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Abstract

Durum wheat culture requires a high level of N fertilization to achieve ideal protein concen-
tration for semolina and pasta quality, contributing to N losses. Optimizing plant N use effi-
ciency could improve agro-environmental balance. In the current paper, we studied the
impact of the marine (DPI4913) and fungal (AF086) extracts (biostimulants) applied on leaves
on growth, N absorption and N fluxes in durum wheat in field and greenhouse experiments.
In the field, 15NO3

− and 15NH4
+ were injected into the soil; in the greenhouse, N of the flag-leaf

was labelled with 15NH4
+. Flag-leaf senescence was studied by estimating leaf chlorophyll con-

centration. In greenhouse, biostimulants increased grain yield, total N in plant and the pro-
portion of plant N in ears. When water was limited in greenhouse experiment, neither
biostimulants had any effect. In the field, DPI4913 increased soil fertilizer-derived 15N accu-
mulated in grains. In the greenhouse, biostimulants increased the proportion of 15N applied to
the flag-leaf recovered in grains and accelerated leaf senescence. For plants treated with bios-
timulants, flag-leaf N resorption increased. Biostimulants had a larger positive impact on min-
eral N root uptake than on N remobilization. In conclusion, our study has shown that
DPI4913 and AF086 can promote plant growth and grain yield, N uptake and remobilization.
Thus, these biostimulants could be used to optimize durum wheat N fertilization and contrib-
ute to reduced N losses.

Introduction

Durum wheat (Triticum durum) is a crop mainly cultivated for the production of pasta and
semolina. A high level of proteins confers properties to the grains that are valued for the trans-
formation process in the pastry industry (Bushuk, 1997). The percentage of proteins in grains
is enhanced by increased N fertilization (Daniel and Triboi, 2000). On the other hand, farmers
are concerned by the constraints inherent to environmental issues. In Europe, the Nitrates
Directive aims at protecting ground and surface water from nitrate pollution (Monteny,
2001). To meet both industrial and environmental requirements, complementary processes
have to be developed to better manage crop nutrition.

New strategies such as the use of biological molecules that act as biostimulants have been
proposed. Yakhin et al. (2017) defined biostimulants as ‘a formulated product of biological ori-
gin that improves plant productivity as a consequence of the novel or emergent properties of
the complex of constituents, and not as a sole consequence of the presence of known essential
plant nutrients, plant growth regulators, or plant protective compounds’. They are also able to
increase the plant nutrient use efficiency and tolerance to abiotic and biotic stresses (Colla
et al., 2015a; Nardi et al., 2016; Tanou et al., 2017). In addition, they can enhance the effect-
iveness of conventional mineral fertilizers (Craigie, 2011; Bulgari et al., 2015). Biostimulants
are available in a variety of formulations and originating from different organic materials.
They include humic substances, complex organic materials, beneficial chemical elements, pep-
tides and amino acids, inorganic salts, seaweed extracts, chitin and chitosan derivatives, anti-
perspirants and other N-containing substances (Nardi et al., 2016). Among these categories,
substances extracted from seaweeds are the most frequently studied, and fungi extracts are
receiving increasing attention (du Jardin, 2015).

Studies on the effect of seaweed extracts have shown that they can improve growth in trea-
ted grapevine, strawberry, Arabidopsis thaliana and rapeseed (Mancuso et al., 2006; Rayorath
et al., 2008; Roussos et al., 2009; Jannin, 2012). In the case of grapevine, marine bioactive sub-
stances induced a higher capacity to accumulate macronutrients, especially in leaves.
Moreover, it helped plants to better resist water stress, maintaining a higher leaf water potential
and stomatal conductance (Mancuso et al., 2006). Enhanced root length and increased nitrate
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reductase activity have been reported in A. thaliana (Durand
et al., 2003; Rayorath et al., 2008). Nitrogen uptake was stimulated
by seaweed extract application on rapeseed (Jannin et al., 2013).

Fungal bioactive substances released by Trichoderma can sup-
ply nutrients to the host plant (Behie and Bidochka, 2014). These
substances also displayed biopesticidal and biocontrol capacities
(Mukherjee et al., 2013; Nicolás et al., 2014). Trichoderma appli-
cation to vegetable crops increased tolerance to abiotic stress
(Shoresh et al., 2010), nutrient use efficiency and organ growth
(Colla et al., 2015b). The release of active metabolites by
Trichoderma improved water and nutrient uptake capacity,
thereby having an effect on abiotic stress tolerance, plant yield
and growth (López-Bucio et al., 2015).

The effect of marine and fungal biostimulants depends on
many factors such as the species or experimental conditions
(Faessel et al., 2014). Although marine and fungi biostimulants
are widely studied for their effect on yield and plant growth
(Khan et al., 2009; Hermosa et al., 2012; Latique et al., 2014),
very few studies refer to their specific effect on durum wheat
crops. Moreover, mechanisms involved in the effects of biostimu-
lants on N nutrition and fluxes within the plants are poorly
understood (Calvo et al., 2014).

Brown and Saa (2015) assumed that biostimulants would
reduce negative plant response to stress by interacting with
plant signalling processes. Indeed, algae and their extracts can
be used in crop management to increase abiotic and biotic stress
resistance (Sharma et al., 2014). Moreover, Trichoderma induces
plant defense responses under stress conditions (Mastouri et al.,
2012; Contreras-Cornejo et al., 2015).

The objective of the current study was to quantify the effect of
two biostimulants (marine, DPI4913, and fungal, AF086) used in
foliar application on durum wheat, on important agronomic traits
including yield and grain N relationships. Impacts on protein
composition of these biostimulants have recently been described
by Pichereaux et al. (2019). The study, performed in greenhouse,
has shown that DPI4913 and AF086 treatments promote grain
yield while maintaining protein concentration in grains, and posi-
tively affect protein composition in terms of grain quality. The
current study aims at determining if these biostimulants could
be used to optimize durum wheat production in the field. We
also attempt to elucidate the impact of the biostimulants on N
absorption and N fluxes within the plant, especially towards
grains in greenhouse experiments. To our knowledge, only a
few studies have focused on the impact of biostimulants on N
use efficiency at the whole plant scale.

