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B OE, ARBREAEME AR BB A A KM hF IR mEE AL HEZ N RR
e, I B RR B (AA) LR 450 B M A S H U6 AETL, BANMAEL
15 28 5FREZE(CON 41) 4 7% R 7 e il 04 J B AR | 1K 36 20 o 3 72 K s A8 AR P 7 #20.3 mg/kg
(VARG ;) o T2 AR B 4M (SS 41) | BE AR A (SeY 20)  # K — AR & R B (HMSeBA 1) Fo 4l K %
(Nano-Se #8) , XI&H42d, R AW 1) BAZ M ABYIKE FHANERTFHIRLE
HYREFZF(P>0.05), 5 CON 20 SeY 214 HMSeBA 2048}t  Nano-Se 244 %% 1~21 B #49
HE R EBAC(P<0.05), 2)5 CON 448k, SS 40 SeY 241 HMSeBA % 4= Nano-Se 24 A % s
WU R URS A F 5 5 (P<0.05) , &40 B3 2 ) AL Fo B L AG 43 & 1K 4R K % . HMSeBA
Z21>SeY #A>Nano-Se 41 ~SS 24>CON 48, 3) 5 CON 2248k, SS 48 SeY 41  HMSeBA 44 #=
Nano-Se 28 P % o 77 Fa iR LA BB AR 3L B AL 49 B ( GSH-Px ) & 12 2 % 7+ % (P<0.05) , &41Z )
A s B L Fe R L K AR B AL M S AL B (T-SOD) & M % 4L R AL Ak S (T-AOC) & & — Bk
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G ARG A2 A1) P 94 DK B AR AT A P 5T
BAE—EAE 60 nm AT, HEANA B A LY 1 5 i
Al A TS HLAG B 4 1 A= 9 1% 1 8 HLAT 48 oK RT3k
R A R AR 5 TEALAR AR L, 40 K TG
BAB SR EY 2800 TR R e P DL S 3
A FETE ) W 5 A MU AR He , 99 KAl 5L A 4
(7 it e PE DA AR BRI A% . HET, TERX 8 4E
P EEREG A A H A 2 R | AN K A TC LA Y
LA gE 5 221070 EAS [ Al 05 % P 38 A K g
LH VA 0 AR B LAt JoT 22 [R] 1) LG A 6 = 3R e A
5o RN, A BUIG I LA ARG S W 98 6 5, 25 4% 4 Fp
AN TR Y5 ( SIS 2 I B AG | 5 3 — G 1 A R A
GRORAT ) XoF PR RS A A PR R I AL PR AR S B B
AALEE T B PR B A S e, LA S Sy 45 G R AE TR R
A7 A BN B AE S AR Y

1 #REFE
1.1 RIEA

VA TR B R 11 SR HE T A R 23 W) il
1% ; I BF il B BB B0y A IR WD Al
0.2% ;22— AR & MR ok A i [ 28 w5 4

gz

2% s KA R A FEA R A BR S H il 5 50.3%
1.2 Rt

450 P11 H B2 5500 (AA) HEPE RXG (1
H AL FE R A A RS A ) 4 B PR 2R e it
BEMLY R 5 41, a6 NEE, HAHEE 15 Hi,
X HEZH (CON ZH) ] MEEAS 3% Jin G 1y 26 it ) AR, X0
2143 AEFE AR T AN 0.3 mg/kg (LA ) Y
AR RGN (SS 4 ) (FEREAR (SeY 41) FEEE it &
Z R (HMSeBA 41) FI44 KA ( Nano-Se 41) , X5
a2 d,7 M 1~21 Hi 22~42 HIE 2 MR B,
1.3 KRR MFFEE

RIS DU Al K 2 B 8 R 00F 90 o B F
WS AT, SRHTM FE SR, A IKOKFER &, E
WIS 28 B . B H WS IF I 580 H A KR 1 A ]
ARG, At 1R 5 4 B BRCR LR T R AT, SE A
T S BRTR E AR A T R RS 1R SR PR AE) (NY/T
33—2004) FEATHEC I, FE A4 AR 2H % K 57K F W
#% 1, SS 4 .SeY 4 . HMSeBA 41 1 Nano-Se ZH 17
MRA 5 1 (SEE ) 43l A 1~21 Hig 1 to 21
days of age,0.42.0.42 .0.43 1 0.43 mg/kg;22~42
Hi#%,0.47 .0.47 ,0.49 F10.48 mg/kg.

