and exporters. This works contrary to tracing both qualities and the 
exporter of the product and the transparency of the administrative system. Combined with the current 
lack of comprehensive knowledge about all the sources of Gnetum in Cameroon and quantities 
available, management and control of the resource in the long term is impossible. An inventory 
mapping of production areas would help fill this gap.  
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ANNEX I: Focus group questionnaire 
 
FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONNAIRE ERU 

I- SOCIAL ASPECT 
 
Date :_______________________________ 
District, Sub Division:_________________ 
Division: ____________________________ 
Name of village:______________________ 
Number of households :_____________( council) 
Main activities of the participants:___________________________ 

 
Forest Importance and modes of Income 

 
1. Why is the forest important to you? 
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________ 

 
2. What modes of income exist in the region and how important are they in percentages? 

(for example: timber, teaching, construction, NTFP‟s, etc) 
 

Mode of income Percentage of revenues 
  
  
  
  
  

 
3. What are the Forest resources which you find in your eco-system and where do they come from? 
(Distribute stones in line according to the niches where the products come from and rank according to 

importance or by distributing percentages) 

 
 

4. If there exist NTFPs which are only consumed (not yet sold) in your village, please list them in order of 
importance for consumption. 

Name of the product Month(s) available 
1.  
2.  
3.  
4.  
5.  

 
15. What is the status of the place where people collect Eru (Please specify)? 

Rank Name of 
Product 

Homegarden Fallow 
land 

Cocoa,Coffee 
farm 

Secondary 
Forest 

Dense 
forest 

Other 
places(state) 
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1. Protected Area   2. Non-protected Area 
 
1. a Community forest   2.a Open forest 
1.b Sacred area   2.b Private land (champ, plantation, home garden) 
1.c Sanctuary 
1.d communal forest 
1.e forest reserve i.e biosphere reserve (with people living in it) 
1.f forest reserve (without people living in it) 
1.g botanic garden 
1.h forest concession 
1.i Others ________________________________________ 

 
11. What are the 5 most important villages regarding Eru in terms of production? 

Please rank the villages in decreasing production importance. 
Village Important Rank 
  
  
  
  
  

 
13. What is the state of the roads during the rainy season? (___) 

1. Very good 2. good, 3. Bad, 4. Very bad, 
 
ERU ENVIRONMENTAL 

18. Is there much Eru available in or around your village? [___]1=Yes,0= No 
b. Has this changed over the last three years? [___]1=Yes0= No 
c. If yes, how? [___] 1= decreased, 2 = increased 3= others (specify):___________________________ 
19. What techniques of storage for Eru do you use so that Eru can stay good as long as possible? 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

20. Is eru being domesticated? [___] 1. Yes, 0. No 
Why, Why not? 
______________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
b. What constraints linked to domestication of eru do you face ? 

_______________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
________________ c. Can you give any solutions for the given problems? 

 
III- ECONOMIC ASPECTS 
 
5. Please state in order of priority, the non-timber forest products which are traded in your village? 

 
Name of Product Monthsavailable 
1.  
2.  
3.  
4.  
5.  

 
6. Where did you sell most of your products in 2008? 
(Distribute stones in line) 

Products In the farm In front of your 
door 

In organised markets 
 

Rank 
importance 
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of income 
NTFPs  

 
   

Fishery products from 
forest waters 

 
 

   

Agricultural products  
 

   

Livestock  
 

   

 
 

12. What are the main markets of Eru? 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
ERU SOCIAL 
 
7. a What percentage of the people is involved in eru exploitation and trade in your community? [%] 

 
b. What does the remaining percentage of the people do? 
_______________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________
____________ 

c. How are they distributed (in percentage)? 
Actors Percentage of total Percentage male Percentage female 
Producers    
Traders    
Exporters    
Those processing    
Restaurant operators    

 
8. a Are there any NGO‟s or other organizations in the region which work with eru? [___] 1. Yes 0. No 
b. If yes, list them : 

* Village Organisation,ReligiousAssociations, Cooperative, njangis,NGOs, etc. 
 
9.Are there restaurants working with Eru in the region? 1. Yes, 0.No [ ] 
 
b. If yes, estimate the number of restaurants and the average quantity of eru prepared daily? 

Restaurants Average quantity of eru 
prepared/day/resto. (kg) 

Average No. of days / week 

   
 

 
GENERAL INFORMATION ON ERU 

Name Number of members Status Location Main Activities Contact Person Men Women 
1 
 

      

2 
 

      

3 
 

      

4 
 

      

5 
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. 10. What are the uses of Eru and their level of importance? 
Please rank the uses according to importante; 

 
Uses eru Order of Importante (Rank or percentage) 
  
  
  

 
11.a With whom do you trade mostly? Cameroonians around the villages [___]; Urban Cameroonians [__]; 

Nigerians [___]; Others (Specify):____________________________ 
b. Are they mostly men or women ?____________________________ 
c.With whom do you prefer to trade?Cameroonians around the villages[___]; Urban Cameroonians [__]; 
Nigerians [___]; Others(Specify):____________________________ 

Why ? 
............................................................................................................................. ............................ 
.................................................................................................................................................. 

 
12. Do you have some restrictions as to where you collect eru [___] 1. Yes2. No 

b.If yes, Why__________________ 
17. Do you pay fees/taxes to enter the Forest? [___] 1. Yes,0. No 
b. If yes : How much? .......................................... 
c.Do you know why you have to pay? [___] 1. Yes,0. No 
Please Explain : 
______________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________? 
 