Materials and methods

Experimental designs

A first field experiment (Experiment 1) was conducted from
October 2014 to July 2015 in Saint-Sulpice, France (43°33′N,
1°27′E, 200 m a.s.l.). Durum wheat var. Miradoux was sown at
a seed rate of 300 seeds/m2 in a silty, clayey and sandy soil (pH
8.0, 41.1% silt, 32.9% clay, 26.0% sand 19.5 g/kg organic matter).
N fertilization was designed to follow conventional farming prac-
tices. A quantity of 180 kg N/ha was supplied in four applications:
the first in February at the end of the tillering stage (granules of
ammonium nitrate: 50 kg N/ha); the second at the first node
stage (granulated nitrogen–sulphur fertilizer: 40 kg N/ha); the
third at the second node stage (granules of ammonium nitrate:
60 kg N/ha) and the fourth at the fully-emerged flag-leaf stage

(granules of ammonium nitrate: 30 kg N/ha). The experiment
used a completely randomized design, and each treatment was
replicated ten times.

Another field experiment (Experiment 2) was conducted from
October 2015 to July 2016 in Mervilla, France (43°50′N, 1°47′E,
270 m a.s.l.). The durum wheat var. Anvergur was sown at the
rate of 300 seeds/m2 in a silty, clayey and sandy soil (pH 8.2,
37.6% silt, 32.0% clay, 30.4% sand and 9.7 g/kg organic matter).
N (200 kg N/ha) was supplied in three applications: the first at
the start of stem elongation (granulated nitrogen–sulphur fertil-
izer: 65 kg N/ha); the second at the first node stage (granules of
perlurea fertilizer: 85 kg N/ha) and the third at the visible flag-leaf
stage (granules of ammonium nitrate: 50 kg N/ha). The experi-
ment used a split-plot design in which biostimulant treatments
were randomized on the plots and each treatment was replicated
eight times. Plot dimensions were 2 by 4 m.

A greenhouse experiment was carried out from January to
June 2016 in Toulouse, France (43 °52′N, 1 °50′E, 146 m a.s.l.).
Seeds of the durum wheat var. Anvergur were germinated in plas-
tic cups filled with sand for 1 week in a growth chamber (25 °C/
20 °C day/night, light intensity of 200 μmol/m2/s PAR, photo-
period of 12 h) and then for 2 weeks in the greenhouse (20 °C
> T > 10 °C, ambient light, fertigated with a modified
Coïc-Lesaint solution). The nutrient solution composition was
as follows: 9.03 mM NO3

−, 1.25 mM NH4
+, 0.88 mM PO4

3−, 3.49
mM K+, 2.70 mM Ca2+, 0.96 mM Mg2+ and 0.96 mM SO4

2−.
Seedlings were transferred to 2-litres plastic pots containing 2.2
kg of sandy soil (pH 5.0, 86.4% sand, 10.6% silt, 3.0% clay,
51.7 g/kg organic matter). Each pot contained four one-tiller
plants and received 50 ml of nutrient solution two to three
times a week depending on plant needs.

The soil water retention capacity was determined as follows:
five 2-litre pots were filled with soil saturated with water. After
the complete percolation of free water, the soil water content
reached field capacity. The soil samples were then weighed, placed
in an oven at 105 °C for 48 h and then weighed again. The soil
water content at field capacity was calculated as the difference
between the two weights: 20.6%.

To investigate if biostimulants affect N nutrition under stress-
ful as well as favourable environment, plants were subjected to
two water treatments: standard irrigated conditions and water-
stressed conditions. From the second node stage until harvest,
pots were weighed three times a week and soil water content
was adjusted to 75% of field capacity for the standard irrigated
conditions and to 60% for the water-stressed conditions.

The greenhouse experiment used a randomized complete block
design. Eachblock contained acomplete set of treatments. The experi-
ment was divided into eight blocks, each containing one replication
of each treatment. One pot containing four plants is a replication.

Biostimulant treatments

The following products were tested: DPI4913 containing
Ascophyllum nodosum extract and a mix of amino acids
(5% weight/weight proteinogenic hydrophilic amino acids).
Three treatments were compared: control (no foliar treatment),
DPI4913 (foliar application at a rate of 1 litre/ha) and AF086
(foliar application at a rate of 5 litre/ha). Both DPI4913 and
AF086 were provided by Agronutrition (nutritional supplements
company, De Sangosse Group, Carbonne, France). Treatments
were applied one time at the fully-emerged flag-leaf stage for
the field experiment in Carbonne, and one time at the second

280 Eve‐Anne Laurent et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021859620000660 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021859620000660


node stage for the field experiment in Mervilla and the green-
house experiment in Toulouse.

Plant labelling

In field Experiment 1, in order to estimate the potential of the
plants to transfer soil mineral N to grains, the soil NH4

+ and
NO3

− pool were labelled with 15NH4Cl and K15NO3, as previously
described by Pornon et al. (2007). Briefly, the labelling solution
(2.4 litres, 2.38 mM NH4

+ and 2.15 mM NO3
−, 15N abundance of

99 atom%) was injected into the upper 15 cm of soil with a needle
(24 injection points in 45 × 60 cm2 plots) at the fully-emerged
flag-leaf stage. The amounts of 15N supplied to the plots were cal-
culated so as to be able to detect the label after its dilution in the
plant-soil system and were sufficiently low to avoid any meaning-
ful modification of the total soil N (5% increase).

In the greenhouse, two plants per pot received 25 μl of
Cl15NH4 solution (1.28 M abundance of 99 atom%) on the
flag-leaf when it was fully emerged for one group of plants and
at the flowering stage for another group of plants. The 15ClNH4

solution was deposited on the lower leaf surface using a micropip-
ette. The deposit zone was gently rubbed with a brush beforehand
to remove the hydrophobic cuticle, allowing for better absorption
of the labelled solution in leaves. Tissues were sampled at harvest,
which was performed at maturity.

Harvest

For both field experiments, harvest was performed at maturity with
a plot combine-harvester (Delta plot combine, Wintersteiger,
Austria). Grain yield was measured for each plot. Protein concen-
tration was determined by spectroscopy on a sample of approxi-
mately 2 kg of grains using a grain analyzer (FOSS
Infratec™1241, FOSS, Nanterre, France).

