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Abstract

BACKGROUND: The aim of this study was to investigate whether the application of selenium (Se) ions directly to the leaf surface
can protect plants against infection by the fungal toxin zearalenone (ZEA). The experiments were performed for the most
common and agronomically important crops such as wheat, oat, and barley (both tolerant and sensitive varieties) because
mycotoxin accumulation in plants is the cause of many diseases in animals and people.

RESULTS: ZEA at a concentration of 10𝛍mol L–1 either alone or in combination with Se (5𝛍mol L–1 Na2SeO4) was applied to
the second leaf of seedlings. Visualization of leaf temperature profiles by infrared thermography demonstrated a decrease in
temperature at the location of ZEA infection that was more noticeable in sensitive genotypes. The presence of Se significantly
suppressed changes at the site of ZEA application in all tested plants, especially the tolerant genotypes. Microscopic observa-
tions confirmed that foliar administration of ZEA resulted in its penetration to deeper localized cells and that damage induced
by ZEA (mainly to chloroplasts) decreased after Se application. Analyses of antioxidant enzymes demonstrated the involvement
of Se in antioxidation mechanisms, in particular by activating SOD and CAT under ZEA-induced stress conditions.

CONCLUSION: The foliar application of Se to seedling leaves may be a non-invasive method of protecting crops against the first
steps of ZEA infection.
© 2018 Society of Chemical Industry
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INTRODUCTION
Selenium (Se) supplementation of plants is currently being inves-
tigated, not only to possibly increase its accumulation in plant
cells – it is a very important element in the diets of humans and
animals – but also as potential protection against environmen-
tal stresses.1 Se was used in previous studies to diminish cell
damage caused by heavy metals,2 UV radiation,3 low and high
temperatures,4 drought,5 and desiccation.6 Its protective proper-
ties against mycotoxin stress were also recently verified.7,8

The mechanism of Se ions in cell protection is not fully explained,
but their influence on the activation of antioxidative enzymes has
been observed1,9 suggesting that Se may control the intensity
of oxidative stress. Se-induced activity changes in antioxida-
tive enzymes, particularly superoxide dismutases (SOD), were
studied under stressful conditions10 because these enzymes are
responsible for deactivation of one of the most reactive oxygen
species (ROS), O−, into H2O2.11 Other enzymes such as cata-
lases (CAT) and/or peroxidases (POX), which can degrade excess
hydrogen peroxide to water12 were also analysed in the context
of Se-protection.13 Filek et al.8 showed that Se-application (at
10 μmol L–1) to wheat grains infected with zearalenone (ZEA),
the toxin produced by Fusarium fungi, changed the activities of
antioxidative enzymes to the levels observed under non-stressful

conditions. These Se-induced reversible changes were more
marked in tolerant than in sensitive plants. The participation of
Se ions in protection against oxidative stress caused by myco-
toxin was therefore confirmed. Moreover, model studies suggest
that the mechanism of Se protection involves ZEA-Se interac-
tions that depend on genotype-specific structural differences in
membranes.14 Infection of plants by ZEA is an important agronom-
ical problem because Fusarium fungi can be adsorbed on various
plant organs (grains, roots, leaves).15–17 When humidity is high
and temperatures relatively low, as in spring in temperate climate
zones, the leaves of young seedlings are especially exposed to the
action of fungi.
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Figure 1. I) Thermographs visualizing the decrease in temperature at sites where zearalenone (ZEA) (A–F) or a ZEA + Se (Na2SeO4) mixture (A′ –F′) was
applied to the surface of wheat (A:Parabola; B: Raweta), oat (C: Bingo; D: Siwek), or barley (E: CAM/B1; F: Maresi) leaves. II) Micrographs of sections of
wheat leaves: mc: mesophyll cell; vb: vascular bundle; e: epidermis; s: stroma. III). Ultrastructure of chloroplasts: cw: cell wall; v: vacuole; n: nucleus; m:
mitochondrion).