13. Are there any communal benefits resulting from eru activity in your area? 1. Yes, 0. No [] 
 

Please specify if yes: 
__________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
( for example: Road construction; Council hall activities; Church building; Construction of schools; 
Assistance to school pupils/students; etc) 

14. What are the three main items which you paid for over the last 12 months with money earned from Eru? 
1.____________________________________________ 
2. ______________________________________________ 
3.______________________________________________ 

 
 
 
 
 
IV- CONSTRAINTS IN THE ERU FIELD 
 
15. What are the main problems with regard to Eru? 

1_________________________________________________________________________________
________________________ 
2_________________________________________________________________________________
________________________ 
3_________________________________________________________________________________
________________________ 
4_________________________________________________________________________________
________________________ 
5_________________________________________________________________________________
________________________ 

16. And what would you suggest as solutions? 
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1..................................................................................................................................................................
....................................................................................................................................... 
2..................................................................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................. .......... 
3..................................................................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................. .......... 
4..................................................................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................. .......... 
5..................................................................................................................................................................
....................................................................................................................................... 

17. Any other comments? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________ 

 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH!  
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ANNEX II: Producer questionnaire 
 

Baseline and Market Chain Study for SW/Littoral 
PRODUCER INVESTIGATION QUESTIONNAIRE ERU 

Name and Surname of investigator : ___________________________________________________/ 
 
Name of respondent : ................................... 
 
I- SOCIAL ASPECTS 
General Information 

1. Date of interview _____.______._________ 

2. Province : ____________________________ 

3. Division : ____________________________ 

4. Sub-division : ______________________________ 

5. Village _______________________________ 

6. Name and surname of respondent : _________________________________________ 

7. Tél. : ____________________ 

8. Age ________ Sex _______ Male = 1 ; Female = 0 

9. Marital situation : __________ 

Widower (widow) = 2; Bachelor = 3; Married = 4; Divorced 

10. Ethnic group : _____________________________________ 

11. Number of persons living in the household: 

Boys [______] ; Girls [______] ; Male[______] ; Female [______] 

12. Level of education : [______] 0. Nil, 1. Primary, 2. Secondary, 3. University 

13. Position occupying in the community : Chief [____] ; Quarter head [____] ; Notable[____] ; 
Community member[____] ; Others(specify)____________________ 
 
Household Sources of Income 
14. Point out your most important sources of income. (List before distributing the percentages please) 

Modesofincome Period (months) 
 
Jan-Feb-Mar-Apr-May-Jun-Jul-Aug-Sep-
Okt-Nov-Dec 

Rank 

   
   
   
   
   

 
1 = Agriculture (including market gardening) 
2 = Breeding 
3 = Hunting 
4 = beekeeping 
5 = Woodcutting 
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6 = artistic work (weaving, mechanic,bricklaying, carpentry, dressmaking) 
7 = Trade 
8 = Picking and sale of forest product (pharmacopoeia, vegetable leaves, bush fruits, etc.) 
9= Paid work (specify if seasonal, full time or part time) 
 
15. What are the NTFPs that you collect in your household which are important to you? 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
b. Rank their importance in terms of food and income to you. 

 

NTFP Important as 
food ( %) 

Important as 
income (%) 

   
   
   
   

 
Access to Forest Resources 
16. Are there areas of the forest where you are not allowed to collect from? 
1. Yes, 0. No [] 
b. If yes, what type of area and why? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
______________ 
 
17. Have you ever paid any fee for entering the forest? 1. Yes, 0. No [ ] 
b. If yes, 
-To whom?_________________________________________________________________ 
-How much and why? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_______________ 
 
18. Have there been changes in access/rights to the forest? 1. Yes, 0. No 
b. If yes, explain? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________ 
Level of involvement of members of household in eru activities, Actual Consumption and Uses. 
 
19. What is the level of involvement of members of household in eru exploitation activities and the 
average time spent in the activities? 

 

Activity 
Adults, Male* 
(%) 
 

Adults 
Females 
(%) 
 

Young 
boys 
(%) 
 

Young 
girls 
(%) 
 

Time 
spent in 
activity 
(hr/day) 

Total 
 

Harvesting 
 

     100 
 

Transportation 
 

     100 
 

Selling 
 

     100 
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*NOTE: Consider all persons involved as adult as from 18 years and above 
 
 
 
20.Give the distribution of eru produced 
Direct household consumption 
(%) 

Sold 
(%) 

Gifts 
(%) 

Lost 
(%) 

Total 

 
 

   100 

NB. If the eru collected is done in packets (bundles) please convert into kg 
 
21.If eru is the menu of the day, what is the quantity consumed in your household per day? 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
22. Is the level of consumption of eru in your household uniform from the beginning of the year to the 
end of the year? 1. Yes, 0. No (_____) 
 
b. If no, indicate the different periods and variations 
Trend of Consumption Periods 

(month) 
Number of times 
per week 

Causes 

Start End 
High consumption  

 
   

Average consumption  
 

   

Low consumption  
 

   

 
23. You consume eru with what complement? 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
24.If eru becomes rare which are the products you will like to use as substitutes (replacements)? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________ 
 
25. List the various uses of eru? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Organisational Aspects and Conflict Management 
26. Are you a member of any group or association of eru collectors? 1. Yes, 0.No 
 
b. If yes, cite it (Specify the start): 
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____ 
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____ 
 
c. What are the principal activities conducted in group? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
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__________________________________________________________________________________
__________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____ 
d. Do you take part in meetings/activities? ___________ 

a=I participate in all meetings/activities 
b=I participate in most of the meetings/activities 
c=I participate sometimes in meetings/activities 

 
e. If you are not part of any community organisation what are the reasons? 