In the greenhouse, plants were harvested at maturity and divided
into roots, grains, remaining ears (glumes and beards), flag leaves and
remaining shoots (stems and leaves). They were then dried (60 °C for
48 h) for dry weight determination and subsequently ground into a
fine powder for 15N and N analysis with a mass spectrometer
(Isoprime™) coupled to an elemental auto-analyzer (EA 2000,
EuroVector™, Manchester, UK). Natural 15N abundance was mea-
sured on four samples of each compartment fromplants not exposed
to 15N labelling. The amount of 15N (g) in samples was calculated as:

15N = 15Nexcess = Masssample × [N]sample × (Asample − Anatural)

where Masssample is the dry mass of the sample (g dry weight);
[N]sample is the N concentration (%) of the sample; Asample is the
15N abundance in the sample from 15N labelled plots and Anatural is
the 15N abundance in sample from unlabelled plants.

The flag-leaf of some plants was harvested when fully emerged,
whereas for others, it was harvested at maturity. For both, the ears
were harvested at maturity. Each plant organ (flag-leaf and ear)
was dried (60°C for 48 h) for dry weight determination and then
ground into a fine powder for N analysis (vario El cube elemental
analyzer, Elementar, Langenselbold, Germany). N remobilization
efficiency (NRE, proportion ofN in the flag-leafwhen fully emerged
that is not present at harvest) was calculated using Eqn (1):

NRE = (NF − NM) × 100
NF

(1)

whereNF is the amount ofN in fully-emerged flag-leaf stage andNM

is the amount of N in flag-leaf at maturity.
SPAD values of flag leaves were determined using a chloro-

phyll meter (Minolta SPAD-502) two to three times a week
from flowering until complete senescence.

Statistical analysis

Data were analysed using R software (Free Software Foundation,
Inc., Boston, MA, USA). Analysis of variances (ANOVAs) were
followed by Tukey’s tests.

Results

Field experiments

Grain yield and protein concentration
Both biostimulants lead to a small but non-significant increase in
grain yield (DPI4913: +1.8 and +5.5%; AF086: +4.0 and +3.9%, in
Experiments 1 and 2 (Table 1), respectively). Biostimulants had
no effect on grain protein concentration (Table 1).

Accumulation in grains of 15N injected in soil as mineral N
Following injection of 15NH4

+ and 15NO3
− in the soil at the

fully-emerged flag-leaf stage, the proportion of 15N recovered in
grains, glumes and beards (GGB) at harvest was increased by
24.7% for the plants treated with DPI4913 (significant) and by
18.7% for the plants treated with AF086 (no significant) (Table 2).

Greenhouse experiment

Biomass in plant compartments
The plants bore only one ear each as they had only one tiller each.
The water-restricted regime significantly decreased by 33.0% total
dry biomass per plant (Table 3).

For the standard irrigation regime, the total dry biomass per
plant was significantly higher for plants treated with biostimu-
lants (+19.7% for DPI4913 and +19.3% for AF086, Table 3)

Table 1. Grain yield and protein concentration in wheat under different foliar
treatments (field Experiment 1: FI1; field Experiment 2: FI2)

Grain yield
(t/ha)

Grain protein
concentration (%)

FI1 – average ± S.D.; n = 10

Control 8.4 ± 0.31a 11.3 ± 0.1a

DPI 4913 8.5 ± 0.62a 11.3 ± 0.1a

AF086 8.7 ± 0.50a 11.2 ± 0.1a

FI2 – average ± S.D.; n = 8

Control 8.50 ± 0.81a 12.7 ± 0.6a

DPI4913 9.0 ± 0.94a 12.7 ± 0.6a

AF086 8.8 ± 0.69a 12.6 ± 0.6a

ANOVA P-value

Treatment – FI1 0.31 0.25

Treatment – FI2 0.40 0.76

Block – FI2 <0.001 <0.001

Note: Lower case letters indicate a statistical difference (P < 0.05) between treatments.
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compared to the control. This was mainly due to significant
effects on shoot dry biomass (+19.5% for DPI4913 and +17.8%
for AF086), including significant higher grain dry biomass
(+23.9% for DPI4913 and +20.4% for AF086). Although the effect
was not significant, the mean values of root dry biomass were
increased in the same proportion (+25.0% for DPI4913 and
+32.1% for AF086).

Under water limitation, biostimulants had no significant effect
on dry biomass. This treatment was not considered further.

Amount of nitrogen in the plant
The N amounts in plant compartments were considered in grains
(G), in glumes and beards (GB), in ear (GGB), in shoots except
ear (S) and in roots (R).

The DPI4913 treatment significantly increased the total
amount of N in plants (+28.9%, Table 4) compared to the control.
The increase for the AF086 treatment (+23.3%) was not signifi-
cant. The proportion of N found in the ear (GGB) at harvest
was significantly increased by 12.3% with DPI4913 and 8.0%
with AF086. The proportion of N in roots was significantly
lower for treated plants (DPI4913: −49.9%; AF086: −33.7%).

For both biostimulants, the amount of N in grains per plant
was significantly higher in treated plants than in the control
(Table 5). The additional amount of N found in grains was
9.26 mg with DPI4913 (+25.1% compared to the control) and
9.50 mg with AF086 (+25.8% compared to the control).
However, grain nitrogen concentration was not affected by the
application of biostimulants.

Nitrogen remobilization
Dry biomass, N concentration and N amount in flag leaves
showed a significant decrease between the fully-emerged flag-leaf
stage and maturity: −9.9, −71.7 and −74.8%, respectively
(Table 6).

At the fully-emerged flag-leaf stage, the flag-leaf dry biomass
and amount of N were significantly increased in plants treated
with DPI4913 (dry biomass: +22.7%; amount of N: +25.9%).
Mean values were also increased by AF086 but this was not sig-
nificant (dry biomass: +8.3%; amount of N: +5.7%). Flag-leaf N
concentration was not affected by biostimulant application.

At maturity, flag-leaf dry biomass, N concentration and
amount of N were not affected by biostimulants.

Flag-leaf NRE was calculated as the proportion of N in the
flag-leaf at the fully-emerged stage that is not present in the
flag-leaf at maturity (Eqn (1)). In control plants, this proportion

was 68.2%. It was slightly higher for AF086 (+69.6%) and for
DPI4913 (+79.6%) but this was not significant (P-value = 0.12).

