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A B S T R A C T

Durum wheat (Triticum durum Desf.) breeders over the past century have increased the productivity and resi-
lience of this crop via strong selection applied to genes controlling agronomically important traits. Along this
process, some of the primitive genetic diversity of this species was lost. A debate exists on whether or not some of
the original primitive diversity should be re-introgress into modern germplasm in order to facilitate new im-
provements. Here, the possible negative effects of re-introducing primitive diversity were assessed by comparing
the performances of three ICARDA elites and four commercial cultivars against seventeen durum wheat wide
crosses, generated by hybridization of elites and Triticum dicoccoides, T. araraticum, and Aegilops speltoides. The
material was grown in Lebanon, Algeria and 10 environments in Morocco. Tested under natural inoculation
against Lr14a virulent strains of leaf rust as well as tan spot races 4 and 6, revealed that wide crosses had
significantly higher levels of resistance. Further, the use of a selection index that combined selection for grain
yield potential and stability revealed that 14 wide crosses performed better than any of the elites or cultivars.
Finally, testing quality traits at four sites revealed that wide crosses had significantly higher grain size and
protein content than the other two germplasm classes, while no significant difference could be observed for
gluten strength. Only in the case of yellow pigment, an industrially important trait for durum wheat, one variety
(‘Tomouh’) outperformed all other classes, even though wide crosses lines also achieved good scores. Hence, it
was not possible to identify any negative drag in the use of wide crosses for improving durum wheat modern
germplasm, with the partial exception of yellow pigment.

1. Introduction

Durum wheat (Triticum durum Desf., 2n = 4x = 28, AABB) is a
tetraploid cereal crop grown in a range of climatic zones varying from
warm and dry to cool and wet environments (Giraldo et al., 2016). Its
global acreage is estimated at 17 million hectares (ha) and the most
important growing areas are situated in the Mediterranean Basin, North
America, and South West Asia (Maccaferri et al., 2014). However,
durum wheat is an economically important crop because of its unique
rheological characteristics and the varieties of industrial end-products

that can be derived from it (Gonzalez-Segura et al., 2014).These include
mostly pasta, couscous, and bourghul, but also several dishes of the
tradition such as frike, gofio, and several types of flat breads.

Durum wheat growing environments are mostly located in areas
subject to alternating favorable and stressed conditions (Nachit and
Elouafi, 2004). Therefore, genetic improvement via breeding for tol-
erance to biotic and abiotic stresses remains a strategic practice to
improve its productivity and stability (Rajaram and Hettel, 1994;
Nsarellah et al., 2000). In the last decades, many durum wheat varieties
have been developed based on field assessment for higher yield, disease
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resistance and technological seed qualities. However, the strong selec-
tion pressure imposed through genetic improvement has eroded a large
part of the genetic diversity available to breeders (Jing et al., 2013).
This genetic narrowing has led to a reduction in allelic plasticity, hence
to a germplasm less prone to adapt to new environmental stresses,
diseases and pests (Makai et al., 2016; Tanksley and McCouch, 1997).
Compared with domesticated varieties, crop wild relatives and primi-
tive wheats have been challenged in natural environments for thou-
sands of years and maintain a much higher level of diversity (Zhang
et al., 2016). Hence, interspecific hybridization between durum elite
lines and wild relatives of the Gramineae family is a promising method
to restore variability to the modern breeding germplasm (Rajaram and
Hettel, 1994). Several useful traits have been identified in species re-
lated to durum wheat, for instance about half of the leaf rust genes
listed in the Catalogue of Gene Symbols for Wheat (McIntosh et al.,
2003) and 20 of the known genes for stem rust resistance are derived
from species other than the cultivated ones (Mcintosh et al., 1991;
Mcintosh et al., 1998; Monneveux et al., 2000). In fact, wild species
have been identified as a potential source of resistance to leaf rust
(Anikster et al., 2005; Cherukuri et al., 2005; Kassem et al., 2011;
Lalkova et al., 2004; Marais et al., 2005) and tan spot (Tadesse et al.,
2006), two diseases that cause significant losses in wheat production
worldwide (Goyeau et al., 2012; Martinez et al., 2005). For scale, Singh
et al. (2010) reported that yield losses in durum wheat by tan spot can
exceed 50% of the production, and Herrera-Foessel et al. (2006) in-
dicated that leaf rust can be even more devastating. Likewise, Aegilops
sharonensis, Triticum dicoccoides, A. speltoides, A. tauschii have all been
identified as holder of resistance to powdery mildew (Gill et al., 1985;
Ji et al., 2007; Jia et al., 1996; Miranda et al., 2007), stem rust (Anikster
et al., 2005; Babaiants et al., 2012; Mago et al., 2009), stripe rust
(Gerechter-Amitai and Stubbs, 1970; Knaggs et al., 2000; Marais et al.,
2010; Valkoun et al., 1985; Yildirim et al., 1995) and to other diseases
and insect pests (Ghannoum et al., 2016; El Haddoury et al.,
2005).Furthermore, it has been found that members of the Aegilops (A.
tauschii, A. umbellulata, A. speltoides), Triticum (T. dicoccum and T. di-
coccoides) and Haynaldia have useful traits for adaptation to drought,
cold and salinity stresses (Feldman and Millet, 1993; Monneveux et al.,
2000; Nachit et al., 2015; Plamenov, 2003; Trethowan and Mujeeb-
Kazi, 2008; Trethowan, 2014). Also, the potential of using T. dicoccoides
as a source of genetic variation to improve the baking quality of durum
wheat was suggested (Feldman and Millet, 1993; LeClerc et al., 1918).

Regardless of the proven usefulness of wild relatives for trait dis-
covery and deployment in pre-breeding, wheat breeders have often
regarded to this type of crosses as a “last resource” that will inevitably
require several years and multiple recurrent cycles before delivering a
promising candidate for variety release (Brown and Marshall, 2015).
This was mostly due to the risk indicated by several authors that un-
desirable linkage drag exist between useful wild traits and negative
yield or quality alleles (Mondal et al., 2016). One of the exception to
this breeding trend has been the ICARDA durum wheat program that
broadly utilized wild relatives and landraces into their hybridization
(Nachit and Elouafi, 2004).This is demonstrated by the release in 1981
of the first ICARDA mega cultivar ‘Om Rabi’, derived by the simple
cross between the elite ‘Jori’ and the landrace ‘Haurani’ (Nachit, 1992).
This cultivar is still cultivated today in 21 countries, mostly in the driest
environments by smallholder farmers (Latican et al., 2016). Further,
‘Om Rabi’ proved to be an excellent parent, with several recent releases
derived from its hybridization (Nachit et al., 2016). To further this
knowledge, this article utilizes top-crosses between wild relatives of
durum wheat and elite lines of the ICARDA breeding programs to assess
their possible demerits for yield drags, to identify their biotic stress
response, and to quantify the negative effect of wild alleles on rheolo-
gical quality.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Plant material

Twenty-four durum wheat genotypes were selected for this study.
Seventeen wide crosses (WC) F12 derived by top crosses involving
ICARDA parents with T. dicoccoides, T. araraticum and A. speltoides,
were selected on the basis of leaf rust (LR, Puccinia triticina) and tan
spot (TS, Pyrenophora tritici-repentis) response in one season and one
environment in Morocco (data not shown). In addition, three new
commercial varieties released in Morocco; ‘Tomouh’, ‘Faraj’, ‘Louiza’
and one Algerian variety ‘Waha’ (syn. ‘Cham1’) were used as checks.
Finally, three elite lines were included from the ICARDA program de-
rived by top crosses of “best-by-best” selected from the international
nursery 37th IDYT on the basis of their good performances in Moroccan
environmental conditions (data not shown). The full list of pedigrees is
reported in Table 1.