______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
____________ 
______________________________________________________________________________
______ 

f. And if you are a member what are the benefits you gain in this situation? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
____________________ 
 
27. Are there communal benefits with the trade of eru? 1. Yes, 0. No 
b. If yes, cite them: Schools built [____]; Churches repaired [___]; Roads repaired [___]; Others 
(Specify)___________________________________ 
 
28. Have you ever had conflicts related to your eru activity with other persons? [__] 1 =Yes; 0 = No 
b. If yes, indicate the reason for each conflict: 

1) Conflict: ___________________________Reason:_________________________________ 

2) Conflict: __________________________Reason: _________________________________ 
3)Conflict_____________ _________________Reason: _________________________________ 
 

c. How did you resolve the conflict? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_______________ 
 
d. Have you ever paid for the procedure? [__] 1=Yes, 0=No 
 
e. If yes, what did you pay? [_____________________________] 

 
f. Did every party respect the final decision of the conflict settlement? [___] 1=Yes, 0=No, 
Reason: 
__________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________ 
Household benefits from eru activity 
 
29. During the last 12 months how did you use the money you acquired with the sale of eru? (Rank 
the uses according to importance) 
Utilisations Rank 
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Ex. Education, Health, construction materials, Food, utensils, clothes, agricultural materials, other 
income generating activities(specify), etc ? 
 
30. How many people in your household benefit from the income generated by eru? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____ 
 
II-ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECTS 
Forest type and status of harvest area 
31. Where do you collect eru more often? Compare the importance 
Place collected Weight according to quantity harvested 

(%) 
Family farm 
 

 

Fallow family farm 
 

 

Family secondary forest 
 

 

Family primary forest 
 

 

Fallow farm of a third party 
 

 

Secondary forest of a third party 
 

 

Primary forest of a third party 
 

 

Virgin forest without an owner 
 

 

Other :  
Total 100% 
NB.We use only that which is applicable to household. 
 
32. What is the status of the place where people collect Eru? 
1. Protected Area   2. Non-protected Area 
Please specify 
1.a Community forest  2.a Open forest 
1.b Sacred area   2.b Private forest 
1.c Sanctuary    2.c Agroforestry zones 
1.d comunal forest 
1.e forest reserve i.e biosphere reserve (with people living in it) 
1.f forest reserve (without people living in it – fenced) 
1.g Botanic gardens 

Other/;………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
Specie type, Characteristics, Collection/harvesting and processing 
 
33. Talking of eru, since when did you start collecting? ________ 

 
34. Can you distinguish different types of Eru in your area? [] 1= Yes, 0 = No 
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If yes, name and describe the different types you collect in your area and the periods when they 
are abundant and less abundant? 

Type Characteristics Period Months 
1  More abundant  

Less abundant  
2  More abundant  

Less abundant  
3  

 
More abundant  

Less abundant  
 

35. What are the criteria in order of importance that you will use to determine the quality of eru? 
Criteria Rank 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
Total  
(1. viscosity,2. level of dryness,3. quantity 
bought, 4. colour, 5. ordour, 6. type of customer, 
7. others (state) ) 

 
 

36. Is the level of collection of eru in your village uniform throughout the year? 
1. Yes, 0. No 
b. If no, fill the table below: 
Period 
(From the month of…… to the 
month of ……) 

Level of production/week 
(High or Low) 

Reasons* 

   
   
   
   
   
* The reason here could be the factor that influences the increase or decrease in volume during a 
period 
37.How do you harvest eru (method)? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____ 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_______________ 
38. If you process eru, how do you go about it? 
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__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_______________ 
b. What is the processing cost and what profit do you incur per unit of measurement? 
Cost/Unit _____________________ ;Profit/Unit ______________________ 
 
c. Are there other processing methods? 1. Yes, 0. No 
d. If yes cite them 
__________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________ 
 
Materials 
39. What materials do you use in the harvesting and or processing of eru? 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
b. Are the materials locally available? 1. Yes, 0. No 
c. If yes, could they be locally maintained? 1. Yes, 0. No 
d. Are the materials available at affordable prices? Give the price of each equipment 
EQUIPMENT/MATERIAL UNIT PRICE 
  
  
  
  
e. Do you know of some materials/equipments which if acquired will help to improve (in quantity and 
quality) eru production? [] 1 = Yes; 0 = No 
f. If yes, name them? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________ 
 
Transportation facilities, Distances and Costs 
40. Is all the eru produced in your household being sold at once on the spot? _______ 1. Yes, 0.No 
 
b. If no, what distance do you cover to go and sell your eru (Evaluate in km-hours)? 

