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Introduction 
Community-based breeding programs (CBBP) have emerged in recent decades as a promising 

alternative to conventional breeding strategies, which have often underperformed in many 

developing regions (Wurzinger et al., 2011). The success of CBBP relies heavily on strong 

farmer participation throughout all phases of its implementation, alongside accurate animal 

identification, systematic performance recording, rigorous selection, and effective 

dissemination of elite breeding animals within communities (Mueller et al., 2015; Haile et al., 

2023). This study was conducted in two goat-keeping communities participating in CBBP in 

southwestern Burkina Faso. The objective were, together with farmers, to identify the key 

bottlenecks affecting CBBP implementation and suggest solutions to improve the process. 

 

Material & Methods 
Study areas and Data collection. This study was conducted in southwestern Burkina Faso, 

where CBBPs have been implemented since 2021 in two goat-keeping communities to improve 

body weight and twinning rate in predominantly Djallonké goat populations (Akounda et al., 

2024). Focus group discussions with men, women, youth, and program enumerators were used 

to assess farmers’ perceptions and identify constraints related to animal identification, 

performance recording, and the selection and use of breeding males. In addition, a survey of 

257 farmers was conducted to further examine constraints affecting the effective use of 

breeding bucks. 

 

Data analyses. Qualitative summaries were based on key notes from the focus group 

discussions, while individual survey data were analyzed using R software. Descriptive statistics 

included proportions for qualitative variables were computed. A Chi-square test used to 

compare proportions between groups at the level of significance of 5%. 

 

Results 
The main outputs of the discussions with the different groups were summarized in Table 1. 

Overall, animal roaming, difficulty in restraining them during the dry season, and poor 

communication with enumerators were the main constraints affecting animal identification, 

routine performance recording, and selection of breeding stock. Regarding the use of selected 

bucks, major limitations included the absence of castration of unselected males, the risk of loss, 

and potential misuse or mistreatment by other farmers. To address these constraints, farmers 
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identified several actions, including scheduling animal tagging and selection during 

appropriate periods of the year, integrating improved feeding strategies such as forage 

conservation, strengthening communication among stakeholders, and fostering a stronger 

community-based mindset. 

 

Table 1. Summary of the discussion with the different groups in the two communities 
Type of activity Constraint Proposed solution for 

improvement 

Animal 

identification / 

tagging 

- Free grazing: stray of 

animals in dry season 

- Difficulties of coordination 

with research team and 

enumerators 

- Difficulties of restraining 

animals 

- Rainy season is the perfect 

time for animal 

identification  

- Improve communication 

between farmers, project 

team and enumerators 

- Have feed stock to maintain 

animals at home during dry 

season (forage cultivation, 

hay stock) 

Routine 

recording 

- Free grazing: stray of 

animals in dry season 

- Coordination with 

enumerators: lack of 

respect for appointments 

 

- Have enough feed to keep 

candidate bucks at home for 

recording 

- Improve communication 

between farmers and 

enumerators 

Selection 

sessions 

- Free grazing: stray of 

animals in dry season 

- Difficulties in having all 

candidates during selectin 

events 

 

- Carry out the selection in 

rainy season to have all 

potential candidates 

- Have feed stock to maintain 

animals at home during dry 

season (forage cultivation, 

hay stock) 

Use of selected 

animal 

- No castration of males 

which were not selected 

- Not all bucks are part of 

the selection 

- Risk of loss of bucks in 

case given to other people 

- Risk that their bucks are 

mistreated if given to 

others 

- Lack of trust between 

farmers 

- Make sure that all bucks are 

part of selection process 

- Castration of non-selected 

bucks 

- Have a community mind 

set: promote community 

interests 

- Setting up clear rules for 

sharing and use of selected 

bucks 

 
Table 2 presents the results of the individual surveys. Up to 44% of farmers reported selling 

selected bucks, while 22% used them for breeding. For community use, 12% of owners allowed 

their bucks to be used by other farmers within their communities, whereas 73% reported their 

use by farmers outside the community. All interviewed farmers reported providing their bucks 

free of charge to members of their own communities, whereas 9% required monetary 

compensation when lending their bucks to farmers outside their communities. Surprisingly, 
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most farmers did not disclose reasons for not using selected bucks. Significant differences 

(p<0.05) were found for all variable except for the ownership of selected animals. 

 

Table 2. Proportions of farmers identifying specific constraint related to use of elite bucks in 

the study areas. 

Variable Modalities Proportion 

(%) (N=257) 

P-value 

Owner of selected males Yes 61 0.027 

 No 39  

Use of the selected males Yes 22.2 <0.001 

 No 77.78  

Current status of selected males Sold 44 <0.001 

 Dead 20  

 Other 36  

Use of the selected males by other farmers 

within the communities 

Yes 12 <0.001 

 Non 50  

 I do not 

know 

38  

Conditions of the use of selected males within 

the communities 

Paid 0 <0.001 

 For free 100  

Conditions of the use of selected males outside 

the communities 

Other 9.09 <0.001 

 Free 81.82  

 Paid 9.09  

Reasons of the no-use of selected males Owner’s 

requirement 

16.13 <0.001 

 I do not 

want 

29.03  

 Other 54.84  

 

Discussion 
As a participatory approach, CBBP is recognized as an effective strategy for improving the 

genetics of local small ruminant breeds under extensive production systems (Sölkner et al., 

1998; Mueller et al., 2015; Haile et al., 2019). This study found that most challenges in CBBP 

implementation are linked to farming practices, notably free grazing and uncontrolled mating. 

These constraints highlight the need to improve husbandry practices, particularly feeding 

systems, to facilitate animal identification and performance recording. The limited use of 

selected elite bucks appears driven by reproductive practices and low farmer cooperation, 

underscoring the need for ongoing farmer training in reproductive management and the 

establishment of clear rules for buck use within a framework for disseminating improved 

genetics (Mueller et al., 2015). These findings underscore the need for flexibility in CBBP to 

adapt to the specific contexts of farmers’ production systems, as well as the importance of 

improving husbandry practices to facilitate implementation and achieve genetic gains. They 

also highlight the critical role of stakeholder cooperation, as emphasized in previous studies. 

(Mueller et al., 2015). 
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Conclusions 
This study, conducted in Burkina Faso, aimed to identify, through a participatory approach, the 

main bottlenecks in implementing goat CBBPs. The findings reveal constraints that hinder 

effective implementation and limit the expected impact, most of which are related to farming 

practices. The study provides insights for strategic interventions to enhance CBBP 

implementation and achieve genetic progress. However, these interventions must be designed 

and implemented with farmers, for farmers, to ensure effectiveness. 
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