2.2. Locations, experimental design and management practices

The genotypes were assessed in ten different agro-climatic condi-
tions (environments) as described in Table 2, eight where located in
Morocco: Sidi Allal Tazi (ALT), Jemhâa Shaim (JS), Marchouch (MCH),
Melk Zhar (MKZ), Sidi el Aydi (SAD), Tessaout (TES), Laarache (LRC)
and Guich (GCH), one in Lebanon: Terbol (TER), and one in Algeria: El
Khroub (ELK). The experiments were run during the 2013-14 (14) and
the 2014-15 (15) seasons. The experimental design used at all stations
was alpha-lattice with two replications and six incomplete blocks of size
four. Each entry was planted in plots of 6 rows of 5 m in length, row
spacing was 0.2m, for a total sown surface of 6 m2at a seeding rate of
120 kg ha−1. Agronomic practices varied based on the station, but
followed the general guidelines of sowing between 15th of November
and 15th of December with a base pre-sowing fertilizer application of
50 kg ha−1 of N, P, and K. Planting always occurred after a fallow
season, with the exception of the Lebanese site where the precedent
crop was lentil. At stage 14 on Zadok's scale (Z) herbicide was applied
in a tank mixture to provide protection against both monocots and di-
cots. A week after herbicide application, ammonium nitrate was pro-
vided to add 36 kg ha−1 of N. In MCH15, TER15 and TES15 a final

Table 1
List of 24 durum wheat genotypes used in this study and their simplified code.

Code Type Cross

WC1 Wide cross Amedakul1/TdicoSyrCol//Cham1
WC2 Wide cross Omrabi5/TdicoAlpCol//Cham1
WC3 Wide cross Younes/TdicoAlpCol//Korifla
WC4 Wide cross Korifla/AegSpeltoidesSyr//Amedakul
WC5 Wide cross Amedakul1/TdicoSyrCol//Loukos
WC6 Wide cross Korifla/AegSpeltoidesSyr//Heider
WC7 Wide cross Omrabi5/TdicoAlpCol//Cham1
WC8 Wide cross Korifla/AegSpeltoidesSyr//Omrabi5
WC9 Wide cross Amedakul1/TdicoSyrCol//Cham1
WC10 Wide cross Korifla/AegSpeltoidesSyr//Loukos
WC11 Wide cross Korifla/AegSpeltoidesSyr//Omrabi5
WC12 Wide cross Korifla/AegSpeltoidesSyr/Amedakul
WC13 Wide cross Amedakul1/TdicoJCol//Cham1
WC14 Wide cross Younes/TdicoAlpCol//Korifla
WC15 Wide cross Heider/TAraticumMA//Omrabi5
WC16 Wide cross Korifla/AegSpeltoidesSyr//Omrabi5
WC17 Wide cross Korifla/AegSpeltoidesSyr//Lahn

Louiza Cultivar Rascon_39/Tilo1
Faraj Cultivar F413J.S/3/Arthur71/Lahn//Blk2/Lahn/4/Quarmal
Waha Cultivar Plc/Ruff//Gta/Rtte
Tomouh Cultivar Joric69/Hau

Icakassem1 Elite Geromtel1/Icasyr1
Secondroue Elite Stj3//Bcr/Lks4/3/Ter3/4/Bcr/Gro1//Mgnl1
Icarnada Elite Src2/Azn1/3/Bcr/Gro1//Mgnl1
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application of urea was used to deliver additional 46 kg ha−1 of N. In
MKZ15, the first basal fertilization was followed by 5 split applications
each of 20 kg ha−1 of N via fertigation through drip pipes. Five en-
vironments were irrigated: ALT14, where two gravity irrigations of
35 mm each were provided at tillering stage (Z18)and after flowering
(Z65); TES15, where four gravity irrigations of 35 mm each were pro-
vided after germination (Z10), Z18, booting (Z45), and after Z65; G-
CH15, where disease pressure was increased by three consecutive
overnight mist irrigations after Z65; MKZ15, where 12 irrigations of
10 mm each were provided via drip irrigation at one week interval from
two weeks after Z10 to dough phase (Z89);TER15, where two sprinkle
supplemental irrigation of 20 mm each were provided beforeZ10 and
after Z65. The remaining experiments are conducted under rainfed
conditions with total rainfall values and other details presented in
Table 2.

2.3. Recorded traits

Leaf rust (LR) was assessed in JSH14, ALT14 and TES15, whereas
tan spot (TS) was evaluated in ALT14, JSH15, LRC15 and GCH15, both
under natural inoculation conditions. Leaf rust severity was estimated
according to Cobb’s modified scale and the four classical categories of
infection type were also recorded (Stakman et al., 1962). The coeffi-
cient of infection (CI) was calculated according to Saari and Wilcoxson
(1974) and Pathan and Park (2006) by multiplying disease severity by
constant values of infection type. From Z79, tan spot severity was as-
sessed using the double-digit scale (00-99) developed as a modification
of Saari and Prescott’s scale for assessing severity of foliar diseases of
wheat (Eyal et al., 1987; Saari and Prescott, 1975). To obtain a single
pathogen response overall, for each genotype the worst susceptible
score obtained at any location or replication was considered. For each
environment except ALT14 race-typing was done in Minnesota Saint
Paul Rust Cereal Disease Laboratory and the University of Montevideo
(Gamba et al., 2017), for leaf rust and tan spot, respectively.

Grain yield (GY) was recorded in ten environments: ALT14, ELK15,
JSH14, JSH15, MCH14, MCH15, MKZ15, SAD15, TER15 and TES15 by
harvesting the central four rows of each plot for a total surface of 4 m2,
weighting it on a precision scale and dividing this value by the plot
surface to obtain kg ha−1.

From the harvest of JSH15, MCH15, TES15 and SAD15, 200 g of
seeds for each plot were analyzed for four major quality characteristics:
1000-kernel weight (TKW), grain protein content (GPC), yellow pig-
ment index (YI), and gluten strength (SDS).

1000-kernel weight (TKW) was determined by counting five hun-
dred randomly selected grains on a Choppin Numigral counter followed
by weighting on a precision scale. Grain protein content (GPC) was
measured using a Chopin Technologies Infraneo near-infrared spectro-
scopy (NIRs). Whole grain flour samples were obtained with a whole
mill grinder (Udy-Cyclone 0.5 mm sieve). The whole flour was used to
determine YI as b* value reading on a chroma meter Konica Minolta
CR-400. Gluten strength was determined by the SDS (Sodium Dodecyl
Sulfate) sedimentation test following a Moroccan standard method
(N.M.08.1.217, 1999) equivalent to American Association for Cereal
Chemistry method (AACC 56–70).

2.4. Statistical analysis

The residual maximum likelihood (ReML) method of Genstat pro-
gram version 18was used to obtain the best linear unbiased estimates
(BLUEs) of genotypes across environments, considering genotypes and
environments as fixed effects. With the same software, the significance
of the fixed effects was assessed using the Wald test to analyze variation
and assess the effect of genotype, environment and genotype by en-
vironment interaction (GxE).

For grain yield, GxE was partitioned by additive main effects and
multiplicative interaction 2 (AMMI) model using R software (versionTa
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3.2.4) on R Studio (Nachit et al., 1992). The ‘AMMI wide adaptation
index’ (AWAI) was derived from this partitioning to measures the
overall stability of each entry as determined by its distance from each
significant IPCs axis and it was calculated using the following formula:

=AWAI ΣS PC*
i

i i

Where i is the number of significant IPCs determined by classical Gollob
F-test in R Studio corresponding to 4 IPC in this specific case, si is the
percentage of total GxE variance explained by each IPC, and PC is the
actual IPC value. AWAI values close to ‘0′ are obtained for the most
widely adapted and stable germplasm (Malosetti et al., 2013; Bassi and
Sanchez-Garcia, 2017). In addition, a “which won where” analysis was
conducted using the GEA-R (Genotype x Environment Analysis with R
for Windows) version 2.0.