Flag-leaf endogenous N was labelled with 15NH4
+ at the

fully-emerged stage. The proportion of 15N supplied to the
flag-leaf and still present in this leaf at harvest was around 2%,
and the proportion of 15N recovered in the rest of the plant was
between 52.0 and 64.4%, depending on the treatment. This pro-
portion was significantly enhanced by 23.9% for plants treated
with DPI4913 (Table 7). The mean 15N value was increased by
15.6% with AF086 but the difference was not significant.

Following 15N labelling of the flag-leaf, 78.6% of the 15N recov-
ered in the rest of the control plants at maturity was found in the
grains. This proportion was increased by DPI4913 (+28.4%) and
AF086 (+15.5%), but this was not significant (P-value = 0.09).

When 15N labelling of the flag-leaf was performed at flowering,
the proportion of 15N retained by the flag-leaf at maturity was sig-
nificantly enhanced compared to labelling performed at an earlier
developmental stage (3.9 times higher). The labelling stage had a
slight effect on the proportion of 15N recovered in grains at har-
vest (see below). Biostimulants had no effect on the proportion of
15N remaining in the flag-leaf (control: 7.06%; DPI4913: 7.46%
and AF086: 6.75%) or on the proportion recovered in the grains
(control: 41.09%; DPI4913: 44.04% and AF086: 34.44%) at
harvest.

Flag-leaf senescence
DPI4913 and AF086 significantly reduced SPAD values in the flag
leaves of treated plants compared to the control during the grain
filling period (Fig. 1). For the control treatment, SPAD values
declined from 24 days after anthesis until maturity. Decline
began earlier for plants treated with DPI4913 (16 days after anthe-
sis) and AF086 (9 days after anthesis). Photosynthesis was altered
in leaves with SPAD values lower than 15 (data not shown), which
occurred earlier for DPI4913 and AF086 than for the control.
During the later filling stage, DPI4913 and AF086 treatments
reduced SPAD values and shortened the duration of the photo-
synthetic function in flag leaves.

Flag-leaf contribution towards grain filling
Flag-leaf removal at the fully-emerged stage significantly reduced
by 16.0% grain dry biomass per ear (Table 8). The amount of N
per ear was also significantly decreased by 15.3% (5.92 mg). Grain
N concentration was not affected by flag-leaf ablation.

Discussion

Results on the improvement in growth, nutrient absorption, stress
tolerance and crop quality by the application of biostimulants are
inconsistent in the literature. The positive effects of biostimulants
depend on many factors such as variety, environmental condi-
tions, application conditions (quantity, foliar or root application),
plant development stage, product formulation and storage condi-
tions (Faessel et al., 2014). To our knowledge, many studies have
considered biostimulant effects on soft wheat but only a few on
durum wheat.

In field experiments, no significant effects of biostimulants
were observed on grain yield and protein concentration.
However, mean values of grain yield were higher for plants treated
by biostimulants (Experiment 1: +1.8% for DPI4913 and +4.0%
for AF086, Experiment 2: +5.5% for DPI4913 and +3.9% for
AF086). Variability between plots (soil and climatic conditions)
may have had a greater impact than the use of biostimulants. In

Table 2. Proportion of 15N injected as 15NH4
+ and 15NO3

− into the soil at the
fully-emerged flag leaf stage recovered in the ear at harvest (field experiment 1)

Proportion of 15N injected
into the soil solution recovered

in the ear at harvest (%)

Average ± S.D.; n = 10

Control 15.47 ± 4.36a

DPI4913 19.29 ± 4.87b

AF086 18.37 ± 5.36ab

ANOVA P-value

Treatment 0.05

Lower case letters indicate a statistical difference (P < 0.05) between treatments.
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the same way, Al Majathoub (2004) observed that foliar applica-
tion of four types of biostimulants (micronutrients, humic acid,
seaweed extracts and amino acids) in a field experiment systemat-
ically affected plant growth and wheat yield, although this was
only significant for the seaweed extract. Thereafter, only experi-
ments in greenhouse are considered.

Biostimulants increased biomass and the amount of N in
grains per plant but did not affect N grain concentration

In the greenhouse experiment under a standard irrigation regime,
biostimulants significantly improved total dry biomass. This was
mainly due to the increase in grain biomass. Indeed, a significant
effect of biostimulants on grain yield was shown (+23.9% for
DPI4913 and +20.4% for AF086). Grain biomass increase

contributed to 50.9% of the biomass increase for plants treated
with DPI4913 and to 44.2% for plants treated with AF086. This
is consistent with the results observed by Rathore et al. (2009)
for soybean, by Jannin et al. (2013) for rapeseed and by Polo
and Mata (2018) for gold cherry tomato.

No significant effect was reported on grain N concentration.
However, since the grain biomass was higher for plants treated
with biostimulants, the amount of N in grains per plant increased
(+25.1% for DPI4913 and +25.8% for AF086).

Biostimulants did not display any effect under water limitation

Although biostimulants had an effect on grain yield under stand-
ard water conditions (greenhouse experiment), no effect of bios-
timulant application appeared under water limitation. Our results

Table 3. Dry biomass of wheat compartments under different foliar treatments for two irrigation regimes (greenhouse experiment)

Total dry biomass
per plant (g)

Shoot dry biomass
per plant (g)

Root dry biomass
per plant (g)

Grain dry biomass
per plant (g)

Average ± S.D.; n = 8

SI

Control 2.69 ± 0.59(a)B 2.41 ± 0.53(a)B 0.28 ± 0.13(a)A 1.13 ± 0.33(a)B

DPI 4913 3.22 ± 0.64(b)B 2.88 ± 0.58(b)B 0.35 ± 0.19(a)A 1.40 ± 0.35(b)B

AF086 3.21 ± 0.65(b)B 2.84 ± 0.61(b)B 0.37 ± 0.16(a)A 1.36 ± 0.36(b)B

WL

Control 2.11 ± 0.48(a)A 1.88 ± 0.44(a)A 0.23 ± 0.08(a)A 0.81 ± 0.26(a)A

DPI 4913 2.04 ± 0.51(a)A 1.79 ± 0.43(a)A 0.26 ± 0.11(a)A 0.76 ± 0.22(a)A

AF086 1.96 ± 0.48(a)A 1.71 ± 0.44(a)A 0.25 ± 0.10(a)A 0.70 ± 0.26(a)A

ANOVA P-value

Treatment 0.02 0.06 0.07 0.06

Treatment – SI <0.001 <0.001 0.09 0.002

Treatment – WL 0.35 0.17 0.38 0.13

Irrigation <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Block <0.001 <0.001 0.86 <0.001

Treatment × Irrigation <0.001 <0.001 0.45 <0.001

Note: Lower case letters indicate a statistical difference (P < 0.05) between treatments for a given irrigation level, whereas uppercase letters highlight a statistical difference between irrigation
levels.
SI, standard irrigation; WL, water limitation.

