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ABSTRACT

Objectives : The objectives of this study is to establish data-base to find out similar herbal formulas with a
particular herbal formula by comparing composition ratio of configuring herbs. And this thesis is to analyze
differences of prescriptions and find out similar prescriptions by utilizing galenical mass ratio, which is directly
related to effectiveness of galenical.

Methods : This study was proceeded by using Access 2007 with Window 7(MS) and 2,787 prescriptions of
which herbal configuration could be indicated by weight unit were analysed from Donguibogam. We standardize
all units of the prescription and input the mass ratio data when entered galenical data.
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This paper is available at http//:www.ompak.okdanche.com which permits unrestricted non-commercial use, distribution, and reproduction in any
medium, provided the original work is properly cited.
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Results : We could confirm a degree of similarity between compared prescriptions and a particular prescription
according to the sum of differences of herb weight ratio and similarity ratio.

Conclusions : A most similar herbal formula could be searched through comparing multi prescriptions by multi
prescriptions of herbal configuration from established herbal formula data-base where herb weight ratio of

prescriptions is to be input.

Keyword : Prescription Search, Herb weight ratio, Prescription comparison
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Figure 1. List of core tables for comparing herbal weight ratio of prescriptions.

(1) ApreName
ATE WA EES ARsH= Hol

Table 2. Structure of ApreCom Table
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Table 3. Structure of BpreName Table

F=w |dolH ¥4 A9
A | Bl AE(15) | 3 WA
WA | BAE15) | §h A
=3 H2E@4) |dole YA AL T A
WARS | 228 ) | EA D
WAZE | ZAHAF) | S BA TZe] FA
;‘g—g_] c}]/o].p]_(.)_ 74 AR r,H/\L ZLCQ Qij_ o:]l:‘r
(4) BpreCom
BI1E WAQ Ezy4ol ARELE HeolEelY,
F2L ofgeh 2k,
Table 4. Structure of BpreCom Table
F=w |dolH ¥4 A
WANE | =2 AF) | EAQ D
Bz Y2E(@Q) | dAlol 3 B2y
EF FAHAF) | B2 B AR =4 3
%9 9xE@Q) | A 9y
ZA YE(14) | 2A9] EA] JH
RN SAHAF) |3 AN A ARk 2] vE

(5) TempGap

WA vwshe BYlH AYEE A ol
£ A317] A%t glolgoltt, BIE WA st £
Z7/3E o83t ‘ApreName?] WAHT + ‘BpreComQ]
22 34 28 NS AU o Ho
AT DB el e $i A 2

25 AR S5 5 9o,
Table 5. Structure of TempCom Table
Z=n  (HelE F4 A9
WARS | 228 | EA D
] G9xE(8) | WAl E3hE Ex1
£ FAHAT) | B2 BF ARAAM =2 8
9l H2EQ) | A w9
A HE(14) | A FA AR
H] & A | B Al A ARA Sl 2] v
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(6) TempGap
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Table 6. Structure of BpreCom Table
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PANE | SAHAF) | BAI9) D
A | EsEds) | A
Az R glE Bi
M3 | s | S o s T A °
1 B
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Table 8. Comparison Result of Similarity Using Palmul-tang and Jeungsonsamul-tang

AZE . BI1F
22 =}o)
A3 2 29 H& £ 24 H& 0A 3

0 # 0 LA 1.25 # 0.167 0.16667
1.2 # 0.125 A% 1.25 # 0.167 0.04167
1.2 i 0.125 JI 1.25 # 0.167 0.04167
1.2 # 0.125 AR 1.25 # 0.167 0.04167
Ny 1.2 ¥ 0.125 1 1.25 # 0.167  |Miratyis| 0.04167
1.2 # 0.125 174k 1.25 # 0.167 0.04167

1.2 # 0.125 S ¥ 0 # 0 0.125

1.2 # 0.125 Folt 0 # 0 0.125

1.2 # 0.125 w3 0 # 0 0.125

A 0.75

ot Aze 4

FH2le A vlEE st AREEE TlolE
Hlo]& ¢loj2 HlolEo] dd FHE AN, W7,
7L AHAlskE 71sS dh o2’ A 23 =
TS F3to] WA w7} o] FoXirt,

