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Gl BEEBRIEHEAO R A HOR T (2011-G2A, 2010-C14) . [E 5 A AARL 342 (30800776) . ALK A= My ail i B 75 FE KL 19120092 X.08009-

146B)FI [ My 2B 52 AL RHIT AT 51 5% Bl

Y ERARFERNNEEELERNAFICHEE, ©E MR BRE. by kee
EREGHEAEGIDEH SRR, AP REMEEERER, BRI, mEREHE M
HEamEEAEEA SNP X, XREA®ET  EERHEEAN T &R EIFEK
R.ESEMY RKER, EEARET FERBIAE 5 R G4 T %, KA R

Kefiltin]

F 4
HFAHMHE
AT By

F R R, AR, A REAREN TS, YHEE, RAERPHA S ENTL | 00

AERI. EFRAXRFCEEN LA EH BT EWRET I AT R L. A

LK

RYEFAXFENHET = EHENREAYNEARURERAAAZET S RETH PN
FFR, BB BT A o ] B EAT B4, A E AR IR R R AN BT R AT R Y.

BFENZREELT R EHEMER. L5
B & T M TR RS 5, R
24 JC f 71 (best linear unbiased predication, BLUP)
KAk 7T & i {E (estimated breeding values, EBVs),
FEAE DL SEA b E AT e B, MM SN B 8 EE LU
PRPBEERE. KA RCAFEEFESRmARR
B TAR KRR, whE i EsE M, EED
A BB PR MR AR A 2 19 40 ARSI T 5000 kg,
Hofg =0 60%M ok AmfE M R, HEZE, XF
— SRR IR B R Y BR PR L R AF MR DL K 3R
TR LA R Bl 0 5 o8 AR 5 v P T R ke A i R 221
AR, BEfE it i e R R, mfEinic &8
T & & M 4510 % B 1% $& (marker assisted selection,
MAS)BFprr, DiE stk & e . S8, B
HI R IF Gt D Be i N 2 & & B2 A UF R e
R e b i BE A R, H T Rt 15 A8 5 09 L 4]
AL, XEERBR G ThR e BB EEEFE M N
mﬁﬁ[”_

B & &R AN e, KRZ& YR

155 % [ 4 3L [F 4 SNP (single nucleotide polymorphism,
HEHFRZZ) SR CAmT. 17k afL R
HbricfF B AR T ek B, Meuwissen %
APIF 2001 451 AR T 3 K 41 ¥ 8 (genomic se-
lection, GS)J5 k. ITAER, FIATEERI A EHE R Ty
7 A S E VA U= R D ST TN R liiE
TE5S 9 J ist A% 27 T T 3 o2k 7 tH 5K 23 (9th World
Congress of Genetics Applied on Livestock Production,
Leipzig, Germany) b, 7 #id =702 — #4555 H
kPR K. X T U B R R A e 4 0 T B 2 CH
MARBFEN D IRK A s 1% B R AT i
oS, BT, T EW & A SR RHIT I E X
FE R BE PR T 1 AR AR L L 3G S A& R iy
N HEAT ST, B0 S A i B AR B & AL B A A
W R AT LR R I R AR SCERIR T S 2
PRI 75 | R DR 20 3 R (L A P 452 e PR 3R DA &
BE P R PR & &L B A b i BRI XS
5 DR 2 35 5 v A2 AE 0 Tl BERE AT R, O X 2 IR A 3
PR R AT R B

e SRR ML Zhang Z, Zhang Q, Ding X D. Advances in genomic selection in domestic animals. Chinese Sci Bull, 2011, 56, doi: 10.1007/s11434-011-4632-7




