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Oingd) 5 % (0.35) ) (T2XT8) cuned) 3 % (0.31) e cinslyig « (T8XT16) el 030 (T16) Lt % (0.33)
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(T2XT8) cungll % (0.28) (1 e dinall 038 illavigia Cunsglys 3 (F2) pde Wl ((F1) spde 8 ellyy (T8XT16)
(T8XT16) crmel & %(0.34) N (T2XT8) el 3 % (0.291) 3o cnslsis «(TEXT16) crmell % (0.32)
& % (0.35) I (T2xT8) cuaell % (0.31) 0o (BC2) siadie b pill 028 cnglii (o 3 ((BCy) dde b el

.(Kerketta et al., 2023) agie (S Gfislll (e aall 05 cplidl) 138 ((T8XTL6) Gangll

Algl) sgailly bl CHlg asd) Janugial Luld (gl 59 Babad) days .2

(gl bl Al lical maaal) aalgll e ST CilS (P) sslad) days a G 6 Joaall (b dadagall il gl
S & % Bplad) Liaseally % <N lySully % dilall salally % AASH ASIA) Aeall slgally 8yl D ASLawss
S AV Y Gl o ool aal cllysal A8 sabadl ) iy Lea o(T2XT8) (ngl) 3 Ll Alias ¢ unagl)
(T8XT16) (el b Ll Ldla dial granall aalgll o il (P) Babecdl danyo A ilS a6 cclial) 230 &)
dial % (27.06 <53.23) Cungdl 858 Augepally Tampall aill el caliie diseyal) lijgall Aa salae e clld Yl
1205 ¢ sl e Jumd) V15 s Jans i Ll 8a) 5alll L Al % (8.90 ¢9.01) Lelily ¢ (5a,dl) bl ol
-(Agrawal et al., 2014; Reddy et al., 2020) 3l xe (3854

(ID) &30 dwll saa3s (Hap) Juai¥) o8l «(Hip) o) Jausial Lulid cangd) 538 (P) Babaaad) daa 1(6) Jgaad)
(T8XT16) «(T2XT8) JN Cbiagll duug all ciliuall

Ay i) AN Cpagli 86 (P) 33kl 4 50 ol FEWAT
(ID) YoasiIdl) Hgp Hwmp
16.19 27.06** 30.56** 11.1 T2xT8 Al aldll daalui)
27.04* 15.79%* 53.23** 1.65 T8xT16
12.83 ns 11.06* 15.54%** 3.85 T2xT8 3 yall) LS ASLam
15.74 ns 8.79 ns 24.70%* 1.69 T8xT16
11.00 ns 8.11 ns 11.98%** 3.35 T2xT8 Sl Adla
20.93* -1.22 ns 21.14** 0.93 T&xT16
9.15 ns 5.47 ns 10.46* 221 T2xT8 % 4illl) dalual) 3 gal)
8.63 ns 7.89 ns 11.34%* 3.55 T&xT16 4,1
6.52 ns 8.90* 11.78%** 4.46 T2xT8 0/ Adlal) 3alall
12.08 ns 1.08 ns 9.01%* 1.15 T&xT16
16.86 ns 4.12 ns 16.75** 1.38 T2xT8 % Al cily Sl
11.44 ns 4.13 ns 10.36* 1.73 T&xT16
11.51 ns 1.51 ns 14.03%** 1.14 T2xT8 % b _slaal) s ganl)
8.65 ns 5.73 ns 9.65%* 2.60 T&xT16

Gsime e NS ((Alle diging) Wl s o Dgiad) ) pi** %S5 giue Ao DLigiaall ) juds *
Lol Caliadll Heaailly cuagll 538 Si(Mather and Jinks, 1982) 5 (1981) Falconer ¢ 8IS &1 2t (ga] 4ali (1

