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Raising the Pregnant Rate of Rats and Comparison
of Methods for Inspecting Pregnant Rats
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[ Abstract] Objective: To investigate the method for increasing pregnant rate of rats, and to explore
the methods for judging pregnant rats. Methods: Twenty-four female rats were randomly divided into 2
groups : screening sexual cycle for copulating group ( screening group) and prolonging time for copula-
ting group ( prolonging time group). Rats in screening group copulated with male rats for two days in
proestrus stage and their sexual cycle was detected with vaginal smear. Rats in prolonging time group
copulated with male rats for 10 days directly. Whether female rats were pregnant was judged by 2
methods ; vaginal sperm examination method and vaginal sperm combined with cuticular epithelium ex-
amination method. Delivery served as judging pregnancy standards. Pregnant rates of rats in screening
group and in prolonging time group in the 1st to Sth days and in the 6th to 10th days were observed.
Two judgmental methods were compared. Results: There was significant difference in rat pregnant
rates( P < 0. 05) between screening group (91.67% ) and prolonging time group (50.00% ). The
pregnant rates in prolonging time group in 1 ~5 days(41.67% ) were higher than 6 ~ 10 days( 14.
28% ) , but the difference was not obvious (P >0.05). The false negative rates of vaginal sperm ex-
amination method and vaginal sperm combined with cuticular epithelium examination group were 0 and
11.76% , and the false positive rates of them were 14. 29% and 0. Conclusions: Screening sexual cy-
cle with vaginal smear method in improving pregnant rate is better than prolonging time method. Vagi-
nal smear combined with screening sexual cycle helps to judging pregnant rats accurately.
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Vaginal Smear
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