EaEs

1 JEP AR AE AR AR

B/ AMEAM RS EBE TN ONEZ —.
B AMEAG T 7 125 1 S 505 A A AR AR B () 2
J& B PEARIC SR, BTG S AR $2 15 5 B 1) 1R
Pric i B e B 32 R 5 ) AR i 3 Y slds i
FE A BEAL PRAL Sk 52 = E R AN T HE
PE. BRI, ARic {5 BT REAT Sk A A S A M 32 2 Gk
TEREMENEET R FEREGURMNEZHA
PR R AR, Z 2 FE R, A R
HE M RRARL /N PO ) 1 a2 78 S PRI, e e R PR
(candidate gene). #i i P MR FE PN HE 22 37 (quantitative
trait loci mapping, QTL mapping)Fil4=3E [ 2H S Bk 43
#T(genome-wide association study, GWAS)ZF 7K W& &
IR ) 2 PR B bR 1t R i R A/ B 19 1 35 1 7R S
AR, A o SR e STt A Tl B R X L R
B A AT R

L DR e 4% 5 vk A 4 D Al T R 10 A Bl R
J T i ) b AR ) AR G e ik B e A 2 e
B AR BEAS AL IR 1 FTR. 55 R Bt 2 — bR ic
B £, 055 M0 bRl Bl gk 2 b Bl H > Bobs
TEAN A A 2, S5 DR 2 43 [ o P 7 a4 SR R 4 iy
PRICHERT B AMEAG T, bl e 20 A Ak F R ERR R
J [N 41 F Fh {H (genomic estimated breeding value,
GEBV). R EFER) — D EEA R, 2P
R E—A QTL #B5 =% B B K 2 bric KIS b i
2/ —AFRic b T E B VA (linkage  disequilibrium,
LDYRAS. PRt, A 20 S 1% Re 6% 36 191 2 B A7 52 e
PRPER QTL, WM seIRAEGepric il B £ rhbric i
R AL T 228D Wi s, SEBNT B R R A4 v B T

2 FERAFRMR STk
0 BT A PG TR A R ), R 0L 7

SHEE
2 v mg ——  EOEER
Sy
|
& Bl v pe —  moamss
$§§ =] EEEEE
7N

E1 sEmEEhiErER

R E Tk R B0 4o 228 S —2 0y vkam Ak i
Fric e oF 1 o] $2 4R 15 L 2 AG 1B R, 55 =28
J7 2 AR E R A AR B] G R A B, B O R R
IRA A ) F22H (mixed model equations, MME), H
AT R LR AT B FE. W2k R I
THAB A 2 PR, FETIRXEET ik, i e SLhrgl
PR PR TG oR, WA SRR T T .

2.1 RS VHAE R4 B R

[l T 2 FAE R I E 2 e () 1
i — 7 PR Y 2 % B (reference population), F|
R A I e RN 4 BE PR 2H AR a0 R R BUAE B A T4
FE N P B — I ARIC X R PR B ROV AR (2) Al
A% 3 A A 1 4 5 TR A b i R R AR, AR A G B 67 1
BRI bR T 3 R RLRE Hh 2 25 R A T B bR iC 800 R 3k
AR BRI B FME. FRic 8Ol

y:Xb+ZZigi+e, 1)
i=1

Hrp, y S H R A AR R IG5 b 2 B
RO ) it gy A2 5 i AR IC B BEMLASN ; m 2 S ARl
B X M Z SR RHRHERE, e RRIMLER 2= i, oy 25-
W 2R 0.1, 0. RBREETT %

FETRARL (D) BRGSO AR T 7 2k 2R 1]
VA B R LA JC i T 71 (ridge  regression best linear
unbiased prediction, RRBLUP), Dlm#)5%: A Fil B
(BayesA, BayesB)LA & V17 45" (Bayesian shrink-
age, BayesS). X677V 22 5] FEAE T X FRiC &
U5 % og B AR AN TE]. Hih RRBLUP EE T A
Fric &R A %00, H 522 AMH1A]; BayesA R 2 B pric &R
AR, HARON T 2 MR 3% 5 43 4 (inversed  chi-
square distribution); BayesB M| 5| A —/#Z%in,