Table 4. Amount of nitrogen in plant and nitrogen distribution within plant compartments (greenhouse experiment)

Total amount of N per plant (mg) Proportion of N in GGB (%) Proportion of N in S (%) Proportion of N in R (%)

Average ± S.D.; n = 8

Control 58.58 ± 11.76a 68.68 ± 5.31a 23.52 ± 4.05a 7.82 ± 2.96b

DPI 4913 75.49 ± 12.42b 77.14 ± 5.87b 18.92 ± 3.63a 3.92 ± 2.64a

AF086 72.22 ± 17.33ab 74.20 ± 6.44b 20.61 ± 4.86a 5.19 ± 2.88a

ANOVA P-value

Treatment 0.05 <0.001 0.08 0.01

Block 0.47 0.08 0.33 0.10

Note: Lower case letters indicate a statistical difference (P < 0.05) between treatments.
G, grains; GB, glumes and beards; S, shoots except ear; R, roots.
Proportion of N in compartment (%) = Amount of N in a compartment

Total amount of N per plant × 100
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do not agree with the prior suggestions that A. nodosum and
Trichoderma extracts enhance stress tolerance in plants (Calvo
et al., 2014; López-Bucio et al., 2015).

After DPI4913 and AF086 treatment, the highest variations in
grain protein abundances were found for proteins involved in grain
technological properties but also in stress responses with the over-
representation of proteins implied in biotic and abiotic stress defense
(Pichereaux et al., 2019).The surprising absence of effect of biostimu-
lant application under water limitation may have been a result of the
extent and timing of the stresses imposed in this experiment.

Effect of biostimulants on the total amount of N contained per
plant (greenhouse experiment)

Because the total amount of N in plants at maturity was significantly
improved (28.9% with DPI4913 and 23.3% with AF086), it is

suggested that biostimulants have a positive effect on N net uptake
by plants, as observed for the application of marine biostimulants
on vines (Mugnai et al., 2007). This is strengthened by the results
of our field experiment (Experiment 1) where 15NH4

+ and 15NO3
−

ions were injected into the soil at the fully-emerged flag-leaf stage.
The amount of 15N recovered in ears at maturity was significantly
increased by 24.7% with DPI4913 and (non-significantly) increased
by 18.7% with AF086. This revealed that DPI4913 and, to a lesser
extent, AF086 increased the transfer to grains of soil N, suggesting
improved root N uptake, at least from the fully-emerged flag-leaf
stage to maturity. Billard et al. (2014) also reported the positive
effects of a biostimulant derived from algae on macronutrient
uptake (N, S, K and P) for winter oilseed rape, as well as on
root-to-shoot translocation of Fe and Zn. However, to our knowl-
edge, little is known about biostimulant effects on N fluxes.

Effect of biostimulants on N allocation to the ear and on 15N
remobilization from flag-leaf to grains

The proportion of N in the ear at maturity was higher for plants
treated with biostimulants (+12.3% for DPI4913, +8.0% for
AF086), whereas the proportion of N in other compartments
was lower (shoots except for ear: −19.6% for DPI4913
and −12.4% for AF086; roots: −49.9% for DPI4913 and −33.7%
for AF086). Nitrogen remobilization to the ear was thus improved
by DPI4913 and AF086 application.

According to Gate (1995), the flag-leaf contributes to 24% of
the N remobilization to the grains from flowering until harvest.
To study the effect of biostimulants on N remobilization, the
flag-leaf was labelled with 15NH4

+ at the fully-emerged stage and
at the flowering stage.

The labelling stage had a significant effect on the proportion of
15N remaining in the flag-leaf at maturity, but in both cases, most

Table 5. Nitrogen concentration and amount in grains per plant (greenhouse
experiment)

N concentration in
grains (%)

Amount of N in grains per
plant (mg)

Average ± S.D.; n = 8

Control 3.34 ± 0.34a 36.96 ± 8.62a

DPI 4913 3.37 ± 0.13a 46.22 ± 11.22b

AF086 3.39 ± 0.28a 46.48 ± 12.41b

ANOVA P-value

Treatment
0.88 <0.001

Block 0.08 0.03

Note: Lower case letters indicate a statistical difference (P < 0.05) between treatments.

Table 6. Flag leaf dry biomass, N concentration and N amount at two developmental stages: fully-emerged flag leaf and maturity (greenhouse experiment)

Flag leaf dry
biomass (mg)

Flag leaf nitrogen
concentration (%)

Amount of nitrogen
in the flag leaf (mg)

Average ± S.D.; n = 8

FL removed at FL fully-emerged stage

Control 50.36 ± 11.99(a)B 4.90 ± 0.23(ab)B 2.47 ± 0.61(a)B

DPI 4913 61.79 ± 13.51(b)B 5.01 ± 0.22(b)B 3.11 ± 0.76(b)B

AF086 54.53 ± 9.51(ab)B 4.76 ± 0.25(a)B 2.61 ± 0.54(ab)B

FL removed at maturity

Control 49.33 ± 10.64(a)A 1.43 ± 0.38(a)A 0.69 ± 0.14(a)A

DPI 4913 47.05 ± 10.29(a)A 1.28 ± 0.23(a)A 0.61 ± 0.18(a)A

AF086 53.86 ± 15.51(a)A 1.44 ± 0.28(a)A 0.76 ± 0.19(a)A

ANOVA P-value

Treatment 0.30 0.68 0.16

Treatment – FL fully-emerged stage 0.10 0.04 0.05

Treatment – Maturity 0.57 0.42 0.27

Removal stage 0.04 < 0.001 <0.001

Block 0.12 0.01 0.08

Treatment × Removal stage 0.06 0.05 0.03

Note: Lower case letters indicate a statistical difference (P < 0.05) between treatments for a given sampling stage, whereas uppercase letters highlight a statistical differencebetween sampling stages.
FL, flag leaf.
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of the tracer supplied to the leaves was redistributed to other plant
compartments at harvest. This indicates that foliar-applied N in
flag leaves was very mobile.