®1 ERAMRAMREFKT (RTFEM)

Table 1 Composition and nutrient levels of basal diets ( air-dry basis) %
ek 1~21 By 22~42 iR KT 1~21 Hiy  22~42 HIR
Ingredients Lozl 22 to 42 Nutrient levels® Lozl 22 to 42

days of age days of age days of age days of age

Tk Corn 56.29 60.55 R EE ME/ (MJ/kg) 12.07 12.27
51 Soybean meal 34.40 28.20 AR H I CP 20.37 18.17
i Soybean oil 2.40 2.70 5 Ca 1.01 0.91
/NFZ %k Wheat bran 2.40 4.50 W AP 0.45 0.38
i ¥ Limestone 1.40 1.40 R Lys 1.15 1.01
BB S 55 CaHPO, 1.77 1.40 HEM+P AR Met+Cys 0.91 0.76
FE MR Thr 0.05 0.05 E R Met 0.60 0.48
LR EL R L-Lys - HCI 0.11 0.11 R R Thr 0.81 0.72
DL-E & DL-Met 0.31 0.22 AR Val 0.93 0.83
F A8 NaCl 0.37 0.37 O Z R Try 0.23 0.21
R K Premix" 0.50 0.50 fili Se/(mg/kg) 0.14 0.18
411 Total 100.00 100.00

1) FiE Bk~ 45 T 50 4 AR $2 fit The premix provided the following per kg of diets:1~21 H# 1 to 21 days of age, VA
8 000 IU, VB, 2 mg, VB, 8 mg, VB, 3.5 mg,VB,, 0.01 mg, VD, 1 000 IU, VE 20 IU, VK 0.5 mg,Z [i# pantothenic acid 10 mg,
JHZ niacin 35 mg, "R folic acid 0.55 mg, AHA# choline 1 300 mg, Fe (as ferrous sulfate) 100 mg,Cu (as copper sulfate )
8 mg,Mn (as manganese sulfate ) 120 mg,Zn ( as zinc sulfate ) 100 mg,I (as potassium iodide) 0.7 mg;22~42 H % 22 to 42
days of age, VA 6 000 IU, VB, 2 mg,VB, 5 mg, VB, 3.0 mg, VB, 0.01 mg, VD, 750 IU, VE 10 IU, VK 0.5 mg, {Z f# panto-
thenic acid 10 mg, f#R niacin 30 mg, B2 folic acid 0.55 mg, lHAH choline 1 000 mg,Fe ( as ferrous sulfate) 80 mg,Cu (as
copper sulfate) 8 mg,Mn (as manganese sulfate ) 100 mg,Zn ( as zinc sulfate ) 80 mg,I (as potassium iodide ) 0.7 mg,

2) il Jy S NG, HoAh 7 32K A1 4{H . Se was a measured value, while the other nutrient levels were calculated values.
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1.4.1 AKMRE

], DA &2 o 7, T 21 Fil 42 H i
JRZS AR, IT A 0 SR A5 B B SR B i R k)
B HEAHIRE 1~21 Hid 22~42 BRI 1~
42 H M H R & (ADFL) P ¥ H 3 &

(ADG) FUEIE L (F/G)
1.4.2  FEM PR

42 B 5, A A AR 3 SR A A S
1 HRS R 4E 1 Bk L, & & 40 min J§ 4 T,
3 500 r/min &[> 10 min, B 75 B T -20 CLRAF
& B SE Ja BUS) BILAN R LT R A4S, CE A
R A5
1.4.3 Al & I

T8 GB/T 13883—2008 J5 i Ab P 1fiL 375 . i AL Al
JSRAIURE it , R FH - I O 3% 7 ( AFS —230E ULH Ji
TR, AE AR AR M i & &
1.4.4  HUAACFE bR E