For quality parameters a comparison of the means was performed
using the LSD test (p < 0.05) estimated from the ANOVA results. The
broad sense heritability was estimated by the following formula
(Falconer and Mackay, 1996):

=H
σ
σ

g

p

2
2

2

Where; σg2 is the genotypic variance and σp2 is the phenotypic variance.
The genotypic and phenotypic variance components were estimated

based on the method suggested by Burton and Devane (1953).

σp2 = σg2 + σe2 + σge2

=

−

σ
MS MS

rg
g e2

=

−

σ
MS MS

rge
ge e2

Where MSg and MSge are the mean square due to genotype and GxE
interaction, MSe is the error mean square and r is the number of re-
plicates.

3. Results

3.1. Disease response

Two major durum wheat fungal diseases were recorded, LR and TS.
The first was scored in three and TS in four environments. The highest
score for LR was 80S (CI=80%) with the highest severity and the
maximum virulence found in TES15 with 42% of lines falling above the
set susceptibility score of 20MS corresponding to CI of 16%.In TES15
the races were determined to be durum-specific types BBBS and BBBQ,
which combined provide virulence against LrB,Lr14a, and Lr10. In ad-
dition, race MCDS was identified on the same field but not on durum
wheat, which has virulence on Lr1, Lr3, Lr26, Lr17, LrB, Lr10 and Lr14a.
The highest infection for TS in the four environments was85
(CI = 40%) recorded in ALT14 with 54% of lines scored as susceptible,
when susceptibility was set for values above 73 (CI = 21%). In ALT14
and JSH15the tan spot race was determined to be type 5 and 6 (Gamba
et al., 2017). Full details of the responses are provided in Table S1.
Instead, Fig. 1 summarizes the overall response of the different types of
entries. Regarding LR, 100%, 67%, and 53% susceptible entries were
recorded for cultivars, elites, and wide crosses, respectively. For TS,
75%, 33% and 76% susceptible entries were recorded for cultivars,
elites, and WC, respectively.

3.2. Grain yield performances

Analysis of variance was conducted for GY over ten environments to
confirm statistically significant differences in genotypes, environments,
and their interaction (Table 3). Significance differences (p < 0.001)
were found for all sources of variation. The magnitude of variation was

the highest for environment (97%), then GxE (2%) and G (1%).Broad
sense heritability was measured at 41% for the trait. The ten environ-
ments varied widely for water abundance and yield performances
(Fig. 2), with SAD15 and ELK15causing the maximum and minimum
range of yield variation among genotypes, respectively. ALT14 was the
highest yielding environment with a top yield mean of
7322 kg ha−1despite very virulent strains of LR and TS, where ‘Sec-
ondroue’ resulted as the top yielder with 9526 kg ha−1. JSH14 was the
most drought prone environment and therefore it had the lowest
average yield with only 1749 kg ha−1, and ‘Faraj’ as the best performer
with 3762 kg ha−1.

To partition GxE an AMMI study was conducted. In Fig. 3A the
AMMI results are graphically present for the first two interaction
principal component axes (IPC1 and IPC2), which combined explain
43.5% of the total GxE variation. The high yielding environments
MCH14, MCH15, MKZ15, and TES15 felt into the same region and can
therefore be considered as having similar effects on the genotypes. The
low yielding environments JSH14, JSH15, and SAD15 and the diseased
trial of ALT14 spread instead in the opposite axis direction. The two
coldest environments TER15 and ELK15 identified a separate cluster.
Considered together, these sites provided good contrasting agro-en-
vironmental conditions for adequate selection. From the AMMI results a
stability index was derived to account for GxE stability (AWAI). The
combination of AWAI and the genetic component of GY (BLUEs) pro-
vides an ideal selection index to combine G and GxE effects across sites
(Fig. 3B, Bassi and Sanchez-Garcia, 2017). Three wide-crosses (WC2,
WC10, and WC13) resulted as the most stable and high yielding gen-
otypes. ‘Icakassem1’ and ‘Faraj’ were the top yielders of the elites and
varieties, respectively, while the elite ‘Secondroue’ and the variety
‘Tomouh’ were the most stable. In total, seven wide crosses fell above
average for both BLUE and AWAI. Overall, 14 wide-crosses entries
could be selected on the basis of this index before encountering an
equally performing elite or variety. In addition, a GGE analysis of
“which won where” (Fig. S1) was conducted to identify for each site the
best entries that combined G and GxE effects. The analysis revealed
seven main ‘where’, four were ‘won’ by WC (WC8, WC13, WC16, and
WC14), two by cultivars (‘Louiza’ and ‘Faraj’) and one by the elite line
‘Icarnada’.

3.3. Assessment of quality traits

Harvested grains from four stations in Morocco (MCH15, TES15,
JSH15, and SAD15) were used for laboratory analysis of end-use quality
traits. These four stations were selected because representing three of
the four heterogeneous agro-environments as shown by the AMMI study
(Fig. 3A). Four parameters were considered: TKW, GPC, gluten strength
(SDS), and YI. ANOVAs for all traits showed significant differences for
the genotype effect, while environment and GxE effects were significant
only for GPC and TKW. The magnitude of the G effect was higher than
the magnitude of the G × E interaction for all quality parameters. The
heritability values were 84%, 48%, 81%, and 82% for TKW, GPC, SDS,
and YI, respectively (Table 3).

The mean and best BLUE of cultivars, elites and wide crosses are
summarized in Table 4. For TKW, the wide crosses were significantly
superior in grain size both for maximum and average values, with WC6
having the top score of 56.5 g (full details are provided in Table S2).
JSH15 provided the most ideal condition for grain size development
with a mean TKW of 53.3 g and maximum value of 60.8 g (Table S3).
For GPC, there was no significant difference between germplasm types
as average performances, while wide crosses were significantly superior
to all other genotypes with a maximum value of 16.1% recorded for
WC6. TES15 was the most conductive environment for increasing
protein concentration with an average GPC of 15.4%, while MCH15
was the lowest with a GPC mean of 14.2%. SDS test revealed that wide
crosses and cultivars were significantly superior to the elites used in this
study for both average and maximum strength. WC1, WC 2 and WC3
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gave high mean of SDS volume across environments and were not
significantly different from ‘Louiza’, a variety specifically grown for its
good rheological characteristics. As environment source of variation
was not significant for SDS, all environments performed the same for
this trait. Finally, varieties were superior to the other germplasm type
for the average as well as top YI score, as shown by variety ‘Tomouh’

(syn. ‘Om Rabi 3’) with b* score of 22.7, followed by ‘Louiza’, ‘Faraj’
and “Waha” with b* score of 21.1, 19.5 and 19.3 respectively. Lines
derived from wide crosses were not significantly different from elites as
average score, but outperformed elites with top b* score of 20.2 for
WC3, followed by WC2 and WC1 with b* score of 19.9 and 19.1 re-
spectively. As for SDS, YI was not affected by the environments used for
testing.