Minimum: km_______hr___ ; Maximum : km________hr______ 

 
41. Has the distance travelled to collect eru evolved during the periods of the years? 
1. Yes, 0. No [] 

 
b. How? a. smaller b.The same, c. More large [] 

 
C. What is the actual distance you cover to arrive at the place where you collect eru (Evaluate in 
hours and kilometers)? 
 Hours Km 
Minimum   
Maximum   
 
42. What transport means do you use during your activities related to eru? 

Harvesting of eru leaves [_____]; Selling of eru [_____] 
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1 = Bicycle; 2=Motorbike; 3=Car; 4=Canoe ; 5=Train ; 6=None ;7=Other (specify) 
 
b. If you pay for the mode of transport what is the cost that you pay? 
MODE OF TRANSPORTATION COST Distance(km) 
Bicycle   
Motorbike   
Car   
Canoe   
Train   
By foot   
Other   
Other   
 
c. Who is doing the transportation; Male [__]; Female [__] 
 
d. Why? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________ 

e. What is the maximum cost you would want to pay for the transport? And how far would you go 
with that mode of transport? 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Domestication possibilities 
43. Had your household planted eru before? 1. Yes, 2. No [] 
b. If no, why? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________ 
c. If yes, what is the year that your household planted eru for the first time? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____ 
d. What are, in order of priority, the 2 most important reasons that prompted you to plant eru? 
__________ 

a. Trade 
b. Consumption 
c. Trade and consumption 
d. Protection of my farm 
e. Marking the right of property (real estate) 
f. Scarcity of resource 

 
e. What are the problems that you have encountered in this activity? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_______________ 
 
Change of Forest Cover and Management practices 
44. Based on your observations from the last 10 years has the forest area removed around your village 
changed? [] 

a) increased 
b) diminished 
c) Has not changed 
d) Not sure 

b. Why? 
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__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_______________ 
c. Can you give us some indicators that confirm your observation? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____ 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________ 
 
d. In case of reduction, according to you does there exist any relationship between reduction of the 
forest cover and the availability of NTFPs (State this relationship please)? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_______________ 
 
e. Are you doing something at a personal level that guarantees the availability of the forest in the long 
run? If yes, specify : 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_______________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____ 
III- ECONOMIC ASPECTS 
Market Characteristics 
 
45. What are the principal products that you produce? Please fill the information regarding these 
products in the table below over the last two years. 
Products Months 

produced 
Unit of 
measurement 

Quantity/Rank Profit/Rank 

2007     
     
     
     
     
     
2008     
     
     
     
     
     
2009     
     
     
     
     
     
 
46. Can you tell us who bought your eru in 2008? 

Buyers (%) 
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Neighbours for consumption  
Neighbours for resale  
Traders outside the village  
Other :  
Other :  
Total 100 

If there are other buyers, include before the distribution of stones. . 
47. How do you sell eru? ___ 1. Individually 2. In groups 
48. Does the price of eru vary during the year? 1. Yes, 0. No 
If yes, give the information below 

Period* Price (unit) 
  
  
  
  
  

 
b. Do you have information about price in and performance of other markets? 1. Yes, 0. No 
If yes, which ones? 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
c. How do you have information about price of the products sold in your village or elsewhere? 1. 
Radio, 2. Newspaper, 3. Colleague, 4. Others 
(specify)__________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________  
d. Do you happen to go and sell in these other markets? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
e. If yes, what are the advantages and the inconveniences? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________ 
f. If no, why not? 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
49. With whom do you prefer to trade your eru and why? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________ 
 
Support to Activities in the Field/Financial Instruments 
50. Have you ever received any form of support or assistance with respect to your eru activities? 
1.Yes, 0.No [] 
 
b. If yes, indicate the supports that you have acquired in relation to your eru activities? 
Type of support By who? Activity Received as an 

individual or in group 
When? Highest 

amount/Quantity? 
Training      
Fertilizers/Agric chemicals 
(free) 

     

Fertilizers/Agric chemicals 
(on credit) 
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Credit      
Financing as subvention      
Others :      
      
 
c. If you received money on credit, give the interest rate and explain the modalities of reimbursement? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
d. If Fertilizers/Agric chemicals cite them: 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
e. If not, do you know any government fund where you could solicit individually or in group to 
finance your income generating activities?_______1. Yes, 0. No 
 
f. Have you ever solicited any financing in this sense? ______ 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
IV- CONSTRAINTS OF THE ERU FIELD 
 
51. Cite by order of priority the constraints/difficulties you encounter at the different stages in the 
field (Please write the constraints, then compare the importance by distributing stones) 
Production Transportation Marketing Conservation 
 
 

   

 
 

   

 
 

   

 
 

   

Ex.(a) Long distances to cover, (b) Limited customers, (c) High transportation cost, (d) Product is 
very perishable, (e) Troubles from policemen, gendarmes and other forestry agents, Tools used 
during collection, etc. 
 
b. Amongst all the constraints cited above, can you indicate the first three? 

1- 
2- 

3- 
 
52. Do you have any other information, question or comment? 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH 
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ANNEX III: Exporter questionnaire 
 
ERU EXPORTER QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
 
Name of the investigator: 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
Date of interview: ………………………………… 
I- SOCIAL ASPECTS 
 
Identification 
1. Province: ………………………………………… 
2. Division: ………………………………………… 
3. Sub-division:……………………………….. 
4. Name of market:……………………………… 
5. Sex…………… (1.Male, 0. Female) 
6. Age ………………… 
7. Ethnic group ………………………………… 
8. Level of education …………………………… 
9. Religion …………………………………………… 
10. Matrimonial status …………………………… 
11. Number of persons living in yourhousehold: Boys [__] ; Girls [_ ] ; Men [] ; Women [ ] 
12. Number of persons involved in the trade of eru : Boys [__] ; Girls [_] ; Men [] ; Women [ ] 
13. Level of Education: [__] 0 = Nil; 1 = primary;2 = secondary;3 = University 
Position occupying in the community : Chief [__] ; Quarter head [__] ; Notable[__] ; 
Communitymember[__] ; Others(specify)________________ 
 