WO 1 3 e AL RN BB UL A 45 IOk H ARt R Ak
it ( GSH-Px ) 1.5 S Ak 1 5 Ak |l ( T-SOD) ¥ 4 |
MPTAEALEE 1 (T-AOC) M N - (MDA) & &,
JIT R ¥ W R AR ) TR A T, B
AL PR RO & U B 5 AT
1.4.5 RIS

FIHI 8 22 ACF pH 343 51 € J& 52 J5 45 min

24 h W LAIBR LBy 78 B (L) (LD (2™ ) (| ¥
(b" ) S pH, BB NLELBENL 5 g Z24FRE (m,) ,
B A B IEE T 0~4 TR R 24 h J5HL
WARE (m,) , THRER KR

WK (%)= 100%(m,~m,)/m, .

B AL BEAL 10 g 2 FRE (my) , A0 C
(PR IR K 44 P 2€ & 30 min, ¥ 0 20 min J5 R &
(m,) R ZEERL.

AW (%) =100x(m,—m,)/m,,
1.5 HIEAEMEIT S0

FIHT Excel 2016 X %44 i#E 47 4] 20 % B F) H]
SPSS 22.0 AT e 20 b, xR 86 B s vEA T
A& 7 243 M1 (one-way ANOVA) , 57 g & & it
17 Duncan [K¥EZ HE LA, P<0.05 BRERF T &,
JIT A B R 151 LA Y (B 5 M 22 3R

2 & R
2.1 AEMEX AA ABAEK MR

MR 2 AT, £5 20 22 8] PR XS 45 B B i) 44 B
ADG #l ADFI #7C it % 22 % (P>0.05) , 5 CON
2l SeY ZH Al HMSeBA 414 It ,Nano-Se ZH A X%1 ~
21 HiIRH F/G T EBEK(P<0.05) ;45 4 Z [8] A A
22~42 Hiy 1~42 HIRM F/G W 25 (P>
0.05) ,

£2 AEWEX AA AISEK IS
Table 2 Effects of different Se sources on growth performance of AA broilers
Wi g £ %] Groups P
Items CON SS SeY HMSeBA Nano-Se P-value
R BW/g
1 Hi#% 1 day of age 45.00+0.28 45.71+£9.25 45.25+0.22 45.46+0.28 45.49+0.32 0.44
21 H# 21 days of age 695.52+8.00 677.78+5.14 674.75%+10.70 666.51%9.35 691.03%+16.59 0.31
42 H#% 42 days of age 2 141.20+40.93 2 086.95%+35.05 2 215.69+£55.06 2 182.07+49.17 2 176.38+47.32 0.24
T H M E ADG/g
1~21 Hi&
29.26+0.38 30.10+0.24 29.98+0.51 29.58+0.44 30.74+0.78 0.32
1 to 21 days of age
22~42 ;
H i 70.56%1.64 66.25+1.63 73.38+2.40 72.17+2.19 70.73%+1.62 0.13
22 to 42 days of age
1~42 3
H i 49.91+0.97 48.17+0.84 51.68+1.31 50.87x1.17 50.74%1.12 0.33
1 to 42 days of age
FHH R ADFl/g
1~21 i@
H i 41.66+0.74 41.94+0.35 42.63+0.55 42.38+0.64 42.44+0.79 0.81

1 to 21 days of age




4 1 XY AR S5 AN [ ARG 06 F TR) X6 A R PR B L LT AUULIRI A & o BT AL B8 71 B TR B A 3 i) 2027
L3R 2
i H 215 Groups Pl
Items CON N SeY HMSeBA Nano-Se P-value
22~42 Hi% . . .
126.77+3.08 120.11+2.19 127.69+3.18 126.75+2.90 126.98+2.71 0.30
22 to 42 days of age
1~42 H i
82.21+1.88 81.02+1.17 85.16+1.84 84.57+1.71 84.71+1.74 0.44
1 to 42 days of age
BEH F/G
1~21 B
¢ 1.43+0.01"° 1.40+0.00™ 1.42+0.01"* 1.43+0.01° 1.38+0.02°  0.02
1 to 21 days of age
22~42 H#%
1.80+0.01 1.81+0.02 1.75+0.03 1.76+0.03 1.80+0.01 0.17
22 to 42 days of age
1~42 H#
H i 1.69+0.01 1.68+0.01 1.65+0.02 1.66+0.02 1.67+0.01 0.31