-------------------------------------------------
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e AR ICAN J5 22 hn B HESAE R 0, LA(1-m) it
AR M3 5 43 A P DL R 4 X T RR IR RN 25
A S BayesA AR, (R AERSON Al i
Akl BB s 45 R W, BayesB JyIkTE
ZRE N BT H A AP, 30T R i TR
Parh QTL 2= A KR, 5 BayesB Jr ik 1 BRI (B % HE A%
%%[3]_

ik BayesB 5 ik A Ch A8 S Bk RN Al
TH= AR, U BIFSE 38 6 T T AT Ok, R h
BayesC J5 1% Verbyla 25 A\ FHBEHLAY 2225 £k
% (stochastic search variable selection, SSVS) Ak 7E
A TTARIE RN B [ B, B A SRS 8 v () AR e R A 7ok
fift; Meuwissen!" " MILKEBR DRV B E Ay 2 A7 AT
M IE S 3 TR G 0 A, 807 22 SR e R B AR
R, [FAE, XL Xt BayesB RUITHEAUCRA
Ei =0

BayesB 5 ¥ ffi H w5 i1 5 98 B2 () Metropolis-
Hasting Fll Gibbs filiFE 5%, BRI, ik
TSR, Meuwissen 55 AU LT 25 (R0 R %
X (iteration conditional expectation)®. 7% [ fBayesB
(fast BayesB) )y ¥%. fBayesB 7 v i i 1 B2 W& {IK T
BayesB, {HZIHE KA M 45 kg 15500 ).

B bk J7 B LASh, i A WF 58 o BL A% o )
F 4343 BT (principle compo-
nent analysis)!"* & Fc/N 3 [0 ) (least square regres-
sion) V4 R Ak 1)y 20/ BRORY o AR R, R A T
FER 2 H AR E. B A TS 2401 (semipara-
metric) . FEZ %" (nonparametric) & Il i3 LASSO
(least absolute shrinkage and selection operator)!'®1 572,
£F %t RRBLUP J5i%, VanRaden! 74 H T B2tk [A119
M5, TR RN PR DR U7 25, MIMTAE BLUP it
LRSS D O TRl y A AT R N

TERRAGFFRICRONAG B (8, )5, ERErhes j 4
MEIEERAFREN T o )" 7,8, T

(machine learning)[m N

2.2 BEARAE U RE A & R

BLUP J5 02 H i sh st 5 4G i 5 M7k, 78
JLE S e Y N i 3 N B o A R e S P2 )5 5 B 2 O
2z —7E TR w0 FHIA AR EE,
SR — 5 Rl i RIS TR O RE
[%: (numerator relationship matrix, NRM ¥, A i [%), DL
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IR Sz WA AR 8] {3815 5C &, (HIX Ry R3E 50
WL R FOE R s AL O &R, IR 8L K &
Al BE 2y BT o R R B 2 T e S DR 5 R
AL, FH 43 brac vl DA S b 4 3R A R ] A 35
e 2 H e R RN bric T B R,
AT LI 10 A A ] 7 DG 3R B (GRS LA A
FEE, SR FME Y B A . OB
y=Xb+Zu+e, 2)
Hrpw RIEFAFRE N R, 522007 25 N
0.G, o ENMERIE T 2, G AR R C A
[I] P19 2 28 [
VanRaden 25 A\ "9H1 Habier 25 A 2073 5] )54 T 5&
T AL (2) Y e PR 2H IR 0T VE I BE AR R Lt T T
RERIC Y GAERE T BLUP S, b IX 5 F 1%
4 BLUP M3t T#i#(1)/ RRBLUP, & # N
GBLUP (genomic best linear unbiased prediction) 5.
GBLUP 55 THAL (1) 5 B AH L BA LU LML
ARG R D, BRI R B AR A
R Te R A A0 7 R E T LLICAE R — A A
DMESE s A BLUP (1907 X B Ak wT DU
AR R 21 5 R A 0T SR K (reliability). 3% TR (2) )
SR E A TSR 2 51858 BLUP HE
P (AT S8 1 7 B AR RN 72N, GBLUP Jy 5 (9 & S AR
Fanfa A3 H A bRic kW8 G . VanRaden!”
PRI ZFOITEME G HFE, I XX AT
5% . Goddard®?' F1 Hayes % A1 HIE [ iF B
GBLUP /44 F RRBLUP )ik, X EZEH T
J7 kAT A FE A B, IF HABME & & brid #0472
N HAUN 7 2405, BEEUER], GBLUP 2L Fi& 4t
FIA R AR TE ) BLUP Jrikl0 > Kl
GBLUP H it I G 5/ A% 42 i) BLUP J7 3 BT H1 1Y
A R R LS M R T A AR ] A gt A% 56 R 120200
% 18 35 e 18 48 PEAL B ARtk 59 B P B A
TR 4 3 DR 2 v A0 A AN 38 50 DL KR PRI A 45 1
i, Zhang % NPT, 78 FH 4 356 B A1 bR 00 2 -A
[) G 22 J R IF 2 % AN TR A 12 25 7 AN TR AR, Fnicd
FYALE Sk [ TR (D) AR TR IS SO . BT RR
TERON S PR AR S 1, AR AR A AN TR 09 56 R B
PRI, DLt o 2XHe A YOG 28 R I B Ay AR A S 1
K R M4 (trait-specific relationship matrix, TA FF4),
N TA RE R R T 58 AL & A ELAL 1100 7 ik ik ol
TABLUP. #E4Y ke FLIHEHE 0 Hr#8%B, TABLUP