4. Discussion

The aim of this work was to assess the negative aspects associated
with the utilization of wide crosses in breeding for superior durum
varieties, in terms of grain yield, yield stability, and grain quality. In
fact, several authors have reported that the main problem in using wide
crosses is the transfer of undesirable genes from the wild. Some genes
introgressed from wild relatives have been associated with negative
linkage drag and therefore have not been widely deployed in breeding
(Baum et al., 1992; Francl, 1992; Mondal et al., 2016; Wulff and
Moscou, 2014). For testing this, four CGIAR varieties cultivated in
Morocco were selected as checks. ‘Waha’ (syn: Cham1) is an old cultivar
still largely cultivated in Algeria with high yield stability, good yellow
pigment, early maturing, but susceptible to the new races of leaf rust.
‘Tomouh’ (syn: ‘Om Rabi 3′) is also an old cultivar that occupies ap-
proximately 10% (Latican et al., 2016) of the growing area of Morocco,
mostly suitable for dry conditions, with medium-tall stature, large
yellow grains, resistant to TS, but susceptible to LR. ‘Louiza’ is a recent
release of 2011 that has not yet encountered large adoption. It was
primarily released for its good yellow pigment and good gluten
strength, but it is also susceptible to most fungal diseases. ‘Faraj’ is a
release of 2007 that is gaining appreciation by Moroccan farmers
thanks to its very high yield potential, resistance to Hessian fly
(Mayetiola destructor Say.), average resistant to all major diseases,
medium gluten strength and yellow pigment. In addition, three elite

Fig. 1. Leaf rust and tan spot responses of different germ-
plasm type assessed over several environments. Resistance
was set at coefficient of infection values of 16% for LR (20MS)
and 21% for TS (7-3). The most susceptible score across all
environments and all replications was used to determine re-
sistance (black bar) or susceptibility (grey bar) of each entry.

Table 3
Statistical analysis for grain yield (GY) in ten environments, sodium dodecyl sulphate
sedimentation test (SDS), yellow pigment content (YPC), and 1000-kernels weight (TKW)
in four environments.

Fixed term df. F statistic H2

GY 41%
Environment (E) 9 1263.21*

Genotype (G) 23 15.47*

G x E 207 21.19*

TKW 84%
Environment (E) 3 9.64
Genotype (G) 23 22.31*

G x E 69 3.08*

GPC 48%
Environment (E) 3 13.87
Genotype (G) 23 4.96*

G x E 68 2.66*

SDS test 83%
Environment (E) 3 1.22
Genotype (G) 23 10.7*

G x E 68 1.07
YPC 82%
Environment (E) 3 3.28
Genotype (G) 23 13.89*

G x E 68 1.76

df – degree of freedom; GY – grain yield; TKW – 1000 kernels weight; GPC – grain protein
content; SDS – sodium dodecyl sulphate; YPC – yellow pigment content.

* Significant at 0.001 probability level.

Fig. 2. Box plot of grain yield performances across environments. The
medians are indicated by black line inside the boxes. The box borders
indicate upper and lower quartiles, the caps indicate 90th and 10th per-
centiles, and the circles indicate observations below and above those
percentiles. Boxes colored in grey represent environments used for end-use
quality analysis.
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lines from the ICARDA international durum nurseries were selected on
the basis of one year performances at the main research station of
Marchouch in season 2012-13 (data not shown). This diverse breeding
germplasm was placed in competition with 17 lines derived from top
crosses involving several wild species (Table 1) to old ICARDA culti-
vars. These included ‘Cham 1’ (syn. ‘Waha’), ‘Cham 3’ (syn. ‘Korifla’),
‘Cham 5’ (syn. ‘Om Rabi’), ‘Younes’, ‘Amedakul’, ‘Loukos’, ‘Heider’, and
‘Lahn’. Conversely, all these parental lines have been released as cul-
tivars due to their excellent wide adaptation, moderate to high yield
potential, and moderate industrial quality. The Cham series, ‘Younes’
and ‘Loukos’ are all susceptible to the new races of leaf rust, and
moderately susceptible to TS. Data are not available for the other par-
ental lines concerning their performances against the most recent races
of LR and TS. Therefore, the top crosses tested here are the result of
combining these useful traits from cultivars with a portion of the wild
genome. In particular, 25% of the wild genome, 25% of the first crossed
variety, and 50% of the top crossed variety. These 17 lines were se-
lected from a larger set of 72 genotypes also on the basis of one year
selection for yield at the main ICARDA station of Marchouch in 2012-13
(data not shown).

4.1. Wide crosses provide disease resistance

This germplasm was challenged with virulent races of LR at three
stations. The naturally occurring races in Morocco carry virulence for
Lr14a, a gene of great importance for resistance in durum wheat around
the World (Terracciano et al., 2013). Further, all races were of the
durum type with virulence on Lr72, a peculiar gene that distorts the
spectrum of virulence on the bread wheat differential set but causes
heavy infection on durum wheat (Loladze et al., 2014). Only one
variety (‘Faraj’) and one elite (‘Icarnada’) were resistant at all sites
against these races, while almost half of the wide crosses lines were
immune to the disease. Tan spot diversity in Morocco is wide, with four
naturally occurring races (Gamba et al., 2017), probably a result of the
lack of cultural rotation in favor of wheat monoculture. In the stations
used for testing two of the races were present, providing a broad
spectrum of virulence. Elite lines were selected against probably the
same races of tan spot the season before this experiment, and it is
therefore not surprising that more than 60% of the challenged elites
showed good levels of resistance, contrary to wide crosses reaching less
than 25% of resistant lines. Among the varieties only ‘Faraj’ showed
acceptable response against TS. Overall, the wide crosses showed
higher levels of resistance to LR but relatively low resistance to TS. A

Fig. 3. Dissection of the GxE component of grain yield and its use for
selecting top genotypes. (A) AMMI biplot showing the main two IPC (in-
teraction principal components) axis effects of both genotypes and en-
vironments on grain yield. (B) Stability and yield potential measured as
AMMI wide adaptation index (AWAI) vs. BLUE, best entries are in the top
right corner. Green color was used to identify environments, underline to
show the sites used for end-use quality analysis, and dashed circles to
indicate visually similar environments. Grey color was used to mark the
wide crosses (WC), blue was used for elites, and red to color code varieties.
A lighter shade was used for WC and elites in Fig. 3A to allow better vi-
sualization of the environments. Dashed blue lines indicate the average of
each axis. The best three genotypes above averages are indicated in Fig. 3B
as solid black circles. (For interpretation of the references to colour in this
figure legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)

Table 4
Average and maximum values of rheological quality traits for varieties, elites and wide crosses across four environments: MCH15, TES15, JSH15, and SAD15.

Germplasm 1000-Kernel weight (g) Grain protein content (%) SDS sedimentation test (ml) Yellow index (b*)

Average Max Average Max Average Max Average Max

Varieties 44.8c 47.5b 14.9a 15.6b 35.4a 46.8a 20.7a 22.7a
Elites 47.3b 48.4b 14.7a 14.9c 24.6b 29.6b 17.4b 18.2c
Wide cross 51.9a 56.6a 15.0a 16.1a 34.4a 44.0a 18.3b 20.2b

Grand Mean 50.1 14.9 33.3 18.6
LSD 2.3 0.6 5.9 1.0
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total of three lines from wide crosses were simultaneously resistant to
TS and LR (WC5, WC7 and WC16), which were derived from crosses
with T. dicoccoides, A. speltoides for both disease, while T. araraticum
crosses showed good response against LR alone. This is in line with
what is reported in the literature to date, since wild relatives and pri-
mitive wheats have often been declared as good sources of disease re-
sistance traits (Hadzhiivanova et al., 2012; King, 2015; Mondal et al.,
2016; Zhang et al., 2016). Breeding for durable and race non-specific
disease resistance requires enlargement of the genetic base using di-
verse sources of resistance for the different diseases (Zhang et al.,
2016), and the material presented here can help in this direction.

