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BIAERETT HRB ArmEET W F OWPRET B/aIs” B U
(LSO TR 55 L BhRe BIH 45001152, Hrfuse Ml ¥ VE 5 FFBE B, JRIX 430070
3. WEMEEBE TR BELD I 46300054, TTHIA L K ¥V 5 R BBz B 450002)

i OE: KRB R AR T R CR NN b B8 BR 44 Fm 2 2 AR——
B FF Al 3 AP AR IR ARG A M RS AN E N R, IR 50 B4R T Z & 300
BN RS L, AN EL,HAELI5 R, K WA RA, AR A AR, X2 A
B PR A B R AR R b R A 15% 38 B 75 R 09 KB A AR, IR I 3 4 LA R R XA 2 LA AR P o AR
Fm1.60 mg/kg A% ER 44 F= 730 mg/kg B F A% 64 K B 4R, K B 5 4049 R R Ak Al 4 R b R e
15% ‘& MY 5 e X 44k, X3 A 38 d, ZREAV D) AMPAR P RNEWE FERTEER
BEMFREF R FREE(P<0.05), 2F BARA R (P <0.05) ; A mBE £ T 2 53 & & %
E(P<0.05),mikmEBYm LHRMPHFHSE S ERHLEEZH (P>
0.05), 2) R ah4AR R An LARER4h (B H A Fe g ME B H TR EF RS EMEE(P<0.01),
AP e mE A E M IREES TR EMBRMA(P<0.01), 2948 2 FA& T BB MM (P <
0.01) ; BB R A Z MK I 6938 KM 3 An 3 AP A5 R 20 R AR AL RODDR Ay B 5 > g
Y > DARRAN, AWML FKTAIBA(P<0.01), T4, BB T ARG B/E 7, 1L
A AR TR B AS Bl B R TR IS8 5 fe AR AN ; BB E M EREE ST
T AR ER AN LM B B AR T B A AR 3 AP RR R R AR AL R KRN Ay B AR > g AR E R > A

BRAM o

KR : G AR fa; L ABRBRAA ; BE B AR R A AR A AR AL B
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Bl 2 Bl 4 AR A AN T R/ B BB T R, R AL AR
U AL DT 3R e T Ak A I B A AR
FAN o g A, R A 2/3 1 X B, e
R £5 A3 A A2 AR D0 T, An e 5 22 2 3t
AL BRI ) 5 B O B SRR T R R A A P
( F B AESBRAE P AT WIR AT E
Tl H R AR I JCA LA —— I Al 2 84 ( sodium selenite,
SS) il L B AR R B B Ly TR A 7 R LA
5 SEAPTR 4 79 AR R 25 A AR v O o )
BIPRGH Al RE T AR 858 5 e, AT BR A 1 JC LA £E
TR AN o HLH AT — 28 5 58 B BR A A 1k Al

5 B H9 ;2013 —01 —20

NEHKS:1006-267X(2013)07-1603-07

FHAARTR 5445 D 2l 9y 608 b 58 590 , 0 J it MR 72 7 4%
VAR F a6 2545 P A AL P S B0, T A DU A g
TE S ) T AR R S T IV R A 2R JE LA . G 4ROk
BEA IR A, AT R BUARTE S P HLAR A 32
LI HUE X AR TR, 5 JE AL AR L, A B
B AT A SR AT PSR PR IR S A
LA PEAERE R, DI, w5 28O PN IR Y T 4 55 0
WM E N S 3 B FR e R s i 2~ H
BT, A LA AP S 0 77) 35 22 42, 45 1% £ Al ( selenium-
enriched yeast,SY) |28 & F Ak A1 2 1 A8 55 , 11 )i
B ) A A ) B A T SR 1) A i —— 1

EEWE "+ 07 EERESCE RIS H (2011BADI7B04 ) 5 i 144 5 45 A0 T 4R B T 20 5 By - 0 H (2012A232) 5307 /9 4 B

T35 [ (132102110055 ) 5 65 M 4L 11 22435 H (2012A20)

TEHE B AR (1977—) 5 I pg i m N, T, @282, 2 Gl Az 7= S5 R0 P AL #F5E . E-mail: hhf607 @ 163. com
« BWAEE N, #04% , 14 R il , E-mail ; jiexI@263. net; &2, Z04% , 1+ 4= S )i , E-mail; hucx @ mail. hzau. edu. cn