(1) Query0
o]A AN B3E UA] HolHE A3 Sl
TempCom' H|o]&9] 7S 25 AHAsk= ZA ol

DELETE TempCom, WA &
FROM TempCom;

INSERT INTO TempCom (HA|H3, B2, H]L)
SELECT ApreName, H}A|HHS, BpreCom, H21,
BpreCom, H]-&

FROM ApreName, BpreCom INNER JOIN
Queryl10 ON BpreCom, A|HE = Queryl0,
WA,

(4) Query3

ATES WAL BIF BAY 22 SR 2
& 2% Yfste] ul@9] 2ol Aktele] ApreCom
dolze] W& ehe Beo] ke Yesl Bgolc)

(2) Queryl

ATE A9 712 BRIt A%E HolEQ]l Apre—
Com' H|oJE9] HE&X W] k& Hdef HAQ £
Z74 HI8Rl Mg Fr9 o sk o)

=g

UPDATE ApreCom SET ApreCom, H]- &3}
= [ApreCom], [H]&];

(3) Query2

€ d8ske Aol

UPDATE ApreCom INNER JOIN TempCom ON
(ApreCom, 227 = TempCom, -2 1)

AND (ApreCom, WA|H S = TempCom, WA|HS)
SET ApreCom, H]- &2} = Abs([ApreCom],
[H]&]-[TempCom]. [H]&]);

(5) Query4

71&9] YA vl IoflA PAIZ A Temp-
Gap' h= HOlEY gk BF AMAste] @4 v|Lst
= AR B2 A9} 4lo]R] YrE sli= TPgolrt,

DELETE TempGap, H]-&-2|3}7|
FROM TempGap;
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(6) Query5

ATF9] WA BIF WA 35
9] z}o] ZrE& Query39] IO A QHgs
5= &0 st TempCom' H|o]E2] H|E
BE 002 S5 Folrt,
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UPDATE TempCom INNER JOIN ApreCom

ON (TempCom, %" = ApreCom, E%)
AND (TempCom, WJA|¥HE = ApreCom, HA|HZ)
SET TempCom, H]-& = 0;

(7) Query6

@A vt AP Q= BAFY] WA ATF
WAOIN B2 £57} AAoHe 299 ATE] ol
7ol 229 N8 TS Result Hloj2o]
o

Jelshe Tl

INSERT INTO Result (JAIHS, vl-&X2IgHA,
H| A )

SELECT ApreCom H}A|¥HE AS Exprl, Sum
(ApreCom, H]&2}) AS H[&AFOIEHA|, QuerylO,
HA" AS Expr2

FROM ApreCom, QuerylO

GROUP BY ApreCom, YA S, Queryl0, ®A|d;

(8) Query7

ATE A £2 5771 92 BIE HAY £
Z FHEY FAE  TempGap' = H|olEo]
desh= Aol

INSERT INTO TempGap (‘JAIHE, v]&-23HA)
SELECT TempCom, A E, Sum(TempCom, H]-&)
AS H 9§

FROM TempCom

GROUP BY TempCom, ®}A|H S ;

(9) Query8

ATgIR Y 2ze] Fgue] Pt Brgol
Y& wx TN I TelT ATED BLE B
ZgR 2] 29 Aol Y FE Rosult
B wrgsht THAolt,
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UPDATE (Result INNER JOIN TempGap ON
Result, 'FA|HE = TempGap, HWAHE) INNER
JOIN Queryl0 ON Result, ]34 = QuerylO,
A SET Result, B &2 = [Result], [H]
&2 A|]+[TempGap]. [H&JZA;

(10) Query9
Result’ H|o]Eo] wzdiido] & AIFI} B
S0l WA S EIsHe ol

UPDATE Queryl0 INNER JOIN (Z3} INNER
JOIN ApreName ON Result, WJAHH & = ApreName,
HIAIHE) ON Queryl0, WA = Result, B]2H}F
A8 SET Result, "}A|H = [ApreName], ["3A|3];