EaEs

T E /7 = T RRBLUP 1 GBLUP™¥, % 2Kk TA
BRI 8 T AL PEAS B AR IR Y 8 £ S5 4 27,

2.3 BB YR

B PR 2 R PR AR E R B R AR e 5 R e H AR PEIR
FIA AL RER AL TR I BN BT LA, YERiC
JEE S5 AV 35 PR A e 36 1) 7 RS 2 32 30 e ). et
ARG O, A OFE e T IR RIS T AERLA R A
ZFE R (polygenic effect) ffdi T #i£% 7 (haplotype)
RN

s Z BB IR (), HABAL

y=Xb+) Zg +Wu+e, 3)

Hor u JE s AR T A Z I RN, W u 1 58k
FERE, HOr -t 20 R 6/A, o) I
J5 7. Calus % NPOMBIRILE R, TEbRic % K
AR B 7 AR A (3) 1T 482 2 3 AR EL AR T B P, X T
FE#(2), VanRaden" "MIHE 4 A Al G R R T INAL
KA, wG+(1-w)A, MK 22 5 PR RN, B 4 0 435 B A5
Rirh (HJE, FEPR R A 2SN AR idE B L
AL TP YIEL AR B, IR R e R 2R
L FER A ER VS AT TR AL

BAE RGN A AR S AR (DA, XA
T g AN i AR ROV AA, T Z 2 A RS RA X
By AR A AL A SC R . Calus S APIBFSE TR
[7] 7 25 SR Xk DR 2 Sk B A S 4 SR A,
FEAIARIC 2 B i, 8 A X B A B A A T D 4R
L B A TR e . SR, 7E SR b
PRrp Al T LR R RN BT R B AT bR 0 04 % SR 4
Wr, XA AR IR T AT BT, 33X S 3 S
JE, I LA 1 I A R T B 2 R AR L vk 1 I 3
Habier 25 AP ZE AR R o Jin A Ko B35 700 X B 4 3 A2
Y5 FNEE R AR 12 45 37 5L [H 4% 33 A% % (probabilities of de-
scent of marker alleles), F X1t J7 ik HEAT LI 5T.
SEIRRU, O kMR B AR B B A i B N
A BEFE, (RIEHREFRACHR LI 2 AR

Xof S B 7P A R 2 B A AR A R R A SR
(1) 81, Legarra S5 NP2 IBIN G 6 A HER I,
BEALQ) G Y 3B A 5L H AE A,
BT MEBEFR R H 5. 2011 4F, Chen 25 A B —A4
TR XS R AR A B0 B0 0 T e 0k A R

3 R FAME R ERTE

3.1 dERHPER P

I PR 21 7 o (L A o A e 3 R A R PR 0T 5 v 4%
ZRITW S, iR ERNAFMES AL HEME
(true breeding values, TBV)FJHHC R %, TEAIUHT
e, BSLEFEC AL, dERETT DR R,
FESEBRI I, FCCEFMER A, HIH A9 B R
=, PR, AE—E A5 SEET R 2 R E 0 E
PREIEAT T, X6 3 R 20 3k R A B RP O T R
FEREEL

