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ABSTRACT

In this research, cytoplasmic inheritance of yearling mohair weight (YMW) in Markhoz kids were studied by using
Bayesian statistical method. Using records which gathered through 1992-2011 in Markhoz goat breeding research station in
Sanandaj. GLM procedure of SAS statistical software was used to verify statistical significant of environmental factors on
YMW and Gibbs1f90 software, based on animal model and Gibbs sampling, were used to estimate genetic parameters .
Environmental factors such as year of birth, maternal age and sex as fixed effects, and animal age and body weight at
recording time as covariates were considered in the model. Based on the results of this research, the minimum DIC was
detected in Model 12. Which includes direct additive genetic effects, maternal additive genetic, maternal permanent
environment and cytoplasmic genetic effects, taking into account the covariance between direct and maternal genetic effects.
The ratios of direct additive genetic variance, maternal additive genetic, maternal permanent environment, cytoplasmic
genetic on phenotypic variance were respectively 19.27, 6.6, 3.03 and 1.82 percent based on the selected model (model 12).
In general, the results showed that selection based on direct genetic potential and partly on maternal genetic can improve the
YMW. Due to the significant of cytoplasmic effects to enter the model on one hand and the low value of its variance on the
other hand, it can be concluded that the role of Cytoplasmic inheritance as a correction factor is important, but it cannot be
considered as selection criteria.
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Table 1. Least square mean of yearling mohair weight
in Markhoz goat
Yearling mohair ~ Standard

Fix factor Level weight (Kg) arror
2 0.41° +0.009
3 0.41°b +0.009
- 4 0.44% +0.01
Dam age 5 0.44% +0.01
6 0.43%° +0.02
7 0.46°% +0.02
Birth year” 19
Sex” Male 0.45° +0.008
Female 0.42° +0.008
cVv - 435
Total average - 0.43
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* and ** showing statistical significant at 0.05 and 0.01 level repectively.
Dissimilar alphabet character in each group shows a significant different state.

i According to numerous levels of years and low value of years information in
this research, the levels were not shown.
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Table 2. Variance and covariance component and genetic parameter of yearling mohair weight in Markhoz goat

2 2

2

Model (Co)Variance component} 05 Om Ope O'CZ 032 05 hle hfn pez c? Tam hg DIC
1 o2 61 26+1 32 0.19+0.03 019 -1033
2 oitop 61 25+1 33 0.18+0.03 0.07 0.18 -1059
3 oZ+0l 5+1 3k1 2541 33 0.15+0.04 0.08 019 -1048
4 O+ oit o, 61 3+1 2541 33 0.18+0.05 0.10 1.1 017 -1052
5 oftarton 6+1 2+1 1£0.9 26+1 33 0.1540.04 0.07 0.04 0.18 -1060
6 oitol,+olto., 61 21 1408 24+1 33 0.19+0.05 008 0.05 1.2 017 -1067
7 oi+a? 61 0.8+0.3 26+1 33 0.18+0.03 0.02 0.18 -1034
8 0FtoLtal 61 241 07403 2541 33 0174003 0.02 017 -1056
9 al+o:+a? 541 241 05+0.3 2541 33 0.1540.04 0.07 0.02 0.18 -1048
10 02+05+02+ 0., 61 3+1 0.6+0.4 25+1 33 0.1940.05 0.09 002 -0.17 0.16 -1055
11 07+ 05ton+af 5+1 241 140.8 05403 24+1 33 0.15+0.03 0.06 0.04 0.02 018 -1058
12 OF+0p+ 05 +0F+0,, 641 241 1407 0.640.3 2441 33 0194005 0.07 0.04 0.02 -0.16 016 -1070
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I Each variance component multiplied by 10°
Gaz: Animal additive variance, sz: maternal additive variance, Gpez: permenant environment variance, (Scz: cytoplasmic variance, Gez: residual variance, sz: phenotype
variance, haz: direct heritability, hmz: maternal heritability, pezz permenant/phenotype variance ratio, ¢ cytoplasmic/phenotype variance ratio, I', m: additive and maternal
genetic breeding values correlation, htz: total heritability, DIC: deviance information criterion.
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