4.2. Wide crosses maintain good yield performances

Moderate heritability was obtained for grain yield, a result not
dissimilar to what presented by other authors when very diverse en-
vironments were used for testing (Bilgin et al., 2010; Karimizadeh et al.,
2012; Rashidi, 2011). In fact, the largest part of variation for GY was
observed for the environment. Stations average yields varied sig-
nificantly from 1749 to 7322 kg ha−1, with diverse rainfall, irrigation,
soils, management practices, diseases, and temperatures patterns. The
AMMI model (Fig. 3A) showed a clear differentiation among the sites
used. The group ofMCH15, MCH14, MKZ15, and TES15 were similar,
probably due to the fact that these stations were able to achieve high
yield potential and they had better management practices compared to
the other stations.ALT14 is the top yielding environment and should
therefore be grouped by AMMI with the other high yielding ones, but it
also had some of the most virulent disease races and for this reason its
effect on genotypes might be different. Similarly, TER15 was a high
yielding site, which instead grouped by AMMI with ELK15, probably
due to their similarities in terms of cold winter temperatures, since both
stations are located above 800 m from sea level.

In terms of means across environments, the best performing geno-
type was ‘Icakassem1′ with an average GY of 5648 kg ha−1. A sig-
nificant GxE pattern was identified and used to dissect production
stability via an AWAI index (Malosetti et al., 2013). A selection index
was deployed (Bassi and Sanchez-Garcia, 2017) to combine the genetic
(G) factor of GY (BLUE) and the GxE component (AWAI). WC2, WC10,
andWC13 were identified as the top yielders and most stable entries. In
addition, a “which won where” study also indicated that WC tend to
have higher specific adaptation in terms of G plus GxE with four vic-
torious entries over two cultivars and one elite. Line WC13 was iden-
tified by both AWAI and “which won where” analysis and should
therefore be considered as an ideal candidate for further studies.

The best performing entries were derived by top crosses with T.
dicoccoides and A. speltoides, while T. araraticum crosses did not perform
quite as well for GY as shown for disease resistance. As reported by
previous studies, wild emmer germplasm harbors a rich allelic pool,
which can be exploited through breeding (Dong et al., 2009; Wang
et al., 2008; Nachit and Elouafi 2004; Habash et al., 2009). Merchuk-
Ovnat et al. (2016) had also demonstrated that introgression of wild
emmer QTLs can enhance productivity and yield stability across en-
vironments in wheat. In addition, the top 14 yielding and stable entries
in the study presented here were all wide crosses, suggesting a strong
potential to use the wild genepool for improving agronomic perfor-
mances, accepting that adequate selection pressure is provided during
the selection cycles. This result is not in line with the majority of the
available literatures (Dempewolf et al., 2017; Mondal et al., 2016; Nevo
and Chen, 2010; Peng et al., 2011; Wulff et al., 2014) that seems to
suggest that wide crosses tend to reduce agronomic performances.
Here, simple top crosses followed by targeted field selection did not
appear to provide any negative effect, rather delivered substantial ge-
netic gain in productivity. An additional good supporting case for the
use of wide crosses in wheat breeding for GY is the success obtained by
using synthetics and durum by bread wheat crosses to derive new
varieties, as shown by the CIMMYT breeding program (Jafarzadeh

et al., 2016; Ratteya et al., 2011).

4.3. Wide crosses do not limit end-use industrial quality

Another important trait targeted by durum wheat breeders is the
good industrial transformation performance of the grains. The durum
food industry is very careful in purchasing only grains of varieties that
guarantee high semolina yields, protein content above 13%, good
gluten strength, and high yellow pigment. Farmers have become ex-
tremely interested in these characteristics that ensure premium prices
at the time of sale, obliging breeders to often prefer them over other
mere agronomic characteristics (Nardi, 2016). For that reason, the
material was tested for TKW, a good proxy for semolina yield, GPC, SDS
to determine gluten strength, and YI in four environments of Morocco.
It was found that only two traits (TKW and GPC) depended partially on
environmental factors and GxE effect, while SDS and YI were entirely
genetically controlled. This is in line with other authors (Nachit et al.,
1995; Donatella et al., 2014; Martre et al., 2015; Nazco et al., 2014;
Noha et al., 2016) that have come to the same conclusion, also sug-
gesting that GPC was negatively correlated to GY. However, in TES15
both GY and GPC were very high thanks to good management and fa-
vorable environmental conditions, indicating that good agronomy can
partially break the negative interaction between GPC and GY (Blanco
et al., 2011).

Heritabilities were high for all quality traits, meaning that genetic
improvement for industrial quality is possible. The only exception is
GPC, for which management practices are as important as genetic
factors (Nachit et al., 1995; Blanco et al., 2011). In terms of TKW, WC
derived from A. speltoides resulted in larger kernels, outperforming all
other germplasm types. Also for GPC, top crosses with A. speltoides, T.
dicoccoides, and T. araraticum provided the highest protein rate. Since T.
araraticum derivatives did not achieve high GY, it is possible that the
high GPC is a result of the negative linkage with productivity. On the
other hand, A. speltoides and T. dicoccoides types were among the best
performer, meaning that rather the negative linkage between GY and
GPC was broken through breeding, or that these lines responded better
to good agronomic practices. Regardless, Levy and Feldman (1989)
identified emmer accessions with GPC as high as 24%, compared to
about 12% for durum varieties. It is therefore a useful endeavor to seek
genetic improvement for this trait among emmer entries. In terms of
SDS, there was no significant difference between varieties and WC,
meaning that the use of wild relatives did not negatively affect this trait.
Varieties performed outstanding for yellow pigment, a critical char-
acteristic considered at the moment of durum wheat variety registra-
tion. In particular, ‘Tomouh’ (syn. ‘Om Rabi 6’) was the top entry for
yellow color. Nevertheless, T. dicoccoides derivatives had also good
scores for this trait. In fact, several WC scored as high as the remaining
three released varieties assessed here (Table S3). Interestingly, no
previous selection for yellow pigment was operated throughout the
breeding cycle of the WC presented here, meaning that it might be
possible to further improve this trait via crosses with wild relatives, if
adequate priority is given to it. Previous studies have shown that higher
levels of carotenoid pigments are often accumulated by primitive and
wild relatives, landraces, and synthetic hexaploids (Zhai et al., 2016).
For instance, ancient wheat species einkorn (Triticum monococcum var.
monococcum), Khorasan (T. turgidum var. turanicum) and durum wheat
was shown to contain higher levels of lutein (5.4–7.4 μgg−1) compared
to common wheat (1.9 μgg−1) (Hidalgo et al., 2006). However, most
authors continue to suggest that the use of wild relatives in wheat
breeding often result in poor end-use quality (Farooq and Siddique,
2017; Mondal et al., 2016; Wulff and Moscou, 2014). Considering the
results obtained for the germplasm tested here, it was not possible to
sustain this claim. Rather, several genetically superior entries could be
identified among WC for TKW and GPC, gluten strength was the same
for all germplasm types, and acceptable levels of yellow pigment were
also identified among WC entries.
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5. Conclusion

Several authors have indicated that wheat breeders should rely on
crosses with wild relatives only when no other options remains avail-
able, because it would inevitably result in a linkage drag of negative
alleles for GY or industrial quality (Baum et al., 1992; Curwen-
McAdams and Jones, 2017; Dempewolf et al., 2017; Mondal et al.,
2016). Here, an experiment was set up to test this hypothesis in durum
wheat. The results for all tested traits disagreed with those conclusions,
with just a possible exception for yellow pigment, for which one variety
was superior to all other germplasm tested. Considering that all WC
included here were derived by simple top cross of three wild relative
species with old ICARDA varieties, it is hard to justify these results as a
unique exception to the general concept that wide crosses are a certain
source of negative linkage drags. Rather, it appears that in durum
wheat breeding the use of wild relatives through top crossing results in
clear genetic gain for all traits of interest. Furthermore, greater varia-
bility may yet be found for other traits that were not considered here or
by exploiting different wild entries. These findings support good po-
tential outcomes for those breeders and pre-breeders that attempt to
introgress novel diversity in durum wheat, including the conscious
targeting of complex multi-genic traits that were previously considered
as negatively affected.