Most of the 15N applied to the flag-leaf recovered in the rest of
the plant was found in grains (79.6%). Biostimulants tend to

increase the proportion of 15N applied to the fully-emerged
flag-leaf that was recovered in the grains at harvest (+28.4% for
DPI4913, +15.5% for AF086) and in the whole plant (+23.9%
for DPI4913, +15.6% for AF086). When labelling was performed
at the flowering stage, no biostimulant effect on 15N allocation to

Table 7. Proportion of 15N applied on the flag leaf at the fully-emerged flag leaf stage recovered in total plant, in grains and remaining in the flag leaf at harvest
(greenhouse experiment)

Proportion of 15N applied to the
flag leaf recovered in the rest of the

plant at harvest (%)

Proportion of 15N applied
to the flag leaf recovered
in grains at harvest (%)

Proportion of 15N applied to the
flag leaf remaining in the flag

leaf at harvest (%)

Average ± S.D.

Control 52.00 ± 16.89a 40.86 ± 13.41a 2.24 ± 0.93a

DPI4913 64.44 ± 10.53b 52.48 ± 10.48a 1.66 ± 0.85a

AF086 60.11 ± 17.84ab 47.21 ± 15.27a 1.55 ± 0.54a

ANOVA P-value

Treatment 0.05 0.09 0.22

Block 0.01 0.03 0.91

Note: Lower case letters indicate a statistical difference (P < 0.05) between treatments.

Table 8. Grain dry biomass and amount of N per plant, and N concentration at maturity, for two flag leaf removal stages: fully-emerged flag leaf and maturity
(greenhouse experiment)

Grain dry biomass
per ear (g)

Grain nitrogen
concentration (%)

Amount of nitrogen
in all grains of an ear (mg)

Average ± S.D.

Flag leaf removed at fully-emerged flag leaf stage 1.00 ± 0.34a 3.33 ± 0.40a 32.81 ± 11.30a

Flag leaf removed at maturity 1.19 ± 0.35b 3.26 ± 0.30a 38.73 ± 12.80b

ANOVA P-value

Flag leaf removal stage 0.04 0.51 0.05

Block 0.05 0.25 0.02

Note: Lower case letters indicate a statistical difference (P < 0.05) between treatments.

Fig. 1. Changes in SPAD values in flag leaves after
anthesis under different treatments (greenhouse
experiment). Biostimulants were applied at the
second node stage.
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grains was observed, suggesting that biostimulants can enhance N
mobility in the flag leaf at early stages of plant development but
not at latter stage.

Remobilization

Senescence processes in wheat are associated with nutrient remo-
bilization from senescing leaves to other organs (Gregersen et al.,
2008). The chlorophyll indexes obtained from anthesis to com-
plete senescence have shown a premature loss of chlorophyll
due to biostimulant application. In many instances, premature
senescence is not a favourable outcome (Vilmus et al., 2014).
However, some authors suggest that accelerated senescence is cor-
related with an increased remobilization (Gaju et al., 2014).
Accordingly, we suggest that DPI4913 and AF086 could accelerate
leaf senescence and thus remobilization, at least under our grow-
ing conditions (plants with a single tiller, a single ear). Whether
this effect can appear in plants with more than a single tiller and
ear must be considered.

Effect of removal of fully-emerged flag-leaf on the amount of N
in grains at maturity

From the fully-emerged flag-leaf stage until harvest, the amount of
N in the flag-leaf only decreased by 1.78 mg for the control, 2.50 mg
for DPI4913 and 1.85 mg for AF086 treatments (Table 6). The
amount of N in grains was approximately 37 mg and 54 mg per
plant for the control and DPI4913, respectively. In terms of net N
fluxes, flag-leaf N resorption cannot be a major source for N
grain filling. The 15N labelling experiment suggests that the flag-leaf
played a central role in plant N metabolism. In order to study the
involvement of the flag-leaf in grain N filling other than through
remobilization, flag-leaf ablation was performed when the leaf
was fully emerged. This reduced the amount of N in grains per
ear at maturity by 5.92 mg (Table 8). This demonstrated that flag
leaves largely contribute to the mechanisms of grain N filling but
not as a main N source, as observed by Harper et al. (1987). The
increase in the amount of N in grains (and in the whole plant)
resulting from biostimulant application was associated with
enhanced labelled mineral N soil accumulated in the grains. On
the one hand, biostimulants could have enhanced soil N uptake,
resulting in enhanced plant growth but, on the other hand, biosti-
mulants could have enhanced plant growth through increasing P
or K or micronutrient uptake, resulting in enhanced soil N uptake.

Conclusion

This study provides clues about the mechanisms of action of
DPI4913 and AF086 biostimulants on durum wheat, biostimu-
lants that positively affect protein composition in terms of grain
quality (Pichereaux et al., 2019). Both biostimulants improved
yield (grain biomass), and N recovery in whole plants at maturity
was enhanced. However, the effect of the fungal biostimulant
AF086 was less pronounced than that of the marine biostimulant
DPI4913. A higher amount of N recovered in the crop would
result in less N leaching if the same amount of N fertilizer was
applied, positively impacting nitrate pollution issues. Because
biostimulants increase the amount of N supplied to the flag-leaf
recovered in grains at harvest, it would be relevant to evaluate
the interest of the use of biostimulants in combination with foliar
application of N on durum wheat to increase the protein concen-
tration in the grain.

Acknowledgements. The authors acknowledge Pascal Tillard (BPMP) for
15N analysis, the Agronutrition experimentation team, Bernard Leguevaques,
Denis Loubet, Michel Labarrère, Eric Lecloux, Sébastien Viudes, Bastien
Dauphin and Diana Lezier for their technical assistance, as well as the
Staphyt Company for harvesting the field. The authors thank Emilie
Tierchant and Gail Wagman for proofreading the article in English.