Household Sources of Income 
14. Indicate 5 of your most important sources of income ; 
Modesofincome Period (months) 

 
Jan-Feb-Mar-Apr-May-Jun-Jul-Aug-Sep-
Oct-Nov-Dec 

Rank 

   
   
   
   
   
 
15. How many people in your household benefit from the income generated from eru 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
Organisational Aspects and profit distribution 
 
16.Do you belong to any union of exporters? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
b. If yes, for how long are you a member? _______ Years 
 
c. What are the major services rendered by your union? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________ 
 
17.Are you a member of other organizations? 1. Yes, 0. No 
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b. If yes, which ones, 
__________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
c. Do these organizations play any role in your exporting activities? 1. Yes, 0. No[] 
 
d. If yes, which ones? 
1. Fixing of buying and reselling prices [] 
2. Saving money to buy when prices are high [] 
3. Organize in a rotative way collective buying by representatives of the group [] 
4. Marketing credit and solidarity fund [] 
5. Settle conflicts among members [] 
6. Others (specify) [] 
 
18. Since you started exporting eru, what are the most important things you have bought or done with 
the money generated from eru? (The total of possible extensions should give 100%) 
Utilisations % 
  
  
  
  
  
  
 100 
 
II- ECONOMIC ASPECTS 
Price variation 
 
19.Does the price that customer pays vary according to customers? 1. Yes, 0. No [ ] 
 
b. If yes, in what situation is the price high? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________ 
c. In what situation is the price low? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________ 
 
20.Do you have preferences on the providers? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
b. If yes, from which providers do you prefer to buy? 1. Producer, 2. Harvester, 3. Wholesaler, 4. 
Others (specify). Give reasons 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
21.In what state do you prefer to buy eru? 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
22. If you buy eru do you shred them yourself? 1. Yes, 0. No 
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b. If yes, in what occasions? 1. Command, 2. Bad quality, 3. Others (specify) 
__________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________ 
 
c. If no, is there any reason? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________ 
 
I- ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECTS 
Supplies 
 
23. From whom, where and at what period do you get in supplies? (Why) 
 
Provider Place of 

Origin/Village 
of product 

Period 
(month) 

Reasons 

1. Directly from producers 
 

   

2. Command from producers 
 

   

3. Directly from collectors or producers 
who comes to the market 

   

4. Command from harvesters who come 
and provide the goods in a place at an 
agreed time 
 

   

5. Others    
    
    
 
24. What are the criteria in order of importance that you will use to determine the 
quality of eru? 

Criteria Rank 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
Total  
(1. viscosity,2. level of dryness,3. quantity 
bought, 4. colour, 5. odour, 6. type of customer, 
7.others (state) ) 

 
b. According to you does the quality of eru differ from one source region to another?  
 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
c. If yes, where does the best quality come from? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Transportation means 
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25. What modes of transport do you use to transport your eru and how much do you pay? 
(Environmental) 
 
Mode of transport Quantity Distance in hr and km Cost 
Head load    
Pay a bus    
Pay a bicycle    
Pay a motorbike    
Hire a van    
Hire a lorry    
River transport    
Others (describe)    
 
II- ECONOMIC ASPECTS 
 
26.During your selling period do you register any significant losses? 1. Yes, 0. No [] 
 
b. If yes, what is the average percent of your loss (es) as compared to the quantities bought per month 
during the season? 
(%) 
___________________________________________________________________ 
27. Do you have techniques for conserving your goods during selling? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
b. If yes, which ones? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Financial instruments 
28. How do you settle your bills? 1. in cash, 2. Transfer, 3. After selling [ ] 
 
29.Do you give loans to your providers? 1. Yes, 0. No [ ] 
 
b. When you give loans do you ask for interest? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
c. If yes, what is the interest rate? ___________________________________ 
 
d. If you give loans, do you always get back your money? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
e. If no, how do you settle the matter? 1. Amicable settlement, 2. In court, 3. Abandon the matter 
without consequences on your relationship, 4. Abandon the matter with breaking of your relationship, 
5. Others (specify) 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________ 
 
f. What is the system of reimbursement? 1. In instalments, 2. Complete reimbursement at the 
production, 3. Others (Specify) 
____________________________________________________________ 
 
30.From time to time do you give advance payments to your providers? 1. Yes, 0. No [ ] 
 
b. When you give advance payments do you benefit from any advantage at the buying time? 
1 = Free gift (dash) of the product on the one being bought (…..% of the bought quantity) 
2 = Other gift (Specify) 
______________________________________________________________ 
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Market Characteristics 
 
31. What are the principal products that you export? Please fill the information regarding these 
products inthe table below over the last two years. 
Products Months sold Unit of 

measurement 
Quantity/Rank Profit/Rank 

2007     
     
     
2008     
     
     
     
2009     
     
 
32.Talking about eru, in what state do you export? [ ] 1. Plain leaves 2. Shredded leaves, 3.Both 4. 
Other (specify) _________________________________________________________ 
 
33.Apart of the buying price can you indicate to us other costs that you face in your commercial 
activity? Please compare their weights! 