Funding source

This work was supported by the Australia’s Grain & Research
Development Corporation (GRDC) grant “ICA00012: Focused im-
provement of ICARDA/Australian durum germplasm for abiotic toler-
ance”.

Acknowledgements

The authors wish to thank M. Sanchez-Garcia and Z. Kehel for their
help in data analysis, A. Rached and A.N. Rukoz for technical assistance
in handling field activities, Dr Benbelkachem for the field data from El
Khroub station in Algeria.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data associated with this article can be found, in the
online version, at http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fcr.2017.09.007.

References

Anikster, Y., Manisterski, J., Long, D.L., Leonard, K.J., 2005. Resistance to leaf rust stripe
rust, and stem rust in Aegilops spp. in Israel. Plant Dis. 89, 303–308.

Babaiants, O.V., Babayants, L.T., Gorash, A.F., Vasil'ev, A.A., Traskovetskaya, V.A.,
Palyasnyi, V.A., 2012. Genetic determination of wheat resistance against Puccinia
graminis (f. sp. Tritici) derived from Aegilopscylindrica Triticum erebun, and
Amphidiploid 4. Cytol. Genet. 46, 10–17.

Bassi, F.M., Sanchez-Garcia, M., 2017. Adaptation and stability analysis of ICARDA
durum wheat (Triticum durum Desf.) elites across 18 countries. Crop Sci. 57, 1–12.

Baum, M., Laguda, E.S., Appels, R., 1992. Wide crosses in cereals. Annu. Rev. Plant
Physiol. Mol. Biol. 43, 117–143.

Bilgin, O., Korkut, K.Z., Baser, I., Daglioglu, O., Öztürk, I., Balkan, A., Kahraman, T.,
2010. Variation and heritability for some semolina characteristics and grain yield and
their relations in durum wheat (Triticum durum Desf.). J. Agric. Sci. 6, 301–308.

Blanco, A., Mangini, G., Giancaspro, A., et al., 2011. Relationships between grain protein
content and grain yield components through quantitative trait locus analyses in a
recombinant inbred line population derived from two elite durum wheat cultivars.
Mol. Breed. 30, 79–92.

Brown, A.H.D., Marshall, D.R., 2015. Wild Species as Genetic Resources for Plant
Breeding. Special Publ. Agron. Soc. New Zealand, No. 5.

Burton, G.W., Devane, E.H., 1953. Estimating heritability in tall fesque (Festucu ar-
undinacea) from replicated clonal material. Agron. J. 45, 478–481.

Cherukuri, D.P., Gupta, S.K., Charpe, A., Koul, S., Prabhu, K.V., Singh, R.B., Haq, Q.M.R.,
2005. Molecular mapping of Aegilops speltoides derived leaf rust resistance gene Lr28
in wheat. Euphytica 143, 19–26.

Curwen-McAdams, C., Jones, S.S., 2017. Breeding perennial grain crops based on wheat.
Crop Sci. 57, 1–17.

Dempewolf, H., Baute, G., Anderson, J., Kilian, B., Smith, C., Guarino, L., 2017. Past and

future use of wild relatives in crop breeding. Crop Sci. Soc. Am. 57, 1–13.
Donatella, B.M.F., Anna, M.M., Daniela, T., Grazia, M.B., Pasquale, D.V., Clara, F.,

Romina, B., Cristiano, P., Roberto, P., 2014. The colors of durum wheat: a review.
Crop Pasture Sci. 65, 1–15.

Dong, P., Wei, Y.M., Chen, G.Y., et al., 2009. EST-SSR diversity correlated with ecological
and genetic factors of wild emmer wheat in Israel. Hereditas 146, 1–10.

El Haddoury, J., Amri, A., Lhaloui, S., Nsarellah, N., 2005. Use of Interspecific
Hybridization for the Transfer of Hessian Fly Resistance from Triticum Araraticum to
Durum Wheat, vol. 1. pp. 5–13 AL Awamia.

Falconer, D.S., Mackay, T.F.C., 1996. 4 edn. Introduction to Quantitative Genetics.
Longmans Green, Harlow, Essex, UK.

Farooq, M., Siddique, K., 2017. Innovations in Dryland Agriculture, 1st ed. Springer,
Switzerland.

Feldman, M., Millet, E., 1993. Methodologies for identification, allocation and transfer of
quantitative genes from wild emmer into cultivated wheat. In: Li, Z.S., Xin, Z.Y.
(Eds.), Proceedings of the 8th International Wheat Genetics Symposium. China
Agricultural Scientech Press, Beijing, pp. 19–27.

Francl, L.J., 1992. Tan spot of durum wheat. In: Rajaram, S., Saari, E.E., Hettel, G.P.
(Eds.), Wheats: Challenges and Opportinities, Wheat Special Report No. 9, (Ciudad
Obregon, Mexico, March 23–25).

Gamba, F., Bassi, F.M., Finckh, M.R., 2017. Race structure of Pyrenophora tritici-repentis in
Morocco. Phytopathol. Mediterranea, Europea 56, 119–126.

Ghannoum, M.I., El Bouhssini, M., Nachit, M.M., Kornosor, S., 2016. Sources ofresistance
in durum wheat and its wild relatives toRussian wheat aphid (Hemiptea:Aphididae).
Moroccan J. Plant Prot. 9, 61–67.

Gerechter-Amitai, Z.K., Stubbs, R.W., 1970. A valuable source of yellow rust resistance in
Israeli populations of wild emmer, Triticum dicoccoides Koern. Euphytica 19, 12–21.

Gill, B.S., Sharma, H.C., Raupp, W.J., Browder, L.E., Hatchett, J.H., Harvey, T.L.,
Moseman, J.G., Waines, J.G., 1985. Evaluation of Aegilops species for resistance to
wheat powdery mildew wheat leaf rust, Hessian fly and greenbug. Plant Dis. 69,
314–316.

Giraldo, P., Royo, C., GonzaÂlez, M., Carrillo, J.M., Ruiz, M., 2016. Genetic diversity and
association mapping for agromorphological and grain quality traits of a structured
collection of durum wheat landraces including subsp. durum, turgidum and diccocon.
PLoS One 11 (11), e0166577.

Gonzalez-Segura, E., Magaña-Barajas, E., Torres-Chávez, P.I., Manthey, F., Ramírez-
Wong, B., 2014. Characterization of the Dynamic Viscoelastic Behavior of Semolina
Dough Obtained from Mexican Durum Wheat Cultivars, vol. 3. A C.E.R., pp. 58–63.

Goyeau, H., Berder, J., Czerepak, C., Gautier, A., Lanen, C., Lannou, C., 2012. Low di-
versity and fast evolution in the population of Puccinia triticina causing durum wheat
leaf rust in France from 1999 to 2009, as revealed by an adapted differential set. Plant
Pathol. 61, 761–772.

Habash, D.Z., Kehel, Z., Nachit, M., 2009. Genomic approaches for designing durum
wheatready forclimate change with a focus on drought. J. Exp. Bot. 10, 2805–2815.

Hadzhiivanova, B., Bozhanova, V., Dechev, D., 2012. Interspecific hybridization between
durum wheat and Aegilops umbellulata (zhuk.). Bulg. J. Agric. Sci. 18, 713–721.

Herrera-Foessel, S.A., Singh, R.P., Huerta-Espino, J., Crossa, J., Yuen, J., Djurle, A., 2006.
Effect of leaf rust on grain yield and yield traits of durum wheats with race-specific
and slow-rusting resistance to leaf rust. Plant Dis. 90, 1065–1072.