(T2xT8) duall & cngl) 558 Liginal) Al Auginall aill A3 (o laaly @lld sam5 el iipalls (D 23
Al Ll Lall clial disinall Longall il Caandl 3] ¢ B dial) B AT Aul Calias a5 ga a5
(Dar et al., 2012; 4] Jeass W Djlae linilis Cels ((T8XT16) cmell 4 % (20.93) Ll 4Dlas % (27.04)

.Sherpa et al., 2014)
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sl adEll ¢ Gadally pulsl) Lgnapgdas Cusil) Aoy o Alslly glial) bl alaa .3

Osingl) A ) i) A ol cplall Jalae i e el cilS (gredaall plal) dalaa al O 7dsaall 8 il ety
& Al Jalsall 80 g hall 0sSall 5B g i) (e 3 a1 Ll Lan s g cusg paall cliall auealy
(2011 cope) Vs 2ey liaall il dpelaal pill o oly lamy) s by clical) dll e (grglaall il
daugiag (T8XT16) gl 2 % (22.02) il bl dalis) dial Aholl cplall Jaladl dniiye clpdin iy
Dkl Adlas «% (12.65 <12.99) syal) cdle aSlewy «(T2XT8) el & % (13.60) s, il duals) claal
Ly o Nl e (T8XT16) 5 (T2XT8) cwngll & % (10.12 ¢14.15) &lSH wlyCull Lansis % (13.91 ¢10.42)
salall dandy <% (9.93 ¢9.27) &SI daliall alsall A diual dunidiag «(T2XT8) Cungll & % (12.26) ksl salal)
(Kouam et al., 4d) Juagi L xe Gilsu 135 ¢ sl JAe(T8XT16) 5 (T2XT8) gl & % (9.59 ¢8.97) il
Badly g paall Sleeal) gaen 8 gl Lgasgiar Canysill Aajal Alle Lo ciaag LS .2018; Sushma et al., 2020)
(57) 5l (e ASlawsy % (44 <S1) Gl il dalis) docal [yl Alacgio Gacall asgiall Cuygill dn )y ad culg
& Sy aSI ) Cpnledl Aaalios ) ey Lo ¢ sl e (T8XT16) 5 (T2XT8) sisngdl 3 % (60
% (63 «66) LN AgAl ddall dsal) dusis % (61 ¢70) L Adla clial il ddles ¢iidaall Gila B
(T2XT8) Giungd) & % (75 ¢75) splaall Linganlly % (78 77) &SN liCully Fo (61 «66) ddlall salalls
o 1 g el Cpmgll A Clinall 038 By & ST sl Jadll daaal e J3 Lee ¢ sl e (T8XT16)
-(Hasan et al., 2016; Rajan et al., 2018) 4 sls L o milull o2a

pailly «(Hs) Gy «(His) guls)) lgzasgias Syl dajs (GCV) Al «(PCV) glaal) bl (alaa :(7) dgaad
(GA%) sl asiill dgtall duilly ((GA) s

AG% AG Hns Hss GCV PCV Cagd) diual)
15.57 0.58 51 83 13.60 14.94 T2XTS | (s2udl) el Aol
20.76 0.61 44 92 22.02 23.02 | T8xT16
16.15 0.13 57 88 12.99 13.83 T2xT8 B all) e ASlaw
16.87 0.13 60 86 12.65 13.62 | T8xT16
16.11 0.62 70 88 10.42 11.12 T2xT8 Ll Adla
18.34 0.58 61 91 13.91 14.57 | T8xT16
13.76 0.62 66 85 9.27 10.06 T2XT8  |% 4xildl) dulall 3) gall
14.45 0.67 63 80 9.93 11.10 | T8xT16
13.23 0.98 66 85 8.97 9.75 T2xT8 % Adal) alal)
13.30 0.86 61 83 9.59 10.54 | T8xT16
23.51 0.66 77 92 14.15 14.77 T2xT8 %o Alsl) iy L)
17.58 0.52 78 85 10.12 10.98 | T8xT16
20.40 0.06 75 87 12.26 13.13 T2XT8 | Y% b saall dua ganl
15.62 0.05 75 84 9.29 10.15 | T8xT16