1604 g

it

Fr

S

25 4

BEAR B R AR L Bt BT LATE A 7 s 52 31— 2 1Y
BRI o T AR e Ak A R A A 2
I3 o AR AR A2 A1) FH AR 40 W s I AL AT - HE 4%
A6 A DA 55 A, 8 5 bk e NS s 3h )
XPRI ) 7 25 o Y H A AR P A 7 it 2 2
U INL DN SN T NG AN TR Y DS SR i
TEHEAE o ARG TR Pl X N 55 20 4 19 T st 5 38
A H ST LR 3 B IR X 3 A 7 1 RE Y 52
Wi fFF 90 B R WL T o PR I AR SR A 1 A 40 Al
JH——& il 5 15 ( selenium-enriched alfalfa, SA) |
TCAILA 5 VARG PR B L 2B A I —— I BE AR  OR
WEFE 3 Fofo A7 9050 0T 2 A8 A= 7 PR e R A O i SRR AL
BRI, A (5 AR 2 A RN R B 9 T & A
FEHERE 0 BRI L B KA R I Oy 4 A i AR
MR AL S R BOR A A AT AR

1 MRS ®
1.1 WHiE

AT PR 4, 3 A 40, Al i Dy 45. 5% , R
A2y 12 R0 BIF 5 Bl 7 s T B ARG (R A 44 Sel-Plex
50) , Bl 1 000 mg/kg, A LN 5 5 95% (Jit

M0 , LB Alltech 20 5] 7 s & B H 45, A
PR AR 5 5 5. 97 mg/kg, Horp A AILAN &
Hoh 66.32% ;338 E 15 ( common alfalfa, CA) , iy
ARG 7 A5 RO 0. 37 mg/kg, Horp AT AILAN 5
B HN44.17% ,
1.2 306 18 4R % 17 AR A 7K

IR R oK — SR B A i M, L H R BR
Tl NRC(1994) fifitRifE Ay 0. 10 mg/kg ] ZAh, ¥
Hi2 48 NRC (1994 ) 1 7= 26 £ 4% FF o 7 92 JE 4T IC 1L
(1) JERbIRRAE AT IR AL (CK) 8 3538 5 1
VR 0 A R R, SRS HE 15% BV I S
) BEAly pe) R b TC ) ok A A R A A 2
RIS TR, 5 IV 75 7 0 R I TR0 2 ARG Y 43 ) LA
1.60 F1 730 mg/kg [ 7 45 1 2 FE i 4 1) 34 3
T A )RR b G ) RS TV A TR A R BR AR 2 e
R ARDRR , SR S R A ) AR R X 6 )RR R,
K22k 3 mm () FURLIEDRL KA fRDRR 838 1 A 1
0 AR AR IV R b AR T A 3 R A
il A ) AR 0 G 5 001 O 0. 1540, 182,
0.951.0.942 F10.944 mg/kg.

®1 ERARAMREFRKT (RTFEAM)

Table 1 Composition and nutrient levels of the basal diet (air-dry basis) %

JE#l Ingredients £ 1= Content 27K F- Nutrient levels® i Content
F K Corn 65.00 fRi4HE ME/(MJ/kg) 11.58

K =4 Soybean meal 14.. 60 HE H 5 CP 15.42

%k fz Bran 2.00 HHET4E CF 3.61
fa#) Fish meal 8.00 AR Lys 0.74

H ¥ Bone powder 1.00 FE AR Met 0.32
£r£h NaCl 0.35 5% Cys 0.23
YA Z R AL Vitamin premix’ 0.05 45 Ca 3.55
B T E Wil Trace mineral premix® 1.00 WP 0.73

1 #; Limestone 8.00 fify Se/(mg/kg) 0.15
431 Total 100. 00

V4T R &4 One kilogram of the diet contained as follows: VA 12 000 IU, VD, 3 000 IU, VE 20 IU, VK 2 mg,VB,,
0.015 mg, VB, 1.5 mg, #%# % riboflavin 4. 5 mg, VB, 3.0 mg, 44 % biotin 0. 1 mg, M2 folic acid 0. 5 mg, {4 {2 niacin

20 mg,Z i pantothenic acid 10.0 mg,

2 G 5L iAM A4 One kilogram of the diet contained as follows: Mn 60. 0 mg,Zn 50.0 mg,Fe 25.0 mg,Cu 5.0 mg,I

0.5 mg,

DA RE A AR, Fi Ay M SZii{E . ME was a calculated value, while the others were measured values.