1 to 42 days of age

R4 5 Kt JH AR AN RN 7R R R 22 5 .36 (P<0.05) AR SR PR R 2 58 B35 (P>0.05) o T 2RI,

In the same row, values with different small letter superscripts mean significant difference ( P<0.05) , while with the same or

no letter superscripts mean no significant difference ( P>0.05). The same as below.

2.2 AEMIEI AA A 3G %, K AL kR AL 5
EERNZNI

M 3 "I, 5 CON 4 kL, SS 4H . SeY 4H .
HMSeBA #1 il Nano-Se ZH A % i fJL A1 R JULARG 5 2
BEF R (P<0.05), 5 SS 4 AH K, HMSeBA 4

I SeY 21 1A X il ILAR & & 3 TH s (P<0.05)
Nano-Se 41 [A XS 1l i . B LN R AILAR & & 5 SS 41
To 25 (P>0.05) , PAIXG H LAD R LA 25 &
AKX 5 . HMSeBA 2 >SeY 4 >Nano-Se 4 =~ SS
ZH>CON 4,

®3 TEMIEXT AA FIGME AL AR AL & 25 500

Table 3 Effects of different Se sources on contents of selenium in serum, breast and thigh muscle of AA broilers

i H 205 Groups P

Items CON SS SeY HMSeBA Nano-Se P-value

Ifil7E Serum/ ( pg/L) 112.18+3.73° 147.68+4.89™ 136.23+5.12° 155.45+3.65" 149.57+3.92* 0.01

Eﬁ—l‘]ﬂﬂ‘ d c b a c
167.23+3.60 195.16+7.61 247.41+3.28 385.19+7.60 197.05+7.33 0.01

Breast muscle/ ( wg/kg)

EIEEJI‘ < c b - b « a « b
170.37+£12.68° 206.25+8.26 240.34+11.07 395.94+13.27 207.13+9.68 0.01

Thigh muscle/( pg/kg)

23 AEWEE AA ABMEFEMAAREL
EiL oA

M 4 AT, 5 CON 4UAf EL, SS 41, SeY 41 .
HMSeBA 44 il Nano-Se £H PRI XY IfiL 75 #1 i )LGSH-Px
TG PR 2 2T (P<0.05) , (B & Al 5 2H 22 7] P A% g
WL GSH-Px i PETC i 2 22 5% (P>0.05) , #4122
AR IfiL ¥ . B AL AN R UL T-SOD i | T-AOC K&
MDA &It 2% % (P>0.05) ,
2.4 AEMEXT AA B A 7R

MR 5 AT, 25 4 22 8] PR e JUL R UL Y 2
IR KR  pPH s i« PHoy p LR Ly

Loy busmin Doy HE LW E 2 R (P>0.05), 5§
SeY #1 #l HMSeBA 4 #H [t , Nano-Se £H 11 Jiig JUL 1)
ays oo (35 T+ (P<0.05) ;{H 5 CON 41 /i1 SS 41
#H I, Nano-Se #4119 Jig AL a,; ,, TG W 3% 22 = (P>
0.05), S B RXGERAL ay; . ay,, T #H %
S (P>0.05)

3 i
3.1 AEMEN AA BB EKEEERNZIN

TR T 2l RE 5 23 S W AR KA RE (BN T
IR s e Kk e e R E A fr 257, 5



2028 o ¥ B F

S

G T B0 AL B ) R o 90 K A | e R A i A A 2R
SR PT3E  BE R e A ORI A K M
gt AR, 5 CON 4 M H, el B s
0.3 mg/kgZ KM AT g 2 AR 1 ~21 Hi#¥ M F/G,
SRTARFFR AR — 8, AR ARG
Jn0.3 mg/kg WA FER 4N | WERERN | DL— A 2R 2 R
T2 K T X PR A K P i G W 3 R R e
AR ST, G R B | I T AR R R — AR R
SR R4 K Tl 8 i X PR RS 4% B B R AR L ADG
ADFI X1 ~42HBF/GL B F¥ W, X5