The aim of the present experiments was to determine whether
the application of Se ions together with ZEA on the surface of
leaves diminishes the penetration of this toxin into cells. Foliar
application of Se is considered a better and more efficient method
of Se incorporation than application of Se fertilizers to soil because
of losses in the latter case due to Se accumulation in the root
system.18 Se incorporation via cuticle and mesophyll cells into the
internal tissue structure is genotype-dependent, and therefore the
experiments were performed on wheat, oat, and barley as the
most common crops in agronomy. Measurement of temperature
changes at the site of administration accompanied by microscopic
examination should indicate the changes caused by mycotoxin
treatment.19 To check the intensity of ROS generation under stress
conditions, the activation of antioxidative enzymes was analysed.
If spraying Se onto the leaves can be shown to protect against
ZEA, this may be a relatively easy way to ameliorate the effects of
mycotoxin infection on crop plants.

MATERIAL AND METHODS
Two spring wheat genotypes with different stress tolerances (toler-
ant: cv. Parabola; sensitive: cv. Raweta) were chosen on the basis of
earlier experiments.20 Oat genotypes (tolerant: cv. Bingo; sensitive:
cv. Siwek) were selected based on the observations of Łabanowska
et al.,21 and barley (tolerant: cv. CAM/B1; sensitive: cv. Maresi) as
described by Filek et al.22All genotypes were cultured under the
light and temperature conditions described by Grzesiak et al20

until the appearance of the 4th leaf. All experiments were per-
formed on the second well-developed leaf.

Aqueous solutions of ZEA alone (10 μmol L–1) or mixed with Se
(Na2SeO4, 5 μmol L–1) were placed on leaves as 3 μL drops (five
drops on each leaf ). Three h after treatment, by which time the
droplets of the applied solutions had dried, infrared thermography
measurements were performed on intact leaves. For microscopic
analyses, treated leaf fragments were fixed and samples for subse-
quent biochemical measurements immediately frozen with liquid
N2 and stored at−80 ∘C. Leaves treated with deionized water were
used as controls.

Enzymes (superoxide dismutases, SOD; catalases, CAT; and per-
oxidases, POX) were analysed as described in detail by Grzesiak

et al.20 All enzymes were examined spectrophotometrically (UV-Vis
Evolution 220, Thermo Scientific, Waltham, USA) using KINLAB
software to determine the reaction kinetics. The amount of protein
was determined using BSA as a standard. Measurements for each
enzyme were replicated eight times in three independent experi-
ments.

For microscopic observation, wheat leaves fixed in Carnoy’s
solution (100% ethanol:glacial acetic acid; 3:1 v/v), were saturated
with LR GOLD resin (Fluka LR Gold embedding kit for microscopy
Germany). Documentation of the results from leaf sections was
performed using a BX50 microscope (Olympus Tokyo, Japan) with
NIS Elements AR 3.00 NIKON software.22

Leaf temperature profiles were visualized with an FLIR E50
infrared camera (Wilsonville, USA) with a spectral range of
3.5–5.0 m and a sensitivity of 0.07 ∘C, and presented in the form
of pseudocolour infrared images. From the 20–30 photographs
taken, representative samples were selected for presentation of
the observed effects.

The presented results are the mean values ± standard errors. The
data from the biochemical experiments were statistically analysed
with Duncan’s multiple range test using the SAS ANOVA procedure
(PC SAS 8.0). A probability of P < 0.05 was considered statistically
significant.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
ZEA application to the surface of leaves resulted in visible temper-
ature changes at the location of the toxin (Fig. 1). The effects of
ZEA were more evident in sensitive varieties of the cereals studied,
with the smallest changes being observed in the tolerant wheat
genotype, Parabola. The lowering of the leaf temperature at the
site of toxin action was similar to that previously described by
Kuźniak et al.19 for plants infected by Botytis cinera. Differences in
the infrared images of temperature changes in the leaves of the
various genotypes studied were caused by differences in intensity
of transpiration/evaporation and by structural variations in mes-
ophyll cells that affect the incorporation of aqueous toxin solu-
tion. The specific ultrastructure of mesophyll cells of oat, barley,
and wheat has been described previously,23–25 and the observed
structural differences shown to be associated with variations in
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membrane permeability.26 In additional experiments, electrolyte
leakage was measured for the intact leaf surfaces of control
plants using a conductometer (Elmetron, Poland), and the results
related to leaf area. The leaf surface conductivity values obtained
were 0.15 ± 0.02, 0.20 ± 0.03, and 0.41 ± 0.05 μS cm−1 for Parabola,
Bingo, and CAM, respectively, and 0.24 ± 0.03, 0.31 ± 0.05, and
0.52 ± 0.03 μS cm−1 for Raweta, Siwek, and Maresi, respectively.
The greater temperature changes observed in the ZEA-treated
areas of sensitive varieties compared with tolerant plants are there-
fore presumably related to the greater penetration of the toxin
into the cells at the application site. Representative photomicro-
graphs showing the differences between ZEA action on tolerant
and sensitive wheat plant cells are presented in Fig. 1 (part II). For
the Parabola variety, no significant changes in leaf architecture
were found compared with the control: numerous chloroplasts
were still present in oval mesophyll cells; only in subepidermal
cells were chloroplasts smaller. In the Raweta variety, cells were
‘flattened’, indicating loss of turgor. In the vacuole-deprived cyto-
plasm, irregularly structured chloroplasts were visible with their
interiors clearly divided. The greater changes in chloroplast struc-
ture observed after ZEA treatment in a susceptible variety were
confirmed by electron microscopic analysis (Fig. 1, part III). These
observations indicate that ZEA adsorbed on the leaf surface may
penetrate deeper cells and bring about more significant changes
in sensitive varieties than in tolerant plants. The effect of ZEA on
tolerant plant was (i) loss of turgor in epidermal cells, resulting in
wilting, and (ii) changes to plastid structure. Wilting of leaves was
caused by the outflow of vacuole water, while changes in plastid
structure included ‘condensation’ of thylakoid membranes (visible
as a division into light and dark coloured parts) and their lamel-
lae, and chloroplast degeneration. Similar microscopic changes
have been reported in barley (CAM and Maresi) plants after water
stress.22