Costs Transportat
ion cost 

Corruption in 
the product 
transfer 

Handling Storage Right to a 
place in 
the market 

Other 1 
(specify) 

Other 2 
(specify) 

Amount/
Quantity 

       

        
 
34. Does the prices and quantities you export vary according to the period of the year? 1. Yes, 0. No [ 
] 
 

 
b.If yes, give the variations: 
 
35.Do you resell your product cash or on credit? [____] 1. Cash, 2. Credit 
 
b. Can you justify your choice? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
36.Do you have information about price in and performance of other international markets? 1. Yes, 0. 
No 

Season Period 
(from. 
.to…) 

Main 
buying 
place 

Average quantity 
bought per month ( 
in kg bag) 

Transportatio
n cost (100kg 
bag) 

Unit 
buying 
price 

Unit 
selling 
price 

Total tax 
per 
month 

Number 
of 
products 
sold 

Rainy 
season 

 
 

       

Dry season  
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If yes, which ones? 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
37.How do you have information about price of the products sold in your market or elsewhere? 1. 
Radio, 2. Newspaper, 3. Colleague, 4. Others 
(specify)____________________________________________________________________ 
b. Do you happen to export to these other markets? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
c. If yes, what are the advantages and the inconveniences? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
d. If no, why not? 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
38. How did you obtain your starting capital? Amount: ___________ FCFA, 
Origin _______________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Reinvestment Possibilities 
39.Have you invested in another activity thanks to the profits made from eru? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
40.If yes, what is the greatest amount invested up to this day? __________ for what investment 
__________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Export Information 
41. Can you give us information on your eru exportations for this running year? 

 
Date 

 
Means of 
transportati
on 

 
Destination 

 
Quantity 

 
Buying 
price 

 
Selling 
price 

Costs 
Transports Taxes Other 

costs 

 
 

        

 
 

        

 
42. What are the factors that determine price fixation of eru at the different destinations? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
43. Do you have any other information, question or comment? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH!
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ANNEX IV: Trader questionnaire 
 

ERU TRADER QUESTIONNAIRE 
Name of the investigator: 
………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
Date of interview: ………………………………… 
Name of respondent : ……………………………………………. 
 
I- SOCIAL ASPECTS 
 
Identification 
1. Province: ………………………………………… 
2. Division: ………………………………………… 
3. Sub-division: ……………………………….. 
4. Name of market: ……………………………… 
5. Sex…………… (1. Male, 0. Female) 
6. Age ………………… 
7. Ethnic group ………………………………… 
8. Level of education …………………………… 
9. Religion …………………………………………… 
10. Matrimonial status …………………………… 
11. Number of persons living in your household: Boys [____] ; Girls [___] ; Men [] ; Women [ ] 
12. Number of persons involved in the trade of eru : Boys [__] ; Girls [__] ; Men [] ; Women [ ] 
13. Level of Education: [___] 0 = Nil; 1 = primary;2 = secondary;3 = University 
Position occupying in the community : Chief [___] ; Quarter head [___] ; Notable[___] ; 
Communitymember[___] ; Others(specify)________________ 
 
Household Sources of Income 
14. Indicate 5 of your most important sources of income ; 
Modesofincome Period (months) 

 
Jan-Feb-Mar-Apr-May-Jun-Jul-Aug-Sep-
Okt-Nov-Dec 

Rank 

   
   
   
 
15. How many people in your household benefit from the income generated from eru ?____________ 
 
Organisational Aspects and profit distribution 
 
16.Do you belong to any union of traders? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
b. If yes, for how long are you a member? _______ Years 
 
c. What are the major services rendered by your union? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________ 
 
17.Are you a member of other organizations? 1. Yes, 0. No [ ] 
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b. If yes, which ones, 
__________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
c. Do these organizations play any role in your trading activities? 1. Yes, 0. No[] 
 
d. If yes, which ones? 
1. Fixing of buying and reselling prices [] 
2. Saving money to buy when prices are high [] 
3. Organize in a rotative way collective buying by representatives of the group [] 
4. Marketing credit and solidarity fund [] 
5. Settle conflicts among members [] 
6. Others (specify) [] 
 
18. Since you started trading in eru, what are the most important things you have bought or done with 
the money generated from eru? (The total of possible extensions should give 100%) 
Utilisations % 
  
  
  
  
 100 
 
II- ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECTS 
Supplies 
19.From whom, where and at what period do you get in supplies? (Why) 
 
Provider Place of 

Origin/Village 
of product 

Period 
(month) 

Reasons 

1. Directly from producers 
 

   

2. Command from producers 
 

   

3. Directly from collectors or producers 
who comes to the market 

   

4. Command from harvesters who come 
and provide the goods in a place at an 
agreed time 

   

5. Others    
 
20. What are the criteria in order of importance that you will use to determine the quality of eru? 

Criteria Rank 
  
  
  
  
  
Total  
(1. viscosity,2. level of dryness,3. quantity 
bought, 4. colour, 5. ordour, 6. type of 
customer, 7. others (state) ) 

 
b. According to you, do you think the quality of eru can be different from one source to another 
(region)? 1. Yes, 0. No 
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c. If yes, where does the best quality come from? 
 
Transportation means 
21. What modes of transport do you use to transport your eru and how much do you pay?  
 