(11) Query10
BIE WA BSolA o ¥lZ HHL AN
%2 WA F A AR HAE Adsks ol

SELECT TOP 1 BpreName, ¥A|¥H % BpreName,
AW, BpreName, £l

FROM BpreName

WHERE (((BpreName, &-¢1)=No))

ORDER BY BpreName, 5:A4|g;

(12) Queryl0
BIE WAl 220l ofd ulm 4L AXNA g
2 9A 3 A WA PAE A5k Igolt},

UPDATE Queryl0 INNER JOIN BpreName ON
Queryl0, HHA|HS BpreName, HIA|¥H$ SET
BpreName, &2l = Yes;
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Access®] H]ARE 0|3l {9 F 42
Aoz Agsid, AdFI BIF| 32 HA
< H2E 4 glon, Wja29 v S4= BIFI
4= PAY 4 wF AAsH "ok FY ARE
23|+ OpenQuery WA 2 45 ARE3HC]

A

U

=
=



Hrof 2] 9] 291 @ WA B2 Fgu|S TG UA vm Pt wdt A €
Park et al., A Study on the Comparative Method of Prescription Using Herb Weight Ratio

mz I

20 FYRFAN 29 TS FA TR
ghitste] #2718 4= 9= A 2,787/1F A= v st
= e R Wh ARG, ESERE, AHtEL, T
BE, J\W5S BBl XA vlag 23 F o
E29] A gro] AL Lo = A9 10715 £ I
oltt, fJollA AN WHE ARGt HAIE v
739 RAM 2G, Dual Core CPU AHg]2o] -EE HE
oA 17]2] FAE 2,787719] WAe} v|w=d ¥
wt 328 A g1, £ =59 o] £ WA
o f A 24015 7H BAIEl diE vl e i
o] £Z o] op|Bg AWZ AXY PA 55 5
gt SujE Rostz] x50 WAE Ak
P ARG, ESIERA, ARHEL, FEEL W5
< 2,787709] YAe} R vl oF 15329] A
Zro] 22 =t} A9 191 Wi AREG, ESERAL
SNBRMEAL, FEEL JWiE Aol U HAIE
2 A o] dEX N g BHA| 9k FA S S

A §A¥E 402 wjd ol

7}, b &RE

Table 9. Comparison Result of Similarity Using Bojun-

gikgi-tang

A | WEARA | BASA | HZA S
i 0 100% filirh 4% 55
e H T2 | 0.449908916 77.5% filirh &R R
4 WIS | 0.449908916 77.5% filivh 4% 5%
NE SR A P 1 0.480299115 76.0% fili v 4 SR
2olfiiy | 0.567369236 71.6% filirh 4% 55
W4 | 0.573013864 71.3% flirh i S
ANZ U3 0.61592504 69.2% il b s
fifl %51 0.625588872 68.7% fili v 4 SR
fifl 1 o 0.625588872 68.7% fili v 4 R
fnuk il R4z %% | 0.688524596 65.6% filirh 4% 55

PSS 22749 ves vud 29 &
BIHSES 77.5%, EFAIHES 76.0%, SimE>
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71.6%, APRREL TL.3%, ABEHITHS 69.2%,
HWEHS 68.7%, MEHTRRES 65.67%2 &0
FAO] 9l Aoz Aayt Uit

Q) FhhERE

- 22 4 JHO-8, A28 B8, i
B8 HESRS, BEAS, THR=5, =5
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(3) fwkaRrh &5%(65.6%)

- B2 4 #ED -8 A2tsH, HELS,
HERLS, RS, THR=5, =5, JIIERS,
XE=5H, BlLs, ME=5, 8Hir=%

- B FA RRMEETEE H o

P RFET v FAE 1919 BETHEES
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ol A= el 23 718 B dAEE] &