Bakhshalinejad %5:'°’ Fl Boostani %" iy 45 i —
B, ARI ST, RIS DA [ AR YR X R A £
W Bt i) 1A H | ADG 1 ADFI JG 2 3 5 i, 7 E 2
AL 5 Atk ) R HP A A B B (0.14,0.18 mg/kg) B
e I AR KT 2" fE1~21 H
% Nano-Se 41 I X i) F/G A%, 7] fig /& 4 K 4
HA—E NP MY e = AR
PRI AT W A2 T g 3 I R AR
AR AIR IS T 42 H i 25 A AR E AR R A

x4 AEWEE AA AGMFFAATELERAZN

Table 4 Effects of different Se sources on indexes of antioxidant in serum and muscle of AA broilers

WiH 205 Groups Pl
Items CON SS SeY HMSeBA Nano-Se ~ F-value
L% Serum
2 e ik S AL B "
.38+77.96° .61+166.27° .98+166.25" .82+109.07° 43%£191.57"  0.04
GSH-Px/( U/mL) 1 695.38+77.96° 2 021.61£166.27% 2 292.98+166.25" 2 379.82+109.07" 2 231.43+191.57
v k=t s
G AL P Rl 297.00+39.76 280.85+21.76 337.40+28.80 311.45%+19.29 343.52+23.77 0.45
T-SOD/(U/mL)
FEEE=R A =W
8.10x1.06 7.17£1.33 7.70£1.08 7.97+£0.98 7.81x1.49 0.99
T-AOC/(U/mL)
AR 2.77+£0.34 2.35+£0.45 2.11+0.17 2.00+0.20 2.09+0.18 0.31
MDA/ ( nmol/mL)
M4 L Breast muscle
s Ny
LT L AL Al 22.73+2.39 20.68+1.93 19.91+2.50 31.03+7.24 19.21+0.84 0.14
GSH-Px/(U/mg prot)
B A Y
AL LAl 0.73+0.08 0.60+0.04 0.62+0.04 0.65+0.09 0.62+0.04 0.66
T-SOD/(U/mg prot)
SRR T
0.17+£0.01 0.21+0.04 0.18+£0.02 0.23+£0.03 0.19+0.02 0.55
T-AOC/(U/mg prot)
N
0.98+0.20 1.33+0.54 0.76+0.08 0.98+0.12 0.74+0.11 0.55
MDA/ ( nmol/mg prot)
i L Thigh muscle
A5 W ast 404k 4 il )
59.09+1.33 76.51x1.77° 73.02+3.91° 74.60+7.99° 72.11+4.77" <0.01
GSH-Px/(U/mg prot) * * * * *
B B
ALY AR 1.48+0.13 1.58+0.10 1.71+0.16 1.49+0.08 1.37+0.10 0.37
T-SOD/(U/mg prot)
By A L RE
SRS 0.22+0.03 0.21+0.05 0.27+0.04 0.24+0.02 0.21+£0.01 0.40
T-AOC/(U/mg prot)
N
2.37+£1.45 1.05+£0.39 0.77+0.29 1.07+0.34 1.11+0.50 0.54

MDA/ ( nmol/mg prot)

32 AEMWEN AA ABMFMANATSEN
A1)

AR S N ] 2 = 3l 00T AUL IR 2 2 A
i, AN RV 5 AR B ) 2H 2 b B I R R AN A [

9T & B0, FRDRE TR I 0.25 5% 0.30 mg/kg B9 44 K
il STV 78 P 4 | T - G i 0 i — A G B 2 R 1 W 4
T PRI R 2 ARG e, L) DK G 0 8 e — i 4 2 2 1R
78 0 2 SR AR T R R 4, Bakhshalinejad
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A5 L0V DALY ] R R S 0 A ) A R & PR, 4N K il 4
A 16 JULARG &5 e 2 35 T DL-AR AR AR 4l Ak
5 v ALK VAR AN (W) 35 T B w5 PR XS I v L e AL AN
Ji ILAT & 45, H Nano-Se 4H A9 MGG & B & & T
SeY 41, 15 BUIZ L4 1Y i X AT RE 5 00 AR AR 9 A AR
WK AR A DG, TCHLAN 3222 LA fA] SR 9 8y Oy Kk Ay
W AR, A AILARG = 22 L Bhas a0 Oy ST