Daetwyler 25 A PHHE S H ) A 438 A AR g Al
FE DR 20 B R E RS () IO BRI A 5K

r=N,i* [ (N J* +N,), 4)
Hi N, IES BB RANC R, B Bk L
71, No T8 520 HARPER A 57 QTL 44,
Goddard*'#fE 5 HFE AR R 9 55 — A BEE A 20

r:\/l— A log(1+a+2\/2} )
2N Na \1+a-2va
Hria = 1424/N,, A= (1-h*)M /(h*1og(2N,)), N, =47
BRI, M, JEA B AR Fr BUB (effective num-
ber of chromosome segments), A] i 20T Rk 11
M, = (2N,L)/10g(4N.L), (6)

Hrf L2 L8 fAK B (Morgan).

BT ARG BEAIHES, Daetwyler % AP
E— L TABATR B A2 BT GBLUP Jf
B ZARIR AL S RS2, e MR

r=yN,i* [(Ni? +M,), @)
Ifif BayesB W 3Z PRIk QTL (N, )52, HAERG N
r=yN,i* | (N h* +min(M_.N,,). (8)

(E VRS TN ORI R Al S R M N <i9 5
i, H 3 S AR — B

EFEEME, METHISHES, IREM T2
ARSIk S {5 AT A 2 il A 3UAE 5B
MR ZBEZ BRG] SR, XL AT T3
e B BE HT MSE B TR i T S E K

3.2 B

SR IR TN 2 2 A R S B B A 52
F1%) ik PR 2L 0 A P A A T, (L X SE
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SN T RS N 2 R G B N 2L AR AR X s ]
RSN ARBET M Zrh R m B A Ty, a7
DI S DA 2

(1) AAIARZER. AATASN R R EA SRR
B | A BRI/ NV H AR PR (st A 454 . e
PRI BE DRI S, AT A5CRE AR K/ 5 25 D) 4 3 3 e
B X A REAAR (%) & e I s I S T R IR S5 A oG, B
PP bR 1) 35 A% 235 ) 32 88 PR R 1) 3t % 0 L RE MR
B QTL %imdese, LR RZARE K WMAFIEN), ANEE
NG

A A Z(6) T AT, Yt AR 14 BE (L) Rl SORF AR R
INNYRAE T ARG R B M, L5 N, e f i
K, MR, T M BRI, T35 R 20 B b (A o 1
UG, BLAk, BRiC ] HE SIS - B 5 RO
RN, EPAPRICH M EA RN 4, WENZ
[ 14 32 IS A ) B BT BB T

*=1/(1 + 4N,d), )

AL AT, A RO RN, 3% BN Al 7K T 35k e
1%, 317752 M) 2 i R 2 R A R A

A ()E(T) AT, 7E QTL s &k ik i
BRI IR LT, A 2R AR R A e v, astfe
0.1 AR T 2 S5 BEAR ) R B0 (V) S 3t
127120 0.5 FHIR T 5 R AL 2 e 30y 5 4%

(i) WAERZE. "ARREEFNATMENS T
B EZ R A NAE R R, X R 3%
TEMRUBL RS 4 | bic BB AV R | R 1Y
AR DL R P il B 1 5R  RAE

SRR e T RENC SR N, R/,
N, B /INGS XAk i 0 o A 2 e 380 e s M PR . A
T FE A 45 S 215 28 2K (4) 1 (5) Y T e AR — 3K
BRZ 5 BER BT LN, JLRE IR 2 B Al 25 5% i 2k 1R 21
VEFR A HERA M. Muil® W BF S R, 7E N, B, &
AR F 2 A AR e oA A — A AR A I
PR 20 7 A A R 1 1

FEF AP SER A T % a5 W4 bR
g, boic & B FhRicdcE. Ao T, Rl
WP R, BRI S AN - KT R, PR EE
RAF O ERA B . SR, T Anic B BE X L 4]
VPRI BT B R 2022 X BUR A A,