1.3 eSS BRFEMPIRE
e FHTAT R 4 XA B 2P & R X 300 B (77 3K

RN Ty 82% ,50 JH M) HEHL K 5 4, B4 4 A4

HA L RAEE S TE, FIE3 PRI 4 B
TR P AR 1 bR AR AR o e 1 2 D X BR 2 4]
PAFE A ARDAR 5 X 2 21 D 5 1 A B A AR 20 5 1K
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B 3 .45 443 ) Ay VA R ik 36 4 AR 2 | 1 B AT
TG AR 2 AN A A R AR AL, H H R
YK, 25 Bl 5 44 5 X% Y IR S 6 AT T A
4y ) LR ity ) W IR 2 LS T A ) R A I 174 3
IR AR, I A 38 do AR I YA 7,14 .21 .28
38 KN4 21 A 5 A AT A4 AR AR T I
T4 CUKH b H 80 0 R b e S G 1 4k
PERE

1.4 A£7-HEERNNERITER X

I W (8] B H DLEE & O BRI SR R R L R
ORI R R H R P E
O R, LS 1 BRI R AR &
BHELL, EE (%) =100 x @7~ EE/ (G H
Box R¥O ,FHEE(g) = A7 ER/ Y E S,
HERlg/(H - d) ] =87 EE/ (R xR
B ARERE[/(H -d)] = B RER/(XGH
B KB BHE L = Bk R/ BEE,

1.5 WEEMNERF*

RS - 7725960635 1% (GB 5009—
2010 ) I 72 FR) R A0 AR RO S o RO A 0 A% 4
TR AR VF B TE 45 5 5 B Pan 257 19 07 1 4k
PREERE 5 B 4 CI ) R A R A 34 T 1, AR
Flg Ko M FE WG B AE KR KT ARG
#H .

KEFFRI E AR MEA IF RE AR 45 2 ¢ 2240, 40
A 250 mL HIE [/ =i, 05 A 10. 0 mL 5
AR SR TR AR (RBLEL Ry 1:9) KUK BE BE 2R,
T B IHAET. ROH TR
b CIH AR AN 1 180 °C) |, I Ko A M IR A R -
VAL R G e T I AR A A S IR, T4k 22
IR ERFF A 2 mL 247, VIR 28T B4,
TN 6 mol/L £ 8 5 mL, 4k 452 fin #1217 i 725 H
HrL O A A ME ., WAL E 50 mL
R ERRSFH B—2 8 AR
5455 25 mL 28R, in 1 mL (1 10% (524
B0 PR AL A R, H 3 mol/L (13 IRV Wi
SEZS, [T R 2l K 50 R b ofE 2 B9 ( GBW
08551 ) YE=s [ X% BE FUBR MEFE 5 X B, A AL 2¢
T A 2 A A
1.6 EWEELE

RETTY R A = R T e Sy TR (1

EFEAR (% ) = (1 kg WL
fil§ 2R/ A2 7 1 kg R B ek 1Y)

fifi RFLE) x 100,
1.7 Zitsth
P £t 75 5% A Excel 2003 1 SPSS 12.0 4;
TR, SR F AR50 AT LSD 36 X 56 B4 o 15
ZE T2 8 AL

2 HR5HMH
2.1 AEAEIRERT &G & P RE RSN

H % 2 AL, A 00 09 45 4L (|) ZE XS H R 2
P EE R EREAREZET (P>
0.05) o BEREAGZL A Al B 1 AL H - S e
X HE L4y B HE B T 4.83% (P >0.05) Fl 5. 30%
(P <0.05) , BLEE Eb He X B2 290 51 F#AIK T 4. 05%
(P>0.05)F14.50% (P <0.05) , 5@ 5154 %
X H = H X AR T 2.50% (P >0.05),
BHE L X IRAIREAE T 2.25% (P >0.05) . 5%
A LA L TR A AR AT A A H
EEE T E AL, RHE AL T W A
HEEFHARE (P <0.05) ; 1M AN IR G4 24 &
X H 7= 8 AR BL B A AL A R AR T
2.79% FI4EE T 1.84% (P >0.05) ; 5 W fifi iR 4
YA b, B RE AT AL A0 A RS LR XS H R
B T 5.20% f15.68% (P <0.05) , BL 5 K4y
BIREAE T 3.62% F14.07% (P >0.05) .

