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Table 1. Distribution of Age of Cows

Age 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total

Cases 17 38 41 21 14 14 16 5 3 169

Table 2. Distribution of Calving Number

Calving Number 01 2 3 45 6 7 Total

Cases 17 44 41 22 17 1510 3 169
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Fig. 1. Region of finger pressure.
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Tadle 3. Result of Detection by Finger Pressure
Method

Dates Cases Detected Detected Mistken Remark
Cases Ratio(%) Cases

.0—90 71 62 87.3 9 0—30:86.7%

91—210 78 64 821 14
211-birth 20 14 70.0 6
82.8 29

Total 169 140

1BEEE A7t MIRDER B hRK-S ATl 87.3%
olgloen, st BHlE K% 82.1%, 70%3r}. o
S @ SPo] #I&¥ 30~120 87.8%, 121~210
H, 84.6%, 211~B4#H, 70.9%% K& K#=
2sket. @ TP e Gavril Yakst RS 3

Fg FAol KR 258 ol Aol A 95%] HREEHES
wiEA, FAEE/ EREAR ET RBAA I8
Ed KEdra vo 32 K] Jebhdeta ke
grd. 22 o] FHEdlA € EBRKSS KEs R
T g, WEe] i KA & 4= YA o
< =tebd & WAEHRE S BiES T 4 %49
Z7 94" Aoz Egsl.

REE] o8 MiRE BET T dv RigzA, £Y

£ Gavril Yaks] @S 518 #4ded 2 AES

49 O~ 12KIHES) FRETRIRC] SRSt TEHA H#Hi
e RS 7ol A shel FHMRS iKY RS
AR &% RS MAH, BALAA et BEL

HEMILe 2 Folrle FoA %4 EEE o MR
£ e o] MRS WML o ool
B K el A S 4tk RIS FriEel sid e
& fEfel At

RE WL Bt 10~1289] Kibisiie) ol
olef] HEEsH FRETHE (Fame) 3ol Abelo] BRHEL,

KEZSENE MR 2 9lol BABIK, RE%, &% %
o ZHE Wi ol EES~misEi Rt St
xe] kAP W, B0~ 11MEmHE ] =
A PR el vF A HRE-S EiEsel W
BEmiR et dgd . JNRREMSE e 25 MR
MR @k glo] o] B IEMSTALENQ) synapsE uWHE
o S A e E’hﬁf?ﬁ— ST I R
AUiste] BEmR#ES Sl o) o) EKT IFHTIIRM
EEol slol PRHt ?;&301 o|Eg REglol Hizis o
At

=g Kothbaker™ & 9] {EEZE=L  Ihigsike
e JEEd A, I, !ﬂ” & TR EHRe B4
R £82,3, AIEME], DAL 455 @*Ed 1, ? B2
2 BEHd A ‘3‘3\‘4»

BB nl o] Za) oF7te) ERE o), 15EE)
A% Kol miest @R Bl o6 Jehiex =
T REEBN BRI g3 dede o2 &
B ojok & Rt A A=),

BIWBUEO oIt BMIREN | WK % 16

SBHT B AHRE-S Table 4. o) vheld wjel 3¢

Table 4. Result of Detection by Cervical Mucus
Smear Method

Dates Cases Detected Detected Mistaken Remark
Cases Ratio(%) Cases

0—90 71 66 93.0 5 0—30:86.7%
91—210 78 74 94.9
211-birth 20 19 95.0 1

Total 169 159 94.1 10
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Table 5. Result of Detection by Rectal Palpation

Dates Cases Detected Detected Mistaken Remark

Cases Ratio(%) Cases
0—90 71 59 83.1 12 0—30:66.7%
91—210 78 75 96.2

211-birth 20 20 100
Total 169 154 91.1 15
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Table 6. Comparison of Detection Methods

Dates Examined Detection Method

Cases Finger Pressure Cervical Smear Rectal Palpation
0—30 15 13 (86.7)% 13 (86.7%) 10 (66.7)9%
31—90 56 49 (87.5) 53 (94.6) 49 (87.5)
91—210 78 64 (82.1) 74 (94.9) 75 (96.2)
211-birth 20 14 (70.0) 19 (95.0) 20 (100)
Total 169 140 (82.8) 159 (94.1) 154 (91.1)
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Fig. 7. Curvefs of comparison showing the result o detected ratio in finger pressure, celvical
smears and rectal palpation.
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Fig. 8. Comparisons of the difference variety of pregnancy diagnosis.
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Legends for Figures

Fig. 2:Mucous pictures of estrus (Fern-like crystallization)
Fig. 3:Mucous pictures after fertization (Cloudy form)

Fig. 4:Mucous pictures after 35 days of pregnancy (Fine wool-like from)
Fig. 5:Mucous pictures after 12—13 weeks of pregnancy (Remarkable fine wool-like form)
Fig. 6:Mucous pictures after 34—35 weeks of pregnancy (Regression of fine wool-like form)

— 139 —



2 2 xR

Abusineina, M.E.:A study of the fern-like
crystalline patterens of the cervical and vag-
inal mucus of cattle. Am. J. Vet. (1962) 74 :
619—621.