Q) el deall Guyall dapy ol e adian QLAY Llee 2G4 G (1955) wssals Johnson 2@ AT (3l s
O )ty a sl 13 g o al dga e A JLal) e dacall el agian A sl 23810 lakeg cdga (e
(20.76) 2l ol daalss) cloall Cilaney Ayl il Calidal Aacgia ) dadiye <l gl aniill Lsial) Ll
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el (T2XT8) (uagll (8 (20.40) nlaall Lingaal) ducsiy ¢(23.51) Bl Ll Ly (T8XT16) ungl) (b
Sl el L3aaY Ay A ially 5 Seal) A5 JlaY) 3 lacall i) ATNT ehaY A dl) Uy, g ol
(Aralikatti et al., 2018; Sushma ef al., @l ge agenll A 038 (3 (lawall oda &il)y A aSIDUg ST

.2020)
: Absl culal) cliga 4
& Al Sl Al b bl e alaes 8 Shell Sl Jell digies pae ) Scale test-2 5Las) iy
aaieaall sl Il Allal ) i 138y (8 «Jsaall) ((T2XT8) el 8 A8lal) salal) dasis (T8XT16) (gl
.(Dutta et al., 2013) zii g cueli Asaill sda o)yl

(T8XT16) «(T2XT8) (xisngd) (A duugaal) lauall Scale-2 JLis) :(8) Jsaal

F- test el iaall
VP2/VF1 VP1/VF1 VP1/VP2

1.79 ns 1.23 ns 1.46 ns T2xT8 LAY bl dals)
1.97 ns 3.45%* 6.80** T8xT16 )
1.72 ns 1.33 ns 1.29 ns T2xT8 Byalll e ASlam
2.52 ns 2.55ns 1.01 ns T8xT16
1.80 ns 1.10 ns 1.97 ns T2xT8 Sl dda
1.68 ns 1.37 ns 1.23 T8xT16
1.20 ns 1.98 ns 1.66 ns T2xT8 % 414 daluall 3l
1.51 ns 1.55 ns 2.33 ns T8xT16
1.10 ns *4 04 *4 50) T2XT8 % ddlal) salal)
2.67 ns 2.53 ns 1.05 ns T8xT16
2.07 ns 2.52 ns 1.22 ns T2xT8 % <)) @l )
1.23 ns 1.50 ns 1.21 ns T8xT16 )
1.62 ns *3 04 2.43 ns T2xT8 % §ylaall duagasl)
1.55 ns 1.26 ns 1.23 ns T8xT16

(¥ Y Bpadie s tVPT cgsina pe nS %l (g5ies o Dginall ) juli** (%5 (ggise e Ligind) ) juin *

Js¥) il spsie cpls sVFL ¢ S8 Y spde oils :VP2

LIS (Do Ce B <A) @hiasall e Y e o) &1 (10 ¢9) gulsaall 3 daiasall Scaling test I jlaal it ekl
& 5 sl Jadll daalse o A clpisa) anY Aiginall adll J 3 copimel ds laall LS Aiginal) e
«(Akhtar and Hazra, 2013; Somraj ef al., 2017) (e JS <3 Lo aa gl oda cunjii cdg jaall Glecall auas &)
138 edars g paall Clivall puealy Cpimgll DS & st Je (m) SE diall Javgia il h5e i oIS el
o3 alina (f ) Dudias adlsall i o el GlXy 330l adlgall @il Lol lilae JS€ lan giall 5a5lall Zealisdl)

S Gy dada Gl Gleall
hsl) dadll D5 (52,8 lall La ) demy oS3 L SY) ol Al IS (h)sabeed) Sholl Jedl) o Al pall il sl
@l Faalise slial (d) oSN ol Jadl) IS5 6 (oaSLi X aS15) Aol sl dadll & el ((sabeedl X (gabandl) JBgitl
sl Jelall S 1(sabead) X golandl) sl sl delially h (gabed) sl cpledl) 3Ll (Sl g cpimgl) b
Slo Jganll 2y Gun (Jual 830 a2 of sy lecall o3 Jid laml) G L)) @b Thie (Duplicative baadl e