R A] S 2 & N - A (R 2) . HXTI
LA L, SN SE A LA R A A A ARG
J7 R AR A AN () R B A B v 5 VAN 0 S i R A 4D
A TR BN 3 (P >0. 05) 5 L 605 2 Fi
A e 2 L X B o s T 3.98% (P <
0.05) F14.26% (P >0.05) ,(HFFELAN2H 5 & Al
fEHZ AR E (P <0.05) &8 5 fH 4 X ™
HORIEXT IR 7 1.92% (P >0.05) ; 5338
A5 AURH Eb , T B A0 2 R0 B A A BN R R
BANFEFEER & HERARE (P <0.05), MMiE
G 1R A 2 R NG 7™ B R A L IR R IR T 0. 11%
(P>0.05), 55 ARERENLLAH L , 1 B0 21 70 & A
EAE AL 5= R WA R Al R T
4.10% 1 4.38% (P <0.05) ,

IR G R B U LA R A AR
FH R S X A AN N W A A
MG b %ot L 7= B R A W R ), S N AT T A
Al E R R A H A, B R UR R L, AR
TS A VA R N R R A R RS H R AR
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Table 2  Effects of Se source on production performance of laying hens
i H SR A H FHEE AR
4153 . . . : FHE JrER
Daily feed intake/ Daily egg production/ Average egg Shell-less and
Groups Feed/egg ) Laying rate/%
[g/(H - d)] [g¢/(H - d)] weight/g broken eggs rate/ %
1 120.86 £2.03 50.33 £2.24%  2.22£0.06° 62.20 +1.47 1.602 +0.132 80.92 +1.39°
2 121.13 +2.27 51.59 +£1.39"  2.17£0.06" 62.56=1.15 1.594 £0.239 82.47 £1.41%
3 119.73 £1.99 50.15 0. 88° 2.21 £0.06" 62.04 £1.12 1.607 £0.136 80.83 £1.39°
4 121.17 £2.26 52.76 £2.30% 2.13£0.06™ 62.72£1.37 1.603 +0.138 84.14 2. 26"
5 121.31 £2.15 53.00+1.01° 2.12+0.06° 62.82+1.08 1.432 +0.182 84.37 +2.26"

) 1 KA B AR A ) B R OR 22 AN .35 (P >0.05) AR A/NE FRER IR 22 5 35 (P < 0. 05) , AR RS 7 B3R 22 5+
B (P<0.01), £3 fizk4 [,
In the same column, values with the same letter superscripts mean no significant difference ( P >0.05) , while with different

small letter superscripts mean significant difference (P <0.05), and with different capital letter superscripts mean significant

difference (P <0.01). The same as Table 3 and Table 4.

2.2 AEWHEXNEWSEFMN

i 2% 3 WA, B IR X A A A A B R
50 BRZH AR LE, 1 30 45 o B, T 18 S i S A 2 44
i B G R G A A R R A B R AR A i (P <
0.01) , B&AN LI, Wi 3 Ff A s m fiff AN 5 i
Ay B B 31, 16% ., 143. 22% . 62. 31% (P <
0.01),H 3 Fhfili i =z ] to 3% 22 5 i B & (P <
0.01) ;53858 B 75 LA L, 35856 45 B BE A Jin 0 4G
PR BRI R AT A 38 T 2 e 2 R
A (P <0.05 3 P <0.01) , 845,

UNTIN 3 Tl G R AR AR ) R 120 99%
109.52% .39.83% (P <0.01) , H. 3 FlfifiJ& = [a]
K22 e 3 (P <0.01) s 7EIRE0 25 B B S R A~ ik
B 97,3 AT Y 2 B A S i KN BRI
B0 > w R AE > AT R AN 5 A T T
HEE AN & o WA 3 TR IR 16. 08% (P <
0.01), H &A1 & 2 B 50 30 1) 4 K i
I, FEAER A 38 K A B AT 2 1 1 B o
FE TSR 7,14 .21 28 S B AH WA IR ALY &
Wi (P <0.05 8 P<0.01,%4),

3 WMEMNEWRSENZN
Table 3 Effects of Se Source on Se content in egg mg/kg

1) R 5 K HL Days of experiment/d iﬁ?’:ﬁ/ﬂﬁgﬂfﬁ
Groups Mean in

7 14 21 28 38 experimental period
1 0.176 £0.003> 0.173 £0.004> 0.206 +0.010™ 0.211 £0.006™ 0.230 £0.000™ 0.199 +0. 002"
2 0.212 £0.009°  0.220 £0.012° 0.229 £0.002°" 0.240 +0.012°°* 0.255 +0.009" 0.231 0. 005"
3 0.236 £0.011°  0.241 £0.020° 0.260 £0.008% 0.275 +0.002° 0.296 £0.002 0.261 0. 008
4 0.380 £0.013* 0.412 £0.002** 0.517 +0.033** 0.532 £0.041** 0.578 £0. 006" 0.484 +0.001*
5 0.275 +0.018% 0.283 £0.017° 0.326 +0.012% 0.341 £0.018%° 0.391 +0.002% 0.323 £0.001""