Hidalgo, A., Brandolini, A., Pompei, C., Piscozzi, R., 2006. Carotenoids and tocols of
einkorn wheat (Triticum monococcum ssp. monococcum L.). J. Cereal Sci. 44,
182–193.

Jafarzadeh, J., Bonnett, D., Jannink, J.L., Akdemir, D., Dreisigacker, S., Sorrells, M.E.,
2016. Breeding value of primary synthetic wheat genotypes for grain yield. PLoS One
11, e0162860.

Ji, X., Xie, C., Ni, Z., Yang, T., Nevo, E., Fahima, T., Liu, Z., Sun, Q., 2007. Identification
and genetic mapping of a powdery mildew resistance gene in wild emmer (Triticum
dicoccoides) accession IW72 from Israel. Euphytica 159, 385–390.

Jia, J., Devos, K.M., Chao, S., Miller, T.E., Reader, S.M., Gade, M.D., 1996. RFLP-based
maps of the homoeologous group-6 chromosomes of wheat and their application in
the tagging of Pm12, a powdery mildew resistance gene transferred from Aegilops
speltoides to wheat. Theor. Appl. Genet. 92, 559–565.

Jing, R., Daokun, S., Liang, C., Frank, M.Y., Jirui, W., Yunliang, P., Eviatar, N., Dongfa, S.,
Ming, C.L., Junhua, P., 2013. Genetic diversity revealed by single nucleotide poly-
morphism markers in a worldwide germplasm collection of durum wheat. Int. J. Mol.
Sci. 14, 7061–7088.

Karimizadeh, R., Mohammadi, M., Armion, M., Shefazadeh, M.K., Chalajour, H., 2012.
Determining heritability: reliability and stability of grain yield and yield-related
components in durum wheat (Triticum durum L.). Bulg. J. Agric. Sci. 18, 595–607.

Kassem, M., El-Ahmed, A., Hakim, S.M., Al-Saleh, A., E.L-Khalifeh, M., Nachit, M., 2011.
Identifying leaf rust resistance gene Lr19 in durumwheat using simple sequence re-
peat (SSR) marker. Afr. J. Biotechnol. 44, 8716–8719.

King, C., 2015. Wheat breeding: amazing changes Four decades of wheat breeding on the
Prairies. Top Crop Manager. ([Accessed March 2017]. http://www.topcropmana-
ger.com/plant-breeding/wheat-breeding-amazing-changes-
17281#sthash.dOPnXhCd.dpuf).

Knaggs, P., Ambrose, M.J., Reader, S.M., Miller, T.E., 2000. Morphological character-
isation and evaluation of the subdivision of Aegilops tauschii Coss. Wheat Inf. Serv. 91,
15–19.

Lalkova, L.I., Arbuzova, V.S., Efremova, T.T., Popova, O.M., 2004. Resistance to fungal
diseases in hybrid progeny from crosses between wheat variety Saratovskaya 29 and
the amphidiploid Triticum timopheevii/Triticum tauschii. Russ. J. Genet. 40,
1046–1050.

Latican, M., Braun, H.J., Payne, T.S., Singh, R.P., Sonder, K., Baum, M., Ginkel, M. Van,
Erenstein, O., 2016. Impacts of International Wheat Improvement Research:
1994–2014. CIMMYT, Mexico 72.

M. Zaïm et al. Field Crops Research 214 (2017) 219–227

226

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fcr.2017.09.007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0195


LeClerc, J.A., Bailey, L.H., Wessling, H.L., 1918. Milling and baking tests of einkorn
emmer, spelt, and polish wheat. J. Am. Soc. Agric. 10, 215–217.

Levy, A.A., Feldman, M., 1989. Location of genes for high grain protein percentage and
other quantitative traits in wild wheat Triticum turgidum var. dicoccoides. Euphytica
41, 113–122.

Loladze, A., Kthiri, D., Pozniak, C., Ammar, K., 2014. Genetic analysis of leaf rust re-
sistance in six durum wheat genotypes. Phytopathology 104, 1322–1328.

Maccaferri, M., Cane, M.A., Sanguineti, M.C., et al., 2014. A consensus framework map of
durum wheat (Triticum durum Desf.) suitable for linkage disequilibrium analysis and
genome-wide association mapping. BMC Genomics 15, 873.

Makai, S., Tamás, L., Juhász, A., 2016. A catalog of regulatory sequences for trait gene for
the genome editing of wheat. Front. Plant Sci. 7, 1504.

Malosetti, M., Ribaut, J.M., Van Eeuwijk, F.A., 2013. The statistical analysis of multi-
environment data: modeling genotype-by-environment interaction and its genetic
basis. Front. Physiol. 4, 17.

Marais, G.F., Pretorius, Z.A., Wellings, C.R., McCallum, B., Marais, A.S., 2005. Leaf rust
and stripe rust resistance genes transferred to common wheat from Triticum di-
coccoides. Euphytica 143, 115–123.

Marais, G.F., Badenhorst, P.E., Eksteen, A., Pretorius, Z.A., 2010. Reduction of Aegilops
sharonensis chromatin associated with resistance genes Lr56 and Yr38 in wheat.
Euphytica 171, 15–22.

Martinez, F., Sillero, J.C., Rubiales, D., 2005. Pathogenic specialization of Puccinia triti-
cina in Andalusia from 1998 to 2000. J. Phytopathol. 153, 344–349.

Martre, P., He, J., Le Gouis, J., Semenov, M.A., 2015. In silico system analysis of phy-
siological traits determining grain yield and protein concentration for wheat as in-
fluenced by climate and crop management. J. Exp.Bot. 66, 3581–3598.

McIntosh, R.A., Yamazaki, Y., Devos, K.M., Dubcovsky, J., Rogers, J., Appels, R., 2003.
Catalogue of Gene Symbols. http://shigen.lab.nig.ac.jp/wheat/komugi/top/top.jsp
(Accessed on July 2005).

Mcintosh, R.A., Hart, G.E., Gale, M.D., 1991. Wheat Information Service, vol. 73. pp.
40–57.

Mcintosh, R.A., Hart, G.E., Devos, K.M., Rogers, J., Gale, M.D., 1998. Wheat Inf Serv., vol.
86. pp. 54–91.

Merchuk-Ovnat, L., Barak, V., Fahima, T., Ordon, F., Lidzbarsky, G.A., Krugman, T.,
Saranga, Y., 2016. Ancestral QTL alleles from wild emmer wheat improve drought
resistance and productivity in modern wheat varieties. Front. Plant Sci. 7, 452.

Miranda, L., Murphy, J.P., Marshall, D., Cowger, C., Leath, S., 2007. Chromosomal lo-
cation of Pm35, a novel Aegilops tauschii derived powdery mildew resistance gene
introgressed into common wheat (Triticum aestivum L.). Theor. Appl. Genet. 114,
1451–1456.

Mondal, S., Rutkoski, J.E., Velu, G., Singh, P.K., Crespo-Herrera, L.A., Guzmán, C.,
Bhavani, S., Lan, C., He, X., Singh, R.P., 2016. Harnessing diversity in wheat to en-
hance grain yield, climate resilience, disease and insect pest resistance and nutrition
through conventional and modern breeding approaches. Front. Plant Sci. 7, 991.

Monneveux, P., Zacharieva, M., Rekika, D., 2000. Options Mediterraneennes, Serie A:
Seminares Mediterraneennes, vol. 40. pp. 71–81.

Nachit, M., Elouafi, I., 2004. Durum adaptation in the Mediterranean dryland: breeding,
stress physiology, and molecular markers. Challenges and Strategies for Dryland
Agriculture. Crop Science of America and American Society of Agronomy, USA, pp.
203–218.