Financial support. This study was part of the INNOPERF-BLE project,
selected and supported by Pôle Agri-Sud-Ouest Innovation, and funded by
the French FUI (Fond Unique Interministeriel), the Midi-Pyrénées Region
and Bpifrance (Banque Publique d’Investissement). ANRT supported the
PhD grant (CIFRE).

Conflict of interest. The authors declare that this research was conducted in
the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be con-
strued as a potential conflict of interest.

Ethical standards. Not applicable.

References

Al Majathoub M (2004) Effect of biostimulants on production of wheat
(Triticum aestivum L.). In Cantero-Martinez C and Gabiña D (eds),
Options méditerranéennes: Série A. Séminaires Méditerranéens. Zaragoza:
CIHEAM, pp. 147–150.

Behie SW and Bidochka MJ (2014) Nutrient transfer in plant–fungal symbi-
oses. Trends in Plant Science 19, 734–740.

Billard V, Etienne P, Jannin L, Garnica M, Cruz F, Garcia-Mina J-M, Yvin
J-C and Ourry A (2014) Two biostimulants derived from algae or humic
acid induce similar responses in the mineral content and gene expression
of winter oilseed rape. Journal of Plant Growth Regulation 33, 305–316.

Brown P and Saa S (2015) Biostimulants in agriculture. Frontiers in Plant
Science 6, 1–3.

Bulgari R, Cocetta G, Trivellini A, Vernieri P and Ferrante A (2015)
Biostimulants and crop responses: a review. Biological Agriculture &
Horticulture 31, 1–17.

Bushuk W (1997) Wheat breeding for end-product use. In Wheat: Prospects
for Global Improvement. Developments in Plant Breeding. Dordrecht:
Springer, pp. 203–211.

Calvo P, Nelson L and Kloepper JW (2014) Agricultural uses of plant bios-
timulants. Plant and Soil 383, 3–41.

Colla G, Nardi S, Cardarelli M, Ertani A, Lucini L, Canaguier R and
Rouphael Y (2015a) Protein hydrolysates as biostimulants in horticulture.
Scientia Horticulturae 196, 28–38.

Colla G, Rouphael Y, Di Mattia E, El-Nakhel C and Cardarelli M (2015b)
Co-inoculation of Glomus intraradices and Trichoderma atroviride acts as
a biostimulant to promote growth, yield and nutrient uptake of vegetable
crops. Journal of the Science of Food and Agriculture 95, 1706–1715.

Contreras-Cornejo HA, López-Bucio JS, Méndez-Bravo A, Macías-
Rodríguez L, Ramos-Vega M, Guevara-García ÁA and López-Bucio J
(2015) Mitogen-activated protein kinase 6 and ethylene and auxin signaling
pathways are involved in arabidopsis root-system architecture alterations by
Trichoderma atroviride. Molecular Plant-Microbe Interactions 28, 701–710.

Craigie JS (2011) Seaweed extract stimuli in plant science and agriculture.
Journal of Applied Phycology 23, 371.

Daniel C and Triboi E (2000) Effects of temperature and nitrogen nutrition
on the grain composition of winter wheat: effects on gliadin content and
composition. Journal of Cereal Science 32, 45–56.

du Jardin P (2015) Plant biostimulants: definition, concept, main categories
and regulation. Scientia Horticulturae 196, 3–14.

Durand N, Briand X and Meyer C (2003) The effect of marine bioactive sub-
stances (N PRO) and exogenous cytokinins on nitrate reductase activity in
Arabidopsis thaliana. Physiologia Plantarum 119, 489–493.

Faessel L, Gomy C, Nassr N, Tostivint C, Hipper C and Dechanteloup A
(2014) Produits de Stimulation En Agriculture Visant à Améliorer Les
Fonctionnalités Biologiques Des Sols et Des Plantes – Etude Des
Connaissances Disponibles et Recommandations Stratégiques. Étude
commanditée par le Centre d’Études et de Prospective du Ministère de

286 Eve‐Anne Laurent et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021859620000660 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021859620000660


l’Agriculture, de l’Agroalimentaire et de la Forêt (MAAF) et financée par le
MAAF dans le cadre du programme 215 (Marché no. SSP-2013-094).

Gaju O, Allard V, Martre P, Le Gouis J, Moreau D, Bogard M, Hubbart S
and Foulkes MJ (2014) Nitrogen partitioning and remobilization in relation
to leaf senescence, grain yield and grain nitrogen concentration in wheat
cultivars. Field Crops Research 155, 213–223.

Gate P (1995) Elaboration de la teneur en protéines du grain et influence
de la nutrition azotée. Ecophysiologie du blé. Paris: Tec & Doc Lavoisier,
pp. 301–308.

Gregersen PL, Holm PB and Krupinska K (2008) Leaf senescence and nutri-
ent remobilisation in barley and wheat. Plant Biology 10, 37–49.

Harper LA, Sharpe RR, Langdale GW and Giddens JE (1987) Nitrogen cyc-
ling in a wheat crop: soil, plant, and aerial nitrogen transport 1. Agronomy
Journal 79, 965–973.

Hermosa R, Viterbo A, Chet I and Monte E (2012) Plant-beneficial effects of
Trichoderma and of its genes. Microbiology (Reading, England) 158, 17–25.

Jannin L (2012) Caractérisation Des Modifications Physiologiques et
Métaboliques Induites Chez Brassica napus L. Par l’apport d’extraits Algaux
Ou d’acides Humiques (Thesis). Université de Caen Basse-Normandie, Caen.

Jannin L, Arkoun M, Etienne P, Laîné P, Goux D, Garnica M, Fuentes M,
Francisco SS, Baigorri R, Cruz F, Houdusse F, Garcia-Mina J-M, Yvin
J-C and Ourry A (2013) Brassica napus growth is promoted by
Ascophyllum nodosum (L.) Le Jol. seaweed extract: microarray analysis
and physiological characterization of N, C, and S metabolisms. Journal of
Plant Growth Regulation 32, 31–52.