2.3 AREWEXEWEEELRE R0
I 5 nl L, il Y5 %) 25 A8 4 25 A A 1k 2R AT AL
SR o 50k ML A LE , ST A TR 7 4L % R 2H

S T ALY E A R B EAR T
78.64% 58.47% \72.24% (P <0.01) , H. W ffi {ig
CUEEIN SR N RTINS R iR C R R TR S e
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03 31 HE 58 7S ALK T 78 75% .58. 69% |
72.39% (P <0.01) ; H 3 PG 5 21 8 X9 1Y 2K i 4
b %2 Tl B (P <0.01) ;3 iy 5 45 Al 4 1k

KNG Hp - B BEAG > & B 45 > WATER . 5
YR AL, Sl s A ML R T
0.53% (P >0.05) .

x4 EBEWLEHTE
Table 4 The dynamic change of Se content in egg mg/kg
WLl N 2f 51| Groups
Days of experiment/d 1 2 3 4 5

7 0.176 £0.003%  0.212 +0.009 0.236 £0.011>  0.380 £0.013“  0.275 +0.018
14 0.173 £0.004%  0.220 £0.012°¢  0.241 £0.020™  0.412 £0.002°  0.283 £0.017
21 0.206 £0.010%  0.229 £0.002°  0.260 £0.008%®  0.517 £0.033%®  0.326 +0.012™
28 0.211 £0.006  0.240 £0.012**®  0.275+0.002**  0.532 +0.041**  0.341 =0.018™
38 0.230 £0.000*  0.255 +0.009* 0.296 £0.002*  0.578 £0.006™  0.391 £0.002*
x5 WEMEWELRIIZIE

Table 5 Effects of Se source on Se conversion rate in egg %
ity 21 5| Groups
Index 1 2 3 4 5
AL R

58.15+1.65%  58.46 +1.62*

Egg Se conversion rate

12.42 +0.26™

24.15 £0.52% 16.14 +£0.30°

JEARARTR PR R 22 S AN 3 (P> 0. 05) , AN F/NG PR IR 25 57 B35 (P <0.05) AR S 58 320w 26 5 3%

(P<0.01).

Values with the same letter superscripts mean no significant difference ( P >0.05), while with different small letter super-

scripts mean significant difference (P <0.05), and with different capital letter superscripts mean significant difference (P <

0.01).

3 W it
3.1 AEWHEXEGE =N
28 52 4 450V Payne 261 HRGH , WS A HLAT
s TCATUAT X B3 1 A = PR REVR A S2 I (P >0.05) 5
T K 2 VO RS R I, A P BE 4R v A Y
P EFEMH & E (P <0.05) , B FF IR R L
(P <0.05) ; H w5 b 2 3000 U8 A LA AE &
FREAEAERKMERR (P <0.05) , B ERFICE E L
(P <0.05) . ASHFFE K I, VR0 A6 15 7 5% B
YIhe o R S A R R (P <0..05) , T i
T A TG R A %o B R 1 BT A A PR BE 4R AR 3
B WE (P >0.05) 5 (I R G 41 19 7 2 %
X R, AL T E E A, X R T
O E S — A LT
3.2 AEMBEMEMSERELENEID
NFNS] W A oy B R T O W B AR A, T R
EERFEE B e L&, Bt S8