Izzo et al —Syrian Journal of Agriculture Research- SJAR 12(4): 62-77-August 2025



7 2025 bl /) 7762 @) 12 Lo Ll Epaill Ly gead) Unal - G935 o8
(Kumar and Srivastava, 4 sls L ae daiill o2 <l csabiad) Ld5a¥) Jha¥) b Sl cilijsal) (e dlle st
.2017)

Oniangll Ll Al (Balll L ASlamsy ¢ uil) bl Aaalii) cilhial (Aol o) ili3Sa 1(9) Jaall
has A gl i gl Scaling test I | &)

oWl | 14SE | j+SE | i+SE | h+SE | d+Se | m#SE |D | C | B | A E
Dupl | 1.6-%% | 0.1-£ | 1.2%% | 23%% | 02-% | 3.7%% [k k| % |pg| C
+04 | 01 | £03 | £02 | £0.1 | 0.1 S P
Dupl | 2.6- | 02 | 2.1%% | 358k | (.7-%% | 3.0%% | #% | kx| pg | wx | «EE
ok 0.1 +0.3 0.3 +0.1 | +£0.1 =% | "B
0.5 - =
Dupl | 0.13-% | 0.003 | 0.18+ | 0.31+ | 0.03- | 0.82 [ ** | ** | ns|ns| =
0.07ns| = | 0.05%% | 0.05% | + |0.01%* X -
0.02ns 0.01* % | &%
Dupl | 0.30-+ | 0.03+ | 026+ | 0.44+ | 0.08- | 0.77+ | ** | ** | ns | * S| BEw
0.07** | 0.01* | 0.05%* [ 0.04** | £+ |0.01%* X 3
0.01%* o
Dupl | 1.36-% [ 0.05+ | 1.17+ | 1.64+ | 0.09- | 3.88+ [ ** | ** | ns|ns| =
0.27*% | 0.06 |0.19%* | 0.17%% | + |0.04%* X ¢
~ .
ns 0.05ns o0 E
Dupl | 0.32-+ | 028+ | 1.13+ | 1.82+ | 0.46- | 3.15+ [ ** [ =[x | ng| =S| &
0.29 ns | 0.06%* | 0.20%* | 0.19%* |+ | 0.04%* X 3
0.06** =

m Lsins) Yl (g5ine o Auginal) ) pdi** (%5 (ima Ao Diginall () 2 * zs33e Sy b :(Dupl) Duplicate

el e a1 X S15 gl (o GBsil) sl el iegabad) sl Jadll the oaSIal sl el 2d ¢ A iad) Jacusie
s e NS o(Llle . sabuX sabns) sl (sa (Bl (Sl dadl i1 e sabus X S gl (g sl Syl

sl Shsl) Jadll D5 (T2XT8 pmgll Hyail) (e dSlaw dda & SYI il (h)gabod) ol Jadl) ellial LS
X aSI5) sl sl Jadll o35 (h) (sabad) sl Jadll Y)Y 5l GIS TEXT16 cpmgll b Wl e (oS X aS15)
&3 Duplicative zs3jall gsi) oo (Shsl) de i) Jass 1S5 () (ol X oaS15) Aol sl dadll yualy of (oSl
(Rajan et al., 4l HWal L ae el 385 aabial L3N] Jual) ) gy yaill (e dSlaw dbal QLAY (ay
.2018)

d (815 X oaS)5) sl Shsll Jadll o35 h (saleadl sl ol T2XTS cpmgll (b L) LDl dba Caniad Lad
Jadl) 5 iS5 X aS15) sl Sl Jadl) D5 h (gabaudl sl Jadll Faalise AeY) 1SE TEXT16 cpngll b Ll
Bac e laY) bl Sl dadll (e g5l 1385 <Duplicative deliall Jaas G\Ss j (b X aS15) sl ol
.(Patel et al.,2010) 3 Lo ae giliill 238 caglin Jba]