Khan W, Rayirath UP, Subramanian S, Jithesh MN, Rayorath P, Hodges
DM, Critchley AT, Craigie JS, Norrie J and Prithiviraj B (2009)
Seaweed extracts as biostimulants of plant growth and development.
Journal of Plant Growth Regulation 28, 386–399.

Latique S, Elouaer MA, Chernane H, Hannachi C and Elkaoua M (2014)
Effect of seaweed liquid extract of sargassum vulgare on growth of durum
wheat seedlings (Triticum durum L) under salt stress. International
Journal of Innovation and Applied Studies 7, 1430–1435.

López-Bucio J, Pelagio-Flores R and Herrera-Estrella A (2015) Trichoderma
as biostimulant: exploiting the multilevel properties of a plant beneficial
fungus. Scientia Horticulturae 196, 109–123.

Mancuso S, Azzarello E, Mugnai S and Briand X (2006) Marine bioactive sub-
stances (IPA extract) improve foliar ion uptake and water stress tolerance in
potted Vitis vinifera plants. Advances in Horticultural Science 20, 156–161.

Mastouri F, Björkman T and Harman GE (2012) Trichoderma harzianum
enhances antioxidant defense of tomato seedlings and resistance to water
deficit. Molecular Plant-Microbe Interactions 25, 1264–1271.

Monteny GJ (2001) The EU nitrates directive: a European approach to combat
water pollution from agriculture. The Scientific World Journal 1(Suppl 2),
927–935.

Mugnai S, Azzarello E, Pandolfi C, Salamagne S, Briand X and Mancuso S
(2007) Enhancement of ammonium and potassium root influxes by the
application of marine bioactive substances positively affects Vitis vinifera
plant growth. Journal of Applied Phycology 20, 177–182.

Mukherjee PK, Horwitz BA, Herrera-Estrella A, Schmoll M and Kenerley
CM (2013) Trichoderma research in the genome era. Annual Review of
Phytopathology 51, 105–129.

Nardi S, Pizzeghello D, Schiavon M, Ertani A, Nardi S, Pizzeghello D,
Schiavon M and Ertani A (2016) Plant biostimulants: physiological
responses induced by protein hydrolyzed-based products and humic sub-
stances in plant metabolism. Scientia Agricola 73, 18–23.

Nicolás C, Hermosa R, Rubio B, Mukherjee PK and Monte E (2014)
Trichoderma genes in plants for stress tolerance-status and prospects.
Plant Science 228, 71–78.

Pichereaux C, Laurent E-A, Gargaros A, Viudes S, Durieu C, Lamaze T,
Grieu P and Burlet-Schiltz O (2019) Analysis of durum wheat proteome
changes under marine and fungal biostimulant treatments using large-scale
quantitative proteomics: a useful dataset of durum wheat proteins. Journal
of Proteomics 200, 28–39.

Polo J and Mata P (2018) Evaluation of a biostimulant (Pepton) based in
enzymatic hydrolyzed animal protein in comparison to seaweed extracts
on root development, vegetative growth, flowering, and yield of gold cherry
tomatoes grown under Low stress ambient field conditions. Frontiers in
Plant Science 8, 1–8.

Pornon A, Escaravage N and Lamaze T (2007) Complementarity in mineral
nitrogen use among dominant plant species in a subalpine community.
American Journal of Botany 94, 1778–1785.

Rathore SS, Chaudhary DR, Boricha GN, Ghosh A, Bhatt BP, Zodape ST
and Patolia JS (2009) Effect of seaweed extract on the growth, yield and
nutrient uptake of soybean (Glycine max) under rainfed conditions.
South African Journal of Botany 75, 351–355.

Rayorath P, Jithesh MN, Farid A, Khan W, Palanisamy R, Hankins SD,
Critchley AT and Prithiviraj B (2008) Rapid bioassays to evaluate the
plant growth promoting activity of Ascophyllum nodosum (L.) Le Jol.
using a model plant, Arabidopsis thaliana (L.) Heynh. Journal of Applied
Phycology 20, 423–429.

Roussos PA, Denaxa N-K and Damvakaris T (2009) Strawberry fruit quality
attributes after application of plant growth stimulating compounds. Scientia
Horticulturae 119, 138–146.

SharmaH, FlemingC, SelbyC,Rao J andMartinT (2014)Plant biostimulants: a
review on the processing of macroalgae and use of extracts for crop manage-
ment to reduce abiotic and biotic stresses. Journal of Applied Phycology 26, 465.

Shoresh M, Harman GE and Mastouri F (2010) Induced systemic resistance
and plant responses to fungal biocontrol agents. Annual Review of
Phytopathology 48, 21–43.

Tanou G, Ziogas V and Molassiotis A (2017) Foliar nutrition, biostimulants
and prime-like dynamics in fruit tree physiology: new insights on an old
topic. Frontiers in Plant Science 8, 1–9.

Vilmus I, EcarnotM,VerzelenN andRoumet P (2014)Monitoring nitrogen leaf
resorption kinetics by near-infrared spectroscopy during grain filling in durum
wheat in different nitrogen availability conditions. Crop Science 54, 284–296.

Yakhin OI, Lubyanov AA, Yakhin IA and Brown PH (2017) Biostimulants in
plant science: a global perspective. Frontiers in Plant Science 7, 1–32.

The Journal of Agricultural Science 287

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021859620000660 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021859620000660

	Marine and fungal biostimulants improve grain yield, nitrogen absorption and allocation in durum wheat plants
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Experimental designs
	Biostimulant treatments
	Plant labelling
	Harvest
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Field experiments
	Grain yield and protein concentration
	Accumulation in grains of 15N injected in soil as mineral N

	Greenhouse experiment
	Biomass in plant compartments
	Amount of nitrogen in the plant
	Nitrogen remobilization
	Flag-leaf senescence
	Flag-leaf contribution towards grain filling


	Discussion
	Biostimulants increased biomass and the amount of N in grains per plant but did not affect N grain concentration
	Biostimulants did not display any effect under water limitation
	Effect of biostimulants on the total amount of N contained per plant (greenhouse experiment)
	Effect of biostimulants on N allocation to the ear and on 15N remobilization from flag-leaf to grains
	Remobilization
	Effect of removal of fully-emerged flag-leaf on the amount of N in grains at maturity

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