K5 AEWEN AA ABALARR

WA, T 9 K AT R 3 2ok g sh B ORI = Bh i s
J5 AT AR [ 5 IC ML A L, 44
KA LA B T %) 2 T 3% e A 4 Ak B Y IR
HFT & B E R fE A AU h & R, HAR
I 45F T, Nano-Se 21 %) 5 UL AR ILAR 75 & 2K T
HMSeBA 411 SeY 41,5 SS 41 4H 2, H 5 K ik 7
i I R G0 i — 2 E

AL

Table 5 Effects of different Se sources on muscle quality of AA broilers

Wi H #H%] Groups P
Items CON SS SeY HMSeBA Nano-Se P-value
M5 L Breast muscle
FRAE M Cooking loss/ % 32.95+1.55 34.47+1.29 33.15+0.77 36.02+3.16 34.04+1.54 0.78
7K 4512 Drip loss/% 3.23£0.12 3.49+0.21 3.13+0.39 3.13+0.17 3.35£0.16  0.78
PH,5 win 6.73+0.04 6.63x0.04 6.54+0.09 6.58+0.09 6.61+0.05 0.33
pH,, 5.98+0.06 5.91+£0.07 6.01+£0.08 5.91+0.07 5.97+0.08 0.84
Lo 49.03+0.75 50.55+1.32 50.12£0.97 51.12+0.49 47.79£1.32  0.15
L., 53.82+1.78 56.00+£1.22 56.08+1.63 56.51+£1.00 54.64+1.29 0.63
ke 855 min 8.79+0.72° 8.80£0.93"* 6.82+0.30° 7.16+0.22° 9.33+£0.81*  0.04
Meat color Ay, 9.77+0.90 9.75+0.60 7.88+0.38 8.53+0.79 8.93+0.59 0.25
bl 10.28+0.46 10.11:0.60 8.4120.30 8.050.35 10.23£0.84  0.16
boyn 9.88+0.78 9.93+0.75 8.59+1.04 7.58+0.61 10.16+0.67 0.13
BB L Thigh muscle
FRAEWLR Cooking loss/ % 34.60+1.44 39.21+0.89 38.66+1.28 34.14+2.71 37.76x+0.86 0.10
7K 12 Drip loss/% 3.21x0.31 3.44+0.24 3.19+0.18 3.17£0.16 3.19+0.25  0.92
PH 5 min 6.59+0.03 6.56+0.02 6.51£0.05 6.43+0.08 6.52+0.05 0.27
pH,, 6.49+0.03 6.44+0.09 6.46x+0.07 6.40+0.05 6.42+0.06 0.87
L. 54.60+1.47 52.87+0.71 53.65+1.36 53.24=0.96 54.32+1.65  0.86
Ly, 56.92+1.36 52.91+1.60 55.60+1.12 53.77+1.37 53.80+0.90 0.24
P 6, aj .. 9.65+0.72 9.7620.39 9.63+0.42 9.10+0.54 9.58+0.52  0.92
Meat color a, 9.47+0.93 10.73+£0.92 8.48+0.36 8.89+0.82 8.72+0.43 0.20
b5 min 10.86+0.41 10.05+0.53 10.62+0.79 9.46x0.46 10.39+0.70 0.51
boy 6.42+0.72 9.11+0.35 7.42+0.85 7.61+£0.57 8.25+0.78 0.12