Bohr, D.F. :Electrolytes and smooth muscle
contraction. Pharmacology (1964) 16 : 85.
Bone, J.F.:Crystallization patterns in vaginal
and cervical mucus smear as related to bovine
ovarian activity and pregnancy. Am. J. Vet.
Res. (1954) 15, 57 : 542,

Coluzzi, G. and Battisttacci, M. :The diagno-

— 140 —

10.

11.

13.

15.

stic value of the crystallization test of cerv-
ical mucus in the cow. Am. Breed. Abs. (19
56) 25, 1227.

MEEY W X A40MREEE. FEOTE
(1953) 7 : 27,

Gorbman, A. and Bern, H.A.:A textbook of
comparative endocrinology. Tohn Wiley and
Sons. Inc. (1962) p. 269—271.

Hafez, E.S.E.:Reproduction in farm animals.
2nd Ed., Lea & Febiger, Phildelphia (1972).
2 B=, IR 7 FERREER.  AIEE, T’
3 (1972).

®IH B, AN--B, ® FIE 5 Gavril Yakos4
HeRS TR ORI B EF® (1977) 674 1 35,
JHBR=5 | e X 24£0KHRZHI:.  BARRE
Bt (1953) 6 1 159,

Kawase, Y. et al.:Studies on the early diag-
nosis of pregnancy for cow. Am. Breed. Abs.
(1956) 27: 195,

B4 SLFesT 3 TFEREOEMIZ L ZHRE DM
F. B EEH (1962) 338 : 3.

Kothbaker, O.:Uber die Druckpunkdiagnose
and Neural Therapie bei Piereni. Kurzvorlang
gehaten in der Gesellschaft der Tierarze in
Wien am 22. Juni. (1960) 25.

. Roberts, S.8S.:Veterinary obstetrics and gen-

ital disease. 3rd ed., Edwards Brothers, Inc.,
Ann Arbor., Michigan (1961) p. 13—27, 50—67.
Robertson, H.A. and Sarda, I.R.:A very ea-
rly pregnancy test for mammals:its applicati-



on to the cow, ewe and sow. J. Endocrinol. 741.

(1971) 49 : 407. 19. Trostjaneckaja, M. N. :Biological method of
16. Scott-Blair, G.W. and Glber, F.A. :Early pr- early pregnancy diagnosis in the cow. Am.
egnancy tests from studies of bovine cervical Breed. Abs. (1959) 27 : 1828.
mucus. Brit. Vet. J. (1955) 111, 1:3. 20. Wishart, D.F., Head, V.A. and Horth, C.E.:
17. Scott-Blair, G.W. and Glover, F. A. :Crystall- Early pregnancy diagnosis incattle, Vet. Res.
ization patterns of sodium chloride in bovine (1975) 96 : 34.
(uterine) cervical mucus as relate to its con- 21, BHT, BEH A 49 FEME 2 fiFe o=k
sistency nature, 179, 420. Am. Breed. Abs. FTERENERIRY 2Bkl BAZ: WHE. AGHBme
(1975) 25:697. % (1971 11Q1) : 51
18. Scoti-Blair, G.W. and Glover, F.A. :More ea- 22. Zemjanis, R.:Diagnostic and therapeutic tec-
rly pregnancy tests from studies of bovine hniques in animal reproduction. Baltimore,
cervical mucus. Am. Breed. Abs. (1957) 26 : Williams & Wilkins (1962) p. 123—127.

Studies on Early Pregnancy Diagnosis in Dairy Cows

Kyo-Joon Kim, D.V.M., M.S., Ph.D. and Sang-Keun Kim D. V.M., M.S.
Department of Animal Science, College of Agriculture, Chungnam National University

Abstract

This experiment was carried out to investigate of the early pregnancy diagnosis by finger pressure
'method, mucus smear method and rectal palpation method in 169 heads of pregnant dairy cow.

1. Pregnancy diagnostic rate of previous, middle and late period of pregnancy by finger pressure
methods were 87.3%, 82.0% and 70% respectively.

2. Pregnancy diagnostic rate of previous, middle and late period of pregnancy by mucus smear met-
hods were 83.19%, 94.9% and 95.0% respectively.

3. Pregnancy diagnostic rate of previous, middle and later period of pregnancy by rectal palpation
methods were 83.19%, 96.1% and 100% respectively.

4. Pregnancy diagnostic rate of early pregnancy by finger pressure method, mucus smear method
and rectal palpation method were 86.7%, 86.8% and 66% respectively.

5. Accordingly, finger pressure method in pregnancy diagnosis is thought to be recommendable
because this early diagnostic means are simple with accurate results.
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