HARPRIC R E T Anie 09 3% BT K A
BRICRCN AN T A HERA 1, H 20X AN B R A 7 ik
FE bl AR [R] A b e 86 B, R DXL 2 58 I A 1) o it
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R (EN R NG 42 2 | AV RN A B S S B4 B == O 7
I QTL (Al B - i 19 A8 fb & S BUEM T
[% 1229 4H (recombination) . & +% (selection) FlliT %
(migration) 23 &5 | & & ARG PIAT- i A8 fh 1y 22
RZE. Exfxebsgm, v s ESbnic &5 . AW
HENUHTARIC B A 22 8 098 AR R A AR i A K
REARR A PR A 2 . 3 A8 At 2552 M A 12 500 1
AR,

O A W% X 45 M S IR fE ARG 0L T i 2k
PREAT LA™ R T AR A O B R ],
GRS 25, M ESER YR B SR T
2T, PR [ A IGO0 T I S R 2l e,
X7 AT B AR, DA B K BR B Hb % A R
ZHBERER L 35

4 FEPR YRR TR

LD ZH BEPE AT DL S B e Fh | 46 JE AR 1Rl B,
M R AR B 3 = & & e b, A E AL
W 22582519, 2006 4, FERELE 4 L4 F )
(255, Schaeffer™ % Jk R 21 e B AE 03 4 5 Al & op
B R BEA T T BT AR . a5 R R, R 4 ik
BEAEW A4 B RAR R LR R 2 AR 92% 10 & Ak,
AP X BT H RIS ME A A SEE.
Jei, DA EE B A 5T F N FH 4 B S T TR R

4.1 ALYy ]

R A 1 B ) 28 0 45 A BE AR o GBS S 1041
P& Interbull (http://www.interbull.org/) X} H: i%, 51 [ )
PEAMEIR, 22010454 11 AR E e H E R 04
BN R N AR, FIRF, 2 EKIEET
5198~ PN B4 S vk <M PN B4 v <3 VA O 8 VD TR X 1 ey
T HATY A E R bR Y A Motk 35 P AL R
Bl 6 475 B0 2 24 30 0 3L AR AR AU/ INVRE A B 2R X
SEFT B SN T AR T R A G S PR 2 BE B I AR 1Y
SRWLFNWT, T2 W 15 22 10 %68 17 ] 485 R 1) i 38 0] 4
WE 7AW ES R, AT, SCHRHRE B R 2 PR
AR RHA TR A TR E AN WK
I AN AN 1 T I NP & & AN
7 ] OB B R 22 L B A R AR R,
FEZH R AR WG . 26 1 R4S 1 8o 5L
ZH PP AR | dnic gl St ik, H
T3 43 P 25 AR AT Interbull Fre# A i U 44T T SR



EaEs

R SURAIRE BB B R 0 A B4R b R R R B G

E R (A SR SEFRFRICE G R GRS

ENE 18080(H), 2828(J), 1331(B) 43382 (Illumina 54 K) GBLUP, Nonlinear-BLUP
N 8800(H) 43382 (Illumina 54 K) GBLUP, Nonlinear-BLUP
WK F ! 1098(H) 39048 (Illumina 54 K) BayesA, BayesB, SSVS, BLUP
NS A 1239 7372 (Affy 25 K) FR-LS, RRBLUP, BayesS, SVR, PLSR
TR 781(H), 287(J) 39048 (Illumina 54 K) GBLUP, BayesA, SSVS
IR 44 500(R) 18991 (Affymetrix 25 K) RRBLUP, BayesB, BayesC
B 2 2626(H), 1639(I), 642(HxJ) 44146 (Illumina 54 K) GBLUP
oy 2 1461 16173(H) 46529 (CRV Illumina 60 K)  Bayes
P12 i/ 22 14T 10217(H) 38055 (Illumina 54 K) SSVS, GBLUP
FESES| 20918(H), 6835(M), 4970(N) (Illumina 54 K) .
i ] 1481 17477(H) 45181 (Illumina 54 K) GBLUP, BayesB, BLUP