Mode of transport Quantity Distance in hr and km Cost 
Head load    
Pay a bus    
Pay a bicycle    
Pay a motorbike    
Hire a van    
Hire a lorry    
River transport    
Others (describe)    
 
III- ECONOMIC ASPECTS 
Price variation 
22. Does the price that the customer pays vary from one customer to another? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
b. If yes, in what situation is the price high? 
 _________________________________________________ 
 
c. In what situation is the price low?  
_______________________________________________________ 
23. Do you have preferences on the providers?1. Yes, 0. No 
 
b. If yes, from which provider do you like to buy? 1. Producer, 2. Harvester, 3. Wholesaler. 4. Others 
(specify). Give reasons 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
24 In what state do you like to buy eru? 1. Give reasons 
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
25.If you buy eru leaves do you slice it yourself? 1. Yes, 0. No [ ] 
 
b. If yes, in what occasions? 1. Command, 2. Perishability of the leaves, 3. To add more value 4. Others 
(specify) 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
c. What is the added value per unit of measurement? 
Buying price per bundle: ______________; Added value of sliced bundle sold: ____________ 
 
d. If no, do you have a reason? 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
26.During your selling period do you register any significant losses? 1. Yes, 0. No [] 
b. If yes how? _____________________________________________________________ 
c. What is the average percent of your loss (es) as compared to the quantities bought per month during 
the season? (%) 
___________________________________________________________________ 
27.Do you have techniques for conserving your goods during selling? 1. Yes, 0. No [ ] 
 
b. If yes, which ones? 
______________________________________________________________ 
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Financial instruments 
28.How do you settle your bills? 1. Cash, 2. Transfer, 3. After selling 
Justify your choice? 
__________________________________________________________ 
29.Do you give loans to your providers? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
b. When you give loans do you ask for interest? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
c. If yes, what is the interest rate? ___________________________________ 
 
d. If you give loans, do you always get back your money? 1. Yes, 0. No 
e. If no, how do you settle the matter? 1. Amicable settlement, 2. In court, 3. Abandon the matter 
without consequences on your relationship, 4. Abandon the matter with breaking of your relationship, 
5. Others (specify) 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
f. What is the system of reimbursement? 1. In instalments, 2. Complete reimbursement at the 
production, 3. Others (Specify) 
____________________________________________________________ 
 
g. From time to time do you give advance payments to your providers? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
h. When you give advance payments do you benefit from any advantage at the buying time? 
1 = Free gift (dash) of the product on the one being bought (………% of the bought quantity) 
2 = other gift (Specify)_____________________________________________________ 
 
Market Characteristics 
30.What are the principal products that you sell? Please fill the information regarding these products 
in the table below over the last two years. 
Products Months sold Unit of 

measurement 
Price/Unit Quantity/Rank Profit/Rank 

2007      
      
      
2008      
      
      
2009      
      
      
      
 
31.In what state do you sell eru? [ ] 1. Plain leaves 2. Shredded leaves, 3.Both 4. Other (specify) 
_________________________________________________________ 
 
32.Apart of the buying price can you indicate to us other costs that you face in your commercial 
activity? Please compare their weights! 

Costs Transportat
ion cost 

Corruption in 
the product 
transfer 

Handlin
g 

Storage Right to a 
place in 
the 
market 

Other 1 
(specify) 

Other 2 
(specify) 

Amount/Qua
ntity 
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33. Does the prices and quantities you sell vary according to the period of the year? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
b. If yes, give the variations 

Season Period 
(from. 
.to…) 

Main 
buying 
place(s) 

Average quantity 
bought per month ( 
in kg bag) 

Transportatio
n cost (100kg 
bag) 

Unit 
buying 
price 

Unit 
selling 
price 

Total tax 
per 
month 

Number 
of 
products 
sold 

Rainy 
season 

 
 

       

Dry season  
 

       

 
34.Do you resell your product cash or on credit? [____] 1. Cash, 2. Credit 
 
b. Why?______________________________________________________________________ 
 
35.Do you have information about price in and performance of other markets? 1. Yes, 0. No 
If yes, which ones? 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
36.How do you have information about price of the products sold in your market or elsewhere? 1. 
Radio, 2. Newspaper, 3. Colleague, 4. Others 
(specify)__________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
b. Do you happen to go and sell in these other markets? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
c. If yes, what are the advantages and the inconveniences? 
__________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
d. If no, why not? 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
37. How did you obtain your starting capital? Amount: ___________ FCFA, 
Origin _______________________________________________________________ 
 
Reinvestment Possibilities 
38.Have you invested in another activity thanks to the profits made from eru? 1. Yes, 0. No 
 
39.If yes, what is the greatest amount invested up to this day? __________ for what investment 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
40. Do you have any other information, question or comment? 
____________________________________________________________________ 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH!
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ANNEX V : Restaurant questionnaire 
 
 

ERU RESTAURANT OPERATOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 
Name of the investigator: …………………………………………… 
 
 
I- SOCIAL ASPECTS 
Identification 

 
1. Province: ……………………………………………… 
2. Division: ……………………………………………… 
3. Sub-division: ……………………………………… 
4. Name of village: …………………………………… 
5. Date of interview: ………………………………… 
6. Sex ……………………………………………………… (1. Male,0. Female) 
7. Age ……………………………………………………… 
8. Seniority in cooking eru ……………………….. 
9. Ethnic group …………………………………………… 
10. Level of education …………………………………. 
11. Religion ………………………………………………….. 
12. Matrimonial status …………………………………. 
13. Number of people in charge: ………………. Including ……………..Children 
 

14. Since you started selling eru, what are the most important things you have bought or done with the money 
generated from eru? (The total of possible extensions should give 100%) 

Utilisations % 
  
  
  
  
  
  
 100 

 
II- ECONOMIC ASPECTS 
Marketing 
15. Buying eru and cooking 
 

Buying 
place 

Periode 
(Month in 
interval) 

Number of 
Bundles 
per day 

Buying price 
per bundle 

Number of 
Plates obtained 

Price of 
a plate 

Average No. 
of days per week 
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16. Ingredients and products used in the preparation of Eru? 
Products/ Ingredients Quantity used / day Estimated price 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

(Ex. Palm oil, meat, Canda, pepper, onions, maggi, etc….) 
 
