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Gather Characteristics of Selenium in Potato
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Abstract
duction of selenium-enriched potato products. [ Method ] Selenium contents in potato tuber were detected under different soil selenium levels

[ Objective | To explore the gather characteristics of selenium in potato, and to provide theoretical and practical basis for the pro-

and foliar application of different selenium levels. Differences in selenium accumulation ability of different varieties were compared under the
same soil selenium level and the same foliar selenium level. [ Result ] The selenium content of potato grown in the soil with higher total selenium
content in soilis was not necessarily high;spraying sodium selenite could greatly improve the selenium content of potato tubers, which was 5.3 -
37.6 times of those without spraying selenium. the aggregate amount of potatos varied greatly in both the same selenium level of soil and the same foli-
ar application of selenium level, and the maximum differences could reach more than 20 times. [ Conclusion ] The selenium-enriched soil was not nec-
essarily able to produce selenium enriched potato. Producing selenium enriched potato products should firstly screen the potato varieties with high se-
lenium gathering ability, followed by choosing the appropriate selenium enriched soil. Foliar application of sodium selenite could be used as the auxil-

iary measure of producing selenium-enriched potato products, and the proper spraying concentration should be 20 —50 mg/kg.

Key words Potato ; Selenium-enrichment ; Gather characteristics

ITESPNENATESIT ¢ wive SRS PN X - S 27 i}
FEAR, —BEHTT R U S 1L R 2 A T PR B
BRANAT G AR 2 S B BE AT, v [ B SR b A
AIRASEARE N 50 ~250 pg/do FFEE—AHANKIE , + 1
il I8 2 FE P 3 A Y IE 3 I SR 0. 1 me/kg AYE A 1730 W)
Al Rt PH 0 5 R A BRI 358 P9 2R I ST TR, A 2
2 J7 b (G - 49, JBUBG T A O o B A b SR
72 P A A A S R
IR ERAS . ERAR R — PR SR IRDRE B Tl SO 2R
AR, O T AR 22 b G . R [ AE 2015
AR B0 T S SRR O Dy T % L i A R AR TR
JRRR TR . BRI DR X, R
ARSI B ARAE 12 07 hm® DL R R AL
B AR T ) B A, Tl g R = ' Fr 0 9 90 S hy 4 5
P A SRR A TR LS. A IR S - S
K- | TR Bt AN [ K5 Eh % B RS S A R Y C AR
BT ANIR] ity b 23 A TR SR A 250 R A ) - i
WA K268 T BRI 22 5, RGE B2 Eh A% Al TR A
RANEVE, LUVIRE A A 5 i) % R AL S B
1 #M#575%

L1 REeRR SDREA MR M T S BT

ELTIE BaRLHERKFRAHLELTBR A (2015A01),

TEERN Hi&F(1965—), B, 3L BHA, S FIE, NERHBIER G
AR AR

IS HE 2017 -09 -21

O AR EE RN, A AL H 2l R R B P 78 TR K C ]
L2 WKB7E e B TR BT, W4k 402 mo SR
AR, 0 B4R 35 em, 5 40 em, £SAEPRI 4 WK, B
AL EL L TR AR 2 100 o, 49t P A5 A B AR
HEAE. BRAEFRP ZRAT , FABRE A B AR 58 2] o T
Tl AN BA L KR 1 19:00 BEAT, WA 1 v, i 15 d
JE R 1O T AR A T —E 25 5%, BRI E]
FAE PR SE
1.3 BUMEAE TR RN ekE e e lin,
BRI 150 g B=E f B AR B 4 S EE A A B
ZRIRA IR TP BT G S R A SR A P A D A
Pl o FERR ARG A S AT 3 g A AR B 4 A4
FAE LSRG Wi F AR 500 g s Al
1.4 w77 %
1.4.1 K. AFS - 930 JE52 L.
1.4.2 KRR . S48 E L GB5009. 93—2010 FRifEAR
() B AR B0 T T T A K Eh % SRR O 2R IR K Uk
3 U USSR SR R T B, it T e B A A
I AR AR A o

R NY/T1104—2006 Hrvfidil & BT i 48,
VO35 BOE B RE AL S, HTBE AL 110 CHET, SR )5 28k
3 0. 149 mm FLARTH , 15 23 J5 5 B UL, A D I 5 4 il )
FRIAE o
1.4.3  KlJrik. P2 g il & AICRETE A Sl it
FHT 10 mL AR 2 mL o SAAL ST I, R JA R 2



45 % 33 i

it DR A 53

JERETTHEAT AN 5E , B8 E % GB 5009. 93—2010 At
AR s A% NY/T1104—2006 FrifEE A7 4600 20 A o A6z 0
1) P 2 i e g DL e R, G DN ) - G 2 LA
TR
L5 BURSWH b LIRS DR HEE S A 0 OC
£, Hiltife) & 5 %54 ( Bioconcentrationfactor , BCF) 114/ UN T+
A 2 A~ L

et = RS 00

ILRIA R ISR LT S A B R
HOP AL SEPCE A i — e 25% TR A AT A T
St BCF fEOBGR fCFA Y LS BE g #5E o
2 EREHW
2.1 TEWKFXMDRERESWERIE LRSS Fi
ENEERY S SRR LTI RE RU SR S A (32
SR T ORH A R S RS S i R AR BNSR 1,

F1 AETEMKFERURZLWE M AMILE

Table 1 Comparison of tuber selenium content and selenium gethering

ability coefficient of Mila under different soil selenium levels
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Fig.1 Comparison of tuber selenium content of Mila under dif-

ferent foliar application levels of selenium

2.3 A[EmMEEMRE S LR

2.3.1 A LSRN K26 AR AN R A SR AT RE ) LU 1k
P Al 5 1 1. 68 me/ke, JLRERE S A Rt X HE) ™ /Y
CHRRE A . F 2 W] LA Y, FEAR TR L Stk F 21
TR SRS R Sl A 2250 R 2R BB
71N, EL RSB Y R i 2R IR 22 SAR K, WAl Y SR AR By
1 i R AR AL AR Y 53. 89 A, M bl ) A= ) 4R AR R
R F SRR AR AT (FR) 1Y 84 i, X 5 WP e 45 R AR —
Blo S AR R SR A AR K s Y e e AT
(21 A8, e T 1A SR R R LA B 10 5 LI
FHGL 84.52% o HAl 4 S FNAY 12 ~21 £,

®2 HEETEAKFEGTERMRESWE . BWRLLE

Table 2 Comparison of tuber selenium content and selenium gathering

coefficient under the same soil selenium level
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Fig.2 Comparison of tuber selenium contents of different varie-

ties under the same foliar application levels of selenium
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