IR 22149 4300 42598 (Illumina 54 K) GBLUP

a) Fi-LH A (B), FHHTIHA(H), #H1L4F), SEOFIEAM), 284 N), HELLF(R)

Ak e i 25 ok A, 3 N 4L B RPE A9 o B P
BTG EME. X 2Rk, A EAE
TEAd @ H bR B9 AS [R5 7 ik Rl %A B B Y 22
SRS 3T RLUR R MR, B A RbRE R R
I 25 N Y v T T R A e i
(I RRBLUP)#Y. 3 32 5 2 X S FLAE S MR 1) 8
AR R T AR, AL T34 14 Sk iy
DGATI1 FEH 5 LR 2RI B R L9 i) st 1% 7 22,
FEAS AR IC RN (1) 43 A1 B S A 2 TRk 22 R B Y L
TR (2)H) GBLUP Jik7ES % BE MU 4/ INf () 3
P T Bayes J5 k™Y, {HIE 242 25 BE AN GG SIEAE 1R] (1) 55
%% & Rk 55 I, GBLUP J7 v WA ME B 4 T B 3 3 1
Bayes J7 ¥k AU P48 R N A B AT RIUR ] BEAA
(B (R EL AR TR B . S FER AU, L2 S 0 A
PR, A B X AR B A T, RS
A IR BE BRI, 453 W bRic % B I R IG 2
FOAERE AR RS, B, FRIC % R R 4 R
SO BN T2 2% T R R0 235 SR A S g 41,

Har, 1ET4- AR 34 F A E B R 45
BAEG AL AT . FIRE R SRR %
WEA Ak, I H R 2 L5 & R EAE b =
ERAGTI A EMEGE 1), BEaF AR B0
WAL 1 (05 F RE B T EEPE DA S TSR IE 2
BRVE SRR T 0.90, HI4E09A SRR /N
FENTF A E A, S KT T R e B A 1
AR BN AR, e, W54 R A e R 5T
HWE T 2008 4ERFF. Huy, @ P &L THY
2100 3k BEA-2H B S 2 HERN 87 Sk 5 7 I 2 4 4L Y,

RYIRTERE. BT gs R, PR IR RN F
FEAER TN 0.60~0.75 R & 5.

4.2 (EHAbE Wb v

van der Werf POVili Fi 56 28 45 BHH 0 ) i DX 41 o %
TE A = AV B 2B A b 0 i T AT R AULE T, 45 2R
RV, SEGFE RO, ARG N AR PR SR
Y 2 T BE AR B0 i $2 55 30% 1 40%. Daetwyler
FENPUH 7180 HAEM B 2% it H= A fl= &
PEARSEAT T AP T, 45 R R LA BEER R
PERFEN AT AEAESTER 0.15~0.79, 7= RHEIRAY
HEPE 4 -0.07~0.57. Gonzalez-Recio ¢ AP ] 333 Al
61 FUS T I E 1923 %9 43 A S 2 2% o A9 A X Y
XA AR AT Y. A5 R WoR, Prfd A2 20
VP e M & AL S8 BLUP. [R, AR 4R
F SR DA 3481 AR IR E Y 400 MR
Fric Aot B AL B A, RO P e T 0 4 AR AR
it Wole 45 A\ ¥xf 2708 FUAE XG0 1738 P 41 s -1 52
SRR, DR 2H 0 1 A 2 X0 B I0) R e 00 3% % v g
55 B4 5 100% F1 88 % (14 1 ffy k.

HHY, JERHERERERE . F X5 & i
YR B4, BT WARIE AR Z. —J5 vl g 5 H 4
LR A R TP R B AT 5. SRTNT, $#% (62163 SNPs;
Illumina PorcineSNP60) . (54241 SNPs; Illumina
OvineSNP50) ., (54602 SNPs; Illumina EquineSNP50)
N 38 (Ilumina iSelect 18K Custom genotype) ) 4 3& [A]
A FEgnH, XGRNAERBEEXEEFM P
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