Selenium supplementation resulted in significant decreases
both in the surface (thermography) and cellular (microscopy)
changes caused by ZEA in all studied genotypes, with the great-
est effect in tolerant plants (Fig. 1, parts I, II, and III). Moreover,
measurements of total chlorophyll content27 in the leaves of the
tolerant genotypes indicated that Se applied together with ZEA
increased the level of these pigments by about 10–12% compared
with treatment with ZEA alone. (ZEA alone decreased chlorophyll
concentrations by about 10%, 17%, and 25% versus control for
Parabola, Bingo, and CAM/B1, respectively). For the sensitive
genotypes, applying Se along with ZEA increased chlorophyll
accumulation by about 5–7% compared with ZEA alone. (ZEA
alone reduced chlorophyll by 25%, 30%, and 38% versus control
for Raweta, Siwek, and Maresi, respectively.) Protection by Se was
accompanied by activation of the antioxidative enzymes in the
leaves whose activities were partially blocked by ZEA treatment
(Table 1). This is in agreement with the general observation that
the genetically determined higher expression of antioxidant
enzymes in tolerant plants is more effective in reducing the con-
centration of reactive radicals than the more limited expression
of these enzymes in sensitive genotypes.20,28 For the cereal plants
in our study under non-stressed conditions, all analysed enzymes
in the tolerant genotypes (Parabola, Bingo, and CAM/B1) had
higher activities than those in the sensitive genotypes (Raweta,
Siwek, and Maresi). ZEA-infection decreased enzyme activities,
with this effect being stronger in the sensitive genotypes. The
decline in activity of antioxidant enzymes under stress conditions
is considered to be a result of inhibition of the genes directing
their synthesis and/or damage to the enzyme proteins by ROS.29

wileyonlinelibrary.com/jsfa © 2018 Society of Chemical Industry J Sci Food Agric 2019; 99: 482–485
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This could explain the significant decrease in enzyme activity
in the sensitive genotypes in response to ZEA. Se application
seems to reduce the negative effects of ZEA, increasing enzyme
activity, especially that of CAT, the enzyme responsible for H2O2

deactivation. Se-mediated protection against ROS generation in
ZEA-stressed plants therefore seems to operate via increasing the
activities of the SOD and CAT enzymes throughout the treatment.
The reduction of O− and H2O2 levels by Se addition lessens the
effects of the destructive chain reaction caused by ROS, which
diminishes damage to the membranes of plant organelles.2 This
could explain the reduced disruption to cell structures, espe-
cially the chloroplasts (visible in microscopic observation), in
ZEA-treated plants when Se is present.