A line s 305 ¢ (peng 30l Cpmgll B A Bl (galuad) ol Jadll (1S A AH) dabeall dgal dansi dba b Ll
e e diaall o3 cpeal s «Duplicative zoll laaill (e Syl delall ol . oS X STl ol Algll Jadl
(Dutta et al., 2013; e IS 7005 pe dagill s30 cujlan . Babial 205V JlaVl Qs Gugll 868 (e BalinY)
.Shalaby, 2013)
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% Slaall Aaganlly % A< Sl Jo Adlal) salally % L) Audual) dsall cliaal sl Galil lizSa :(10) Jaad)

baai 40 ) 8l < i aal) Scaling test I ol .
el | 1SE | j4SE i+SE | h+SE | d#Se | m#SE |D | C | B | A E
Dupl | 1.61-+ | 010+ | 125+ | 172+ | 0.12-+ | 451+ ||| g || 3

0.29" | 0.06™ | 020" | 0.19* 0.06 0.04"* 5 s
Dupl | 1.38-+ | 008+ | 1.05+ | 156+ | 0.07-+ | 464+ |**|*|Ns| * |_32 | E t
0.33** | 0.07ns | 0.23** | 0.22%** | 0.06ns | 0.05%* > X
Dupl | 1.68-+ | 0.02+ | 1.04+ | 187+ | 0.17-+ | 739+ |**|ns| * | * |
0.46** | 0.09ns | 0.32** | 0.30%* | 0.09ns | 0.07** X5 A
Dupl | 195-% | 009« | 2.14= | 275+ | 04d-= | 645= | |* | ns |ms|_% | EE
0.43** | 0.09ns | 0.30%* | 0.28%* | 0.08** | 0.06%* >
Dupl | 1.89-+ | 0.12+ | 160+ | 2.08= | 0.23-% [ 2.80% |**|** | ns|**| 3 C
0.25" 0.05" 0.18 | 0.17" | 0.05* | 0.04* 5 el
Dupl | 1.12-+ | 008+ | 1.02+ | 133+ | 0.10-+ | 298+ |**|*x|pns | * |_ | E
0.20™ 0.04" | 0.14™ 0.13** 0.04™ 0.03** > -

Dupl | 0.099-+ | 0.018+ | 0.083= | 0.122+ | 0.016= | 0278= | ** | ** | ns | ** | 3 .

0.023** | 0.005** | 0.016** | 0.015%* | 0.004** | 0.003** x| o¢f

Dupl | 0.085-+ | 0.003+ | 0.072+ | 0.103+ | 0.009-+ | 0322+ | ** | ** | ns |ns|_ 5 | E ‘E.

0.020%* | 0.004 ns | 0.014** | 0.014** | 0.004* | 0.003** > -

deall Bigia m Ausing) %1 (s5ise o Disinall Y 5l (%5 (5iess Sl Dginall ) a5 * zs3ie S e i(Dupl) Duplicate

S5 sl e gl sl Jedl) e oaSIi X oaShi gsl) e sl s dadll siecsabiad) sl Jadll the oS bl dadl id ¢ S
cgyina e S o(dlle . (gl (gabi) gaill (e el gl Jadll il e gabi X

X Sl gl hgll el o5 Adlall 5ald) duss dbee D))y 3 5SY) LB (galidl hsll el (IS Jlal) Gl
Oyl gl 8 Gllly )

S5l Shsl) Jadll D (ol hgl Jedll 8V L3l G T2XT8 fungd) o 2SN Gl Sl Gaasi dbea 8 Ll
Jadll 35 SV 8 55 (gabud) Jedl) IS TEXTL6 ngd) (s cgolons X caSLAll Soll Jadll o5 aS)3 X oS5l
Allyay) Jla¥l s 2y gt ofy «Duplicative Jaaill (e Sl deliall G\Sy ¢ o8I X oSIA Bgall )l
ayalial)