Ve AR 7laHo] oA RIMEES It
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Table 10. Comparison Result of Similarity Using Pye-

ongwi- san
A HI &2 7A | BAFAHS | vl
TH ik 0 100.0% TH %
KRR 0.287128702 85.6% T
Ik 0.333333369 83.3% T
R A it T 0.404761925 79.8% i
AN IE S 0.523809552 73.8% i
By 0.620029487 69.0% T ik
AT 0.625000037 68.7% T
ity 0.665859554 66.7% T
R 0.755102083 62.2% T
L 0.761904795 61.9% T

62.2%, HEFEHL 61.9%2] £02 $AHo] L
£ Aoz A} ugrt

@) FEE
- 22 74 T8 B —8S FEA—8
BN %J# MK

FA: EMETRN FEE O 1R
CLUN lt%mém HEHAVE SIEHEE #2 AR fEgiEl
KAV RS &3#

FRMEE REERRE JNEHR BB EEE B
£ At FHERA AREA

(2) FHAFBAB5.6%)
- B 4 B\M, BREIUR, ER=RIDUES,
HE—R N8, KREN—W SR, BB/ 8
s A HaBb%

(3) ERFBH(61.9%)

- 22 A BT, B8, EA 8, HE
hs, E= HT, EE8 KBBR8 R
R 8

- I FA: HMEIEE FRIEM S ER

HATHENS Ao TARES] S| HRFHEMK
of Hlalo] 71zo] Bl FEEE Rl werk of
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SARYA] A PES olg3tE 2k B2sk A BAl
A AR sk FUIE vlasty] mize] 2353 ER
FEEET 7% FEE O SAR PAYS Rol
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sto] &
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el B%aE Aol7k Arke & & 4 9l
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Table 11. Comparison Result of Similarity Using Yuk-
mijihwang-hwan

A7+ H 23 FA | BARAS | vl AP
R HEH M, 0 100.0% | ABRHEHAL

IR 0.148148119 | 92.6% | AWML

A 0.275862038 | 86.2% | AHHIHIAL
MR | 0.476190452 | 76.2% | BRI
UMK | 0.484848447 | 75.8% | ABRMAH
IEEAL | 0.599999972 | 70.0% | AURMLEA
iRk EAL | 0.78571425 60.7% | AERMEH
ISRE AL | 0952380933 | 52.4% | AURMLEAL
Baba sy | 0.989690702 | 50.5% | ABRMIMCAL
Wiz is2 | 1.056603752 |  47.2% | AUBRHLEOL

ARHiE N B2 vleS vlwd A 1
RS 92,6%, BFRALE 86.2%, MR/ \BKiLS 76.2%,
IiEARTE-S 75.8%, NMHEE RIS 70,0%, BEER
FZ 60, 7%, NIKBRIS 52.4%, FEEHIFESS 50,5%,
HEEHIFE 22 47299 £02 FAMO] e Ao
2 23} Ui

(1) IRt L

- B3 A PHE) R, (IEEILDUR, ZEEEDURA,
BEEM, HFR=M, BT =M.

- &% FA AW BREH A BTN
TR R R R B IOLTE
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(2) J\BkAL(92.6%)

- Bx 3 pME) R, IDEEMUR, (LZESEDUR,
BEEW, HHRER, BRTER, W,
fo—m

- &% FA: HEMARE B, Bk

(3) BFAL(86.2%)

- B2 4 AE) R, Rk, LEE LR
VU, TR BPHR BEE=

- 5% FA AESEHE SR AdBk.
KRR g MESEE A N RERAT =BT
W A

(4) HBaHIEN2(47.2%)

- B2 A AMUEEHREIIM IIZEETH, 1
BT, KPR, KFIETM, R W,
FIERRS "W, REHMOTR, BRI M, EhbKE
fERPP MW, BRG—RR, PR, Bk

- 8% FA|: JRHESSNLAT BN SR A0
i SRR T8

JURAL, BFLT #istEieE 7] He A
TRHEGh O] g2l B, (lgE (L5, BE,
WP, BfEe] N7} 8:4:4:3:3:38 FAH =
ZAR 37 EE B2 429 