OISR (RO WNE NS R TV S A S S i U =
AMIETE B, TCVE WS I AT P N T B Y 3 s
I E B RE AR . P e SR AN ) 5 (P <0.01) X —
g HLE—JEFB] T Cantor 2512 Hassan' "' 1 Lat-
shaw 2 [y 48 58 | BIVARDRRL S ARG i 2 4 09 ) 5
5 WS I BILARG (B 00 R A A ) Y A R A
RO S TN R A 4L (P <0.01) |3 X —
4k 0L 5 Utterback 25" Payne %§'°  Cantor 2"
1 Paton 2517 14 £ S A — B0 T AT LA 4 ] 7
AR 4 05— & 0 7 A 7 BTG % R A AR B KT
JEBERN (P <0.01) , 3X A g 53X 2 Rl I Y A HLAN
A O, A LA ZH AR B A LA
0.794 mg/kg, & A 1 15 2 1) KR (%) A HLAR & 4 ok
0.590 mg/kg, 7 S Al & 5t AH [F] B9 48 50 T, 1R
A LRI e v R B, X A A RN A
BUAT L TCATLAT 2 W W ) A 0 B, AT DA B g 3 e
TG 58 2 A8 2 Ak 228 K /N oy < T B > 5 A
5 > WA ERAN
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AWFFE A KB, 3 A P 4 Y JE A 5 Ak SR 4
WERT X RAL(P <0.01) , 1fif 538 75 4L S %
AR ENFE & F X HRAL (P >0.05) o 3 156 B 24 1l A
MG 75 F v T A R, X X G 1 UAC e T 5 ) R
& R C . J34h, iR 5 38 KEF R 3 Fl
TG 5 2 A X BTG 34 3 A B TR AR
7.14 .21 28 KA Al 5 2 ) BT S (P <
0.058% P <0.01) , I Ky B AN 7 2 B ik 55 1 Y
FMIE I, 2 Ut B AR R rh i G 2 K 0 B (] (7% e
Kt sEd . X451 55Ky
AT F 5T 45 FEAHZE L, 0 Echevarria 251 47
SEEGE AL Rl DR i s =l B iR N N BT N1 A
FTFE (P <0.01) ,3X Al 58t FAlAE Sl 2 P 1)
SRR T EL

4 % it

QO R 8 o0 e G A ) 3 2 A X A 7 M R
8 R M W A0 I B G i 10 Sk G T e A IR

() FRDHRL R 45 000 S R Y T R 0 e A
PRt 2 B e AN A VR0 A0 A Al 0 R
A5 e A S 2 o T S N I PR N (E A S AR T
AN I T R 5 0 5 A O ) A

@) AP FR Bt | T B 00 SR A 3 Rl U AR
AR AL AR RN g - I BRA > 6 609 1 7 > Al
R, EL 3 o 5 ) S 5 A R A A T X
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Abstract; This research was conducted to compare the effects of selenium ( Se) supplementation as forms of
plant Se—Se-rich alfalfa, inorganic Se—sodium selenite and biological Se—Se-rich yeast on the production
performance, egg Se content and conversion rate of laying hens. Three hundred healthy Roman hens, 50
weeks old, were randomly divided into 5 groups with 4 replicates per group and 15 laying hens per replicate.
Group 1 was fed a basal diet as control, group 2 was fed the basal diet supplemented with 15 percent of com-
mon alfalfa, groups 3 and 4 were fed the group 2 diet supplemented with 1. 60 mg/kg sodium selenite and
730 mg/kg Se yeast, respectively, and group 5 was fed the basal diet supplemented with 15 percent of Se-rich
alfalfa. The experiment lasted for 38 days. The results showed as follows: 1) the addition of Se-rich alfalfa in
the basal diet could significantly increase laying rate and daily egg production ( P <0.05) , and decrease feed/
egg (P <0.05) ; the addition of Se-rich yeast could also significantly increase laying rate (P <0.05). There
was no significant effect on daily egg production and feed/egg with the addition of common alfalfa, sodium
selenite and Se-rich yeast (P >0.05). 2) The addition of sodium selenite, Se-rich yeast and Se-rich alfalfa in
the basal diet could significantly increase the Se content in egg (P <0.01). The Se content in egg in the group
supplemented with Se-rich alfalfa was significantly higher than that in the group supplemented with sodium sele-
nite (P <0.01), but it was significantly lower than that in the group supplemented with Se-rich yeast ( P <
0.01). The Se content in egg in all groups was increased with experimental time passing. The order of Se
conversion rate in egg in the three Se source groups was as follows: Se-rich yeast > Se-rich alfalfa > sodium sel-
enite , however, it was significantly lower than that in the control group (P <0.01). As for as production per-
formance of laying hens, Se-rich alfalfa is slightly superior to Se-rich yeast, but it is very superior to common
alfalfa and sodium selenite, Se content in egg in the group supplemented with Se-rich alfalfa is significantly
lower than that in the group supplemented with Se-rich yeast, and is significantly higher than that in the group
supplemented with sodium selenite; the order of Se conversion rate in the three Se source groups is Se-rich
yeast > Se-rich alfalfa > sodium selenite. [ Chinese Journal of Animal Nutrition, 2013, 25(7) :1603-1609 ]
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