S5l sl Jadll D T2XT8 (gl o Ly (8 a8l (sabaedl 1ol Jaill IS Bpalaall Limgaal) Gonsi Adea i
@l gl Jadll ) 55l 16 TEXTL6 cmgll (3 ya¥) IS ¢ (gobas X (oSl ol Judl) 5 a1 X oS
oda gt «Duplicative gzsajall baaill (o gl 1o 3 Ahsll delall (IS5 ¢ S X STl Boanll sl Jadll o205
-(Kumar and Srivastava, 2017) 5S> L as Ligec goall

Gla yifally clalitiuy)

seda @l s g padl) ciliall alaaaly cpiingl) US 8 LAY GV cljse o ) anl bl sal A8 sabdl sela -1
LS ) 3 ASIN L ll ey sAS e Bl Aniye (ad BsB

L sl (reaal) ) alaa (500 ()l Ausg paall il ZIS &)y 3 Aidl il s Shel) oeSall il g liny) 2
(Oringd) & Al clall Al lacal afiye of Jasssia s Sl a3 pe Apall Canysill Ayl A giall ol il L3
) Qlaally A i) 31 Jla¥) 3 AV e lgint ya Sy T2XTY Gungl) (8 5l Cdle dSlaws dinal
& Bl G ASLews lanal ol sl Aaipally Alansgial) Augiall Zpasil) pa Geal) inally Canysill Ao pal adipall ool
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b Yoilaal) dinseally (Thail) Kully Fodilall salally (Y ADA Aleall Msall ¢ L Adka Sliay ¢ S gl
Bl Ja¥) 8w clial) s3gl GlATY adle s ¢ g paal) Cpimgll

ndl) 2l Aot lusar o35 Ay pall il Al Bygr Sl 5 Y1 yn o(galadll) SIS gl Jadll e .4
Sl Al e e of (S 833l 3 lieall Gl (pens 8 e (a1 X ol 5 (aS1 X eI B3 35
(2012 ¢ s cles) sabiadl Jall b Glasily cpsSall salels dusilly Cpngl

el

gA oo LY sy WD 8 Aala®Y) cliall Gl A8 &Sl Auhs L(2011) ) 2o (e

Aakia 212 G daals — o550 dag )bl . Cucurbita pepo LlsS)
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Abstract

The study was conducted in Al-Jamasah station, Tartous agricultural research
center, Syria, during 2019 and 2020 seasons. using Randomized Complete
Blocks Design (RCBD) with three replications was used. Generation mean
analysis method to estimate the type of gene action using some genetic indices
of the six population of two individual hybrids of tomato (T2xT8) and
(T8xT16). (Single plant yield, pericarp thickness, firmness, total soluble
solids, dry matter, total sugars and titratable acidity), were studied. The
results revealed similar values for the phenotypic and genetic variation
coefficients in the two hybrids; and high values for the degree of heritability
in the broad sense, which reflects the high influence of the genetic component
and the low influence of the environment on the phenotypic expression of all
the studied traits. On the other hand, it gave moderate values for the degree
of heritability in the narrow sense for the traits of Single plant yield and
pericarp thickness, which indicates that the additive and non-additive gene
actions controlled inheritance of these two traits, and high values for the traits
of firmness, total soluble solids %, dry matter %, total sugars %, and
titratable acidity. which indicates the importance of additive genetic action in
the inheritance of these traits. The analysis of the average generations showed
that the additive and dominance gene actions were significant for most of the
studied traits, with superiority of the dominance gene action values. Epistasis
gene action from the additive x additive and dominance x dominance types
contributed in the inheritance of most of the studies traits. The contrast
between the two signs of the dominance and the epistasis gene actions from
the type (dominance x dominance) in most of the traits indicated that it was
from the duplicate type in majority of the studied traits and consequently
selection could be conducted in later selection.

Key words: Genetic advance, Gene action, Heritability, Tomato, Potence
ratio, Yield.
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