Nachit, M.M., Nachit, G., Ketata, H., Gauch Jr., H.G., Zobel, R.W., 1992. Use of AMMI and
linear regression models to analyze genotype-environment interaction in durum
wheat. Theor. Appl. Genet. 83 (5), 597–601.

Nachit, M., Baum, M., Impiglia, A., Ketata, H., 1995. Studies on some grain quality traits
in durum wheat grown in Mediterranean environments. In: Di Fonzo, N., Kaan, F.,
Nachit (Eds.), Durum Wheat Quality in the Mediterranean Region. Zaragosa,
CIHEAM, pp. 1181–1187.

Nachit, M.M., Nserallah, N., Motowaj, J., Kehel, Z., Pagnott, M., Mondi, L., Porceddu, E.,
Bassi, F.M., Amri, A., 2015. Use of durum landraces and triticum wild relatives to
breed robust durum cultivars for Mediterranean environmental conditions. From
Seed to Pasta & Beyond. June 6–10, Bologna, Italy.

Nachit, M.M., Kehel, Z., Habash, D., Elouafi, I., Porceddu, E., Bari, A., Amri, A., Mamlouk,
O.F., El Bouhssini, M., 2016. Gene flow as a source of adaptation of durum wheat to
changing conditions including climate change: double gradient selection technique.
In: Raton, B. (Ed.), Applied Mathematics and Omics to Asses Crop Genetic Resources

for Climate Change Adaptive Traits. CRC Press, USA.
Nachit, M.M., 1992. Durum wheat breeding for mediterranean drylands of north africa

and west asia. In: Rajaram, S., Saari, E.E., Hettel, G.P. (Eds.), Durum Wheats:
Challenges and Opportunities, Wheat Special Report No. 9. CIMMYT, Ciudad
Obregon, Mexico March 23–25.

Nardi, M., 2016. The role of the seed sector in Italy for a modern and competitive agri-
culture. Ital. J. Agron. 11.

Nazco, R., Pena, R.J., Ammar, K., Villegas, D., Crossa, J., Moragues, M., Royo, C., 2014.
Variability in glutenin subunit composition of Mediterranean durum wheat germ-
plasm and its relationship with gluten strength. J. Agr. Sci 152, 379–393.

Nevo, E., Chen, G., 2010. Drought and salt tolerances in wild relatives for wheat and
barley improvement. Plant Cell Environ. 33, 670–685 pc.

Noha, I.A.M., Mutwali, A., Abdelmoniem, I.M., Yasir, S.A.G., Isam, A.M.A., 2016. Effect of
environment and genotypes on the physicochemical quality of the grains of newly
developed wheat inbred lines. Food Sci. Nutr. 4, 508–520.

Nsarellah, N., Lhaloui, S., Nachit, M., 2000. Breeding durum wheat for biotic stresses in
the Mediterranean region. Durum Wheat Improvement in the Mediterranean Region:
New Challenges. CIHEAM, Zaragoza. Spain, pp. 341–347 Options Méditerranéennes:
Série A. Séminaires Méditerranéens No. 40.

Pathan, A.K., Park, R.F., 2006. Evaluation of seedling and adult plant resistance to leaf
rust in European wheat varieties. Euphytica 149, 327–342.

Peng, J., Sun, D., Nevo, E., 2011. Wild emmer wheat Triticum dicoccoides, occupies a
pivotal position in wheat domestication process. Aust. J. Crop Sci. 5, 1835–2707.

Plamenov, D., 2003. Distribution and Characterization of Wild Wheat Species (Aegilops
and Triticum) in Black Sea Coast – Autoreferate. TU, Varna (Bg).

Rajaram, S., Hettel, G.P., 1994. Wheat Breeding at CIMMYT: Wheat Special Report No.
29. CIMMYT, Ciudad Obregon, Sonora, Mexico, pp. 21–25.

Rashidi, V., 2011. Genetic parameters of some morphological and physiological traits in
durum wheat genotypes (Triticum durum L.). Afr. J. Agric. Res. 6, 2285–2288.

Ratteya, A.R., Shorter, R., Chapmana, S.C., 2011. Evaluation of CIMMYT conventional
and synthetic spring wheat germplasm in rainfed sub-tropical environments. II. Grain
yield components and physiological traits. Field Crops Res. 124, 195–204.

Saari, E.E., Prescott, J.M., 1975. A scale for appraising the foliar intensity of wheat dis-
ease. Plant Dis. Rep. 59, 377–380.

Saari, E.E., Wilcoxson, R.D., 1974. Plant disease situation of high yielding durum wheat in
Asia and Africa. Ann. Rev. Phytopathol. 2, 49–68.

Singh, P.K., Singh, R.P., Duveiller, E., Mergoum, M., Adhikari, T.B., Elias, E.M., 2010.
Genetics of wheat Pyrenophora tritici-repentis interactions. Euphytica 171, 1–13.

Stakman, E.C., Stewart, D.M., Loedering, W.Q., 1962. Identification of Physiologic Races
of Puccinia Graminis f.sp. tritici. U.S.D. Agric. Res. Serv., E617, Washington.

Tadesse, W., Hsam, S.L.K., Wenzel, G., Zeller, F.J., 2006. Identification and monosomic
analysis of tan spot resistance genes in synthetic wheat lines (Triticum turgidum
L. × Aegilops tauschii Coss.). Crop Sci. 46, 1212–1217.

Tanksley, S.D., McCouch, S.R., 1997. Seed banks and molecular maps: unlocking genetic
potential from the wild. Science 277, 1063–1066.

Trethowan, R.M., Mujeeb-Kazi, A., 2008. Novel germplasm resources for improving en-
vironmental stress tolerance of hexaploid wheat. Crop Sci. 48, 1255–1265.

Trethowan, R., 2014. Delivering drought tolerance to those who need it; from genetic
resource to cultivar. Crop Pasture Sci. 65, 645–665.

Valkoun, J., Hammer, K., Kucerova, D., Bartos, P., 1985. Disease resistance in the genus
Aegilops L.—stem rust leaf rust, stripe rust and powdery mildew. Kulturpflanze 33,
133–153.

Wang, J.R., Wei, Y.M., Long, X.Y., et al., 2008. Molecular evolution of dimeric?: ?-amy-
lase inhibitor genes in wild emmer wheat and its ecological association. BMC Evol.
Biol. 8, 8–91.

Wulff, B.B.H., Moscou, M.J., 2014. Strategies for transferring resistance into wheat: from
wide crosses to GM cassettes. Front. Plant Sci. 5, 692.

Yildirim, A., Jones, S.S., Murray, T.D., Cox, T.S., Line, R.P., 1995. Resistance to stripe rust
and eyespot diseases of wheat in Triticum tauschii. Plant Dis. 79, 1230–1236.

Zhai, S., Xia, X., Hi, Z., 2016. Carotenoids in staple cereals: metabolism, regulation, and
genetic manipulation. Front. Plant Sci. 10, 7–1197.

Zhang, H., Mittal, N., Leamy, L.J., Barazani, O., Song, B.H., 2016. Back into the wild −
apply untapped genetic diversity of wild relatives for crop improvement. Evol. Appl.
5–24.

M. Zaïm et al. Field Crops Research 214 (2017) 219–227

227

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-4290(17)30936-X/sbref0435

	Wide crosses of durum wheat (Triticum durum Desf.) reveal good disease resistance, yield stability, and industrial quality across Mediterranean sites
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Plant material
	Locations, experimental design and management practices
	Recorded traits
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Disease response
	Grain yield performances
	Assessment of quality traits

	Discussion
	Wide crosses provide disease resistance
	Wide crosses maintain good yield performances
	Wide crosses do not limit end-use industrial quality

	Conclusion
	Funding source
	Acknowledgements
	Supplementary data
	References