17. Do you sell all of the eru that you cook? 1. Yes, 0. No [] 
 
b. If no, please estimate the quantity that remains (in %) _______________ 
 
c. What do you do with the left over? 1. We consume it at home, 2. I preserve to sell the following day, 3. Other 
(specify)__________________________________________________________________________ 

 
18. With what complements do you serve eru with? 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
19. If you were to sell the vegetable source alone without the complement, for how much will you sell a plate/bowl of eru? 
_____________________ 
 
20. Do you sell other dishes in your restaurant? 1. Yes, 0. No [] 
 
b. If yes, how important is eru compared to them? 
 

Dishes Quantity sold/day (%) Income generated (%) 
Eru   
   
   
   

 
21. Give the places where you buy your eru from and percent quantity of eru coming from each place? 

Places bought Quantity (%) 
  
  
  
  

 
22. Do you always find the quantity of eru you need to cook? 1. Yes, 0. No [] 
 
b. If no, is there any period of the year during which you don‟t sell eru at all?_______________ 
 
c. Can you give the reason? 
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ANNEX VI: Trade margin calculations  
 
CALCULATION OF TRADE MARGINS FOR PRODUCERS AND TRADERS 
 
This is given by the general model  
 
M=S-C  
 
where M = market margin; S = Total sales C = Total cost of production 
 
a) Market margins for Producers (Mp) 
Mp= Sp -Cp 
Where Mp = Market margin for producer 
Sp= Total sales for producer 
Cp=Total cost of production for a producer 
 
 
b) Market margin for Buyers (Mb) 
Mb=Sb-Cb 
Where Mb = Market Margin for buyers 
Sb= Total sales from Eru 
Cb= Total cost of the products traded 
 
 

See Box 1 for caveat. 
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ANNEX VII: Calibration and measurement units 
 
Calibration of field units of measurement for Gnetum: 
 
Field unit  Local equivalent Metric equivalent Metric unit  
Cup    
Heap    
Bundle (Cameroon, Calabar, 
Ikang) 

12 heaps  1 kg 

Bundle (Ikom)  0.75 kg 
Bundle (Oron) 5 Cameroon bundles 5 kg 
Bucket    
Basin    
Flour sack  100 bundles 100 kg 
Bag (Calabar) 120 bundles 120 kg 
Bag (Ikang) 200 bundles 200 kg 
Bag (Ikom) 150 bundles 150 kg 
Bag (Idenau) 500-600 bundles 500-600  kg 
Bag 5 large bundles of 125 

bundles 
125 kg 

Boat  2 to 3 bags 1500 to 2250 kg 
“20 ton” Lorry 10,000 to 12,000 bundles  10-12 tons  
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ANNEX VIII: NTFP names 
 
Local and Scientific names of NTFPs  
English name  Local name Scientific name  
Mushroom Essok Several species  
Bitter Cola Bassa : wè ; Boulou : onié ; Douala : 

ebongagnagne ; Ejagham : ejare, nya ; 
Ewondo : onié ; Ibo : adi ; 
Pygmée Baka : ngbwel. 

Garcinia kola Heckel 

Cola Cola, Cola nut Cola nitida 
Eru Eru (Efik); eru (Ibibio); ukasi (Igbo); ikokoh, 

(Ovande); gelu (Anyang); ecole (Boki) 
Gnetum africanum and Gnetum 
buchholzianum 

Bush mango Bush mango (vern.); ogbono (Igbo); bojep 
(Boki); eloweh (Ovande); kelua (Basho); 
gluea 
(Anyang) 

Irvingia gabonensis and 
I. wombolu 
 

Njangsang Njansang (vern.); ngoku (Basho); itche 
(Becheve); ngoge (Boki); ngongeh (Anyang) 

Ricinodendron heudelottii 

Bush Onion Felou (Basho); elonge (Becheve); eloweh 
(Ovande); elu (Anyang)  

Afrostyrax kamerunensis 

Bush Pepper Kakwale (Ovande); iyeyeh (Becheve); 
ashoesie (Boki); taquale (Basho); acachat 
(Anyang) 

Piper guineensis 

Bush meat  Many species of duikers, antelopes, 
monkeys, wild pigs, rats, snakes, 
porcupines, cane rats etc. 

Cassa mango   
Hot leaf 
(Ntanchot) 

  

Eboya   
Faux muscadier Douala : pebé ; Ewondo : ding ; Pygmée Baka 

: dengo. Bakoko : gangat ; Bassa : ikoma; 
Baya : biko ; Boulou : ozek 

Monodora myristica (Graertm.) 
Dunal 

Monkey Cola Monkey Cola Cola pachycarpa K. Schum. 
Snails  Several species 
 
Sources: (Eyog Matig et al. 2006; Sunderland et al. 2003; Sunderland et al. 1999) 

 
 


