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Abstract : Database integration has been recognized as a critical issue for effective logistics service in logistics environment. However,
research related to effective methodology for this have been litdle studied, and also, prominent achievements have yet to be suggested.
The aim of this paper is to present a quantitative methodology for the identification of corflict that is a representative problem on database
integration. To achieve this aim, we suggested a quantitative methodology that can efficiently fine troubles such as name conflicts when
schema integration, based on the level of semantic similarity between attributes and entities. And, in order to measure these semantic
similarities, we used a thesaurus dictionary that proposed previous research Finally, we presented effectiveness of the proposed
methodology through some typical examples.

Key words : Logistics information system, Database integration, Schema integration, Semantic conflict
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dubzow opdgh x4 B sdelA 831 9= DBE
Al 227 AMEAEY] gte] RAF, HE UE FREA A
JH L HAE ] vt wtekA, o]2lg DBES sl AL
rolgh dlojg Aelel Fx=Z s Ax: AL dol 0}‘4‘3}
(Batini ef al., 1986). &3¢ DBEES Afsts thxa
FARE MA B A9 ouldl leja] FEo] dAYstE
Name Conflict ¥4 ~7|np F24 A FUT n|del =
471 o8 Fx2E Holil ¥ Structural Conflict ##lo]c}
(Batini et al., 1997). 53}, Structural Conflictel] &35k ZA| &
Me L AAAY Mde] T Heoly FxE THEHE
ZA] “Type Conflict”, #AIE DBl ¢lol $23& 7fAs £
Adellxs AHeold F(Key)7t ot A$E 9uisis
Conflict7} ) % 4 o]tk (Batini ef al., 1997). ©] o8& 7237
A|(Strong  Entity)$} <k 7l A (Weak Entity) ™ 2] 2] po] ol A
H£5=  “Weak Entity Conflict” 2 dZ9 #AF
(Relationship Type) A 2]9] ApolofA] HAE =
Conflict® 5°] At} (Song et al., 1996).
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al, Aok WHEL ol 8F At 1 FEHS T Fig. 2 Conceptual Schema 1 and 2 with Homonym
Buz 3 g B oA sdsts AlimaAbde VEA
TRR 5.1993)2 AZ3 Aoly, thS3 o] AlAd mlay 7} ~7|upe] BRO o3 242 X3 glon), 2Fe
ol e AR Ty ol A9 TRE, & AN AAY DeldAoR A
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FAX A A D T
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2917H EA A% A Simen gt o] e £ g} ot
npge | 2w o BERE: s
£7)01 TESE | PR SAE | w0 A9 uo BAT RS comw O BT BES BE
wege Ldl el ilal el Tal e[ d] e[ 1] @4 e 3554 98 coma @0 2 Yehts A
L0 0 0 0,0 0, 00B 0104 o guzolct ol4, B&ols AL uyere sefsw
d] t| (| d| e 1] d) el i]d] ]
B 2o o 1
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E 2 =N T
s7)wh T i T A s
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A s 0.18 0.20 0.20 1.00
HEe, AT Yo 7} 27lvte A TRE, 3 Y

A|  TAIA; o TAL, & Axbsbd,
name = 0,00, comar = 0.00, Sittere = 0.000] Ht},

A, oAt 2o FHE Hste Tl BAQ AdEn
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ol Atk ZElu, dAlet Zol oAy o® AAH /A
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Table 5 Simur between attributes in entities with synonym C=C—-1
conflict Enity, Cluster AHOIS) 58 Al,
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