L" .52/ brightness;a” : £ redness;b” : #{ i yellowness,

3.3 FAEWEIEX AA ABM AL EE R
YA ZE VLR N B ZE P E L RS
Z—, ¥ E il i3 T-SOD ,GSH-Px . T-AOC #il MDA
SRR LA BT A LRE S . H, GSH-Px J&
SHTRY () 5 G i, G IS M T R S AL AR L AU
S KRS I A ) A Y AT 3 S ek A 2 S
M5  GSH-Px 6 PE" | &Nk, GSH-Px 1Y
T AR 7 A R RN e A R R LA A
BUAT RO AR E B & T #F Re 5 & 4 BT Ak T
fig , (LKA /Y 2 e 2 Ab 72 T I BR AR N it 2 B

P 2 AR T I HUAT A ALAG ) AR
L5 CON 41AH Hb, 1l KR8 fin A ) A Y8 ] 12 955 1L 385 A
[ AL GSH-Px i ;{H 5 SS 4H . SeY 4 Al HMSeBA
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Effects of Different Selenium Sources on Growth Performance,
Serum and Muscle Selenium Contents, Antioxidant
Capacity and Meat Quality of Broilers

ZHAO Yawei' TANG Jiayong' JIA Gang' TIAN Gang' LIU Guangmang' CHEN Xiaoling'
CAI Jingyi1 KANG Bo®> ZHAO Hua'"
(1. Key Laboratory of Animal Disease-Resistant Nutrition, Ministry of Education, Animal Nutrition Institute, Sichuan
Agricultural University, Chengdu 611130, China; 2. College of Animal Science and Technology,
Sichuan Agricultural University, Chengdu 611130, China)

Abstract.; This experiment was conducted to study the effects of difference selenium sources on growth per-
formance, serum and muscle selenium contents, antioxidant capacity and meat quality of broilers. A total of
450 one-day-old Arbor Acres ( AA) male broilers were selected and randomly divided into 5 groups with 6 rep-
licates per group and 15 broilers per replicate. The control group (CON group) was fed a basal diet without se-
lenium addition, and experimental groups were fed the basal diets supplemented with 0.3 mg/kg ( as selenium )
sodium selenium ( SS group) , selenium-enriched yeast ( SeY group), 2-hydroxy-4-methylselenobutanoic acid
(HMSeBA group) and nano-selenium ( Nano-Se group) , respectively. The experiment lasted for 42 days. The
results showed as follows: 1) there were no significant differences in body weight, average daily gain and av-
erage daily feed intake of broilers among all groups ( P>0.05). Compared with the CON group, SeY group
and HMSeBA group, the feed to gain ratio of broilers during 1 to 21 days of age of Nano-Se group was signifi-
cantly deceased ( P<0.05).2) Compared with the CON group, the contents of selenium in breast muscle and
thigh muscle of broilers of SS group, SeY group, HMSeBA group and Nano-Se group were significantly in-
creased (P<0.05). The contents of selenium in breast muscle and thigh muscle of broilers in each groups from
high to low were HMSeBA group> SeY group > Nano-Se group~ SS group>CON group. 3) Compared with
the CON group, the activity of glutathione peroxidase ( GSH-Px) in serum and thigh muscle of broilers of SS
group, SeY group, HMSeBA group and Nano-Se group was significantly increased ( P<0.05). There were no
significant differences in total superoxide dismutase ( T-SOD) activity, total antioxidant capacity ( T-AOC)
and malondialdehyde (MDA) content in serum, breast muscle and thigh muscle of broilers among all groups
(P>0.05). 4) There were no significant differences in cooking loss, drip loss, pH and brightness (L") and
yellowness (b" ) values in breast muscle and thigh muscle of broilers among all groups ( P>0.05). Compared
with the SeY group and HMSeBA group, the breast muscle 45 min redness (a” ) value of Nano-Se group was
significantly increased ( P<0.05). In conclusion, in present study, dietary supplementation of difference seleni-
um sources has no significant effects on average daily gain and average daily feed intake of broilers, but dietary
nano-selenium decease the feed to gain ratio of broilers during 1 to 21 days of age; dietary supplementation of
difference selenium sources increase the contents of selenium in serum and muscle; dietary nano-selenium can
improve the meat quality to some extent.[ Chinese Journal of Animal Nutrition, 2021, 33(4) :2024-2032 ]
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