From the results presented here, it can be concluded that ZEA
applied to the leaf surface initiates changes in water relations in
cells that are associated with the generation of ROS. Plant geno-
types conferring tolerance to oxidative stressors also promote
resistance to ZEA stress. Se-induced activation of antioxidants is
involved in protection against cell damage caused by ZEA. The
foliar application of Se ions may be a non-invasive method for pro-
tecting plant cells against penetration of ZEA adsorbed on the leaf
surface.
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1 Sieprawska A, Kornaś A and Filek M, Involvement of selenium in pro-

tective mechanisms of plants under environmental stress condi-
tions – review. Acta Biol Cracov Bot 57:9–20 (2015).

2 Qing X, Zhao X, Hu C, Wang P, Zhang Y, Zhang X et al., Selenium alle-
viates chromium toxicity by preventing oxidative stress in cabbage
(Brassica campestris L. ssp. Pekinensis) leaves. Ecotoxicol Environ Saf
114:179–189 (2015).

3 Hartikainen H and Xue T, The promotive effect of selenium on
plant growth as triggered by ultraviolet radiation. J Environ Qual
28:1372–1375 (1999).

4 Chu J, Yao X and Zhang Z, Responses of wheat seedlings to exogenous
selenium supply under cold stress. Biol Trace Elem Res 136:355–363
(2010).

5 Hasanuzzaman M and Fujita M, Selenium pretreatment upregulates
the antioxidant defense and methylglyoxal detoxification system
and confers enhanced tolerance to drought stress in rapeseed
seedlings. Biol Trace Elem Res 143:1758–1776 (2011).

6 Pukacka S, Ratajczak E and Kalemba E, The protective role of selenium
in recalcitrant Acer saccharium L. seeds subjected to desiccation. J
Plant Physiol 168:220–225 (2011).

7 Agar G, Alpsoy L and Bozari S, Determination of protective role of
selenium against aflatoxin B1-induced DNA damage. Toxicol Ind
Health 29:396–403 (2013).

8 Filek M, Łabanowska M, Kurdziel M and Sieprawska A, Electron
paramagnetic resonance (EPR) spectroscopy in studies of the
protective effects of 24-epibrasinoide and selenium against
zearalenone-stimulation of the oxidative stress in germinating
grains of wheat. Toxins 9:178 (2017). https://doi.org/10.3390/
toxins9060178.

9 Feng RW and Wei CY, Antioxidative mechanisms on selenium accu-
mulation in Pteris vittata L., a potential selenium phytoremediation
plant. Plant Soil Environ 58:105–110 (2012).

10 Das K and Roychoudhury A, Reactive oxygen species (ROS) and
response of antioxidants as ROS-scavengers during environmen-
tal stress in plants. Front Environ Sci 2:53 (2014). https://doi.org/10
.3389/fenvs.2014.00053.

11 de Carvalho MC, Drought stress and reactive oxygen species: pro-
duction, scavenging and signaling. Plant Signal Behav 3:156–165
(2008).

12 Apel K and Hirt H, Reactive oxygen species: metabolism, oxidative
stress, and signal transduction. Annu Rev Plant Biol 55:373–399
(2004).

13 Yao XQ, Chu JZ and BA CJ, Antioxidant responses of wheat seedlings
to exogenous selenium supply under enhanced ultraviolet-B. Biol
Trace Elem Res 136:96–105 (2010).

14 Gzyl-Malcher B, Filek M, Rudolphi-Skórska E and Sieprawska A, Studies
of lipid monolayers prepared from native and model plant mem-
branes in their interaction with zearalenone and its mixture with
selenium ions. J Membr Biol 250:273–284 (2017).

15 Gong L, Jiang Y and Chen F, Molecular strategies for detection and
quantification of mycotoxin-producing Fusarium species: a review.
J Sci Food Agric 95:1767–1776 (2015). https://doi.org/10.1002/jsfa
.6935.

16 Milani J and Maleki G, Effects of processing on mycotoxin stability in
cereals. J Sci Food Agric 94:2372–2375 (2014).

17 Malachova A, Cerkal R, Ehrenbergerova J, Dzuman Z, Vaculova K and
Hajslova J, Fusarium mycotoxins in various barley cultivars and their
transfer into malt. J Sci Food Agric 90:2495–2505 (2010). https://doi
.org/10.1002/jsfa.4112.

18 Winkel LH, Vriens B, Jones GD, Schneider LS, Pilon-Smits E and Bañue-
los GS, Selenium cycling across soil-plant-atmosphere interfaces: a
critical review. Nutrients 7:4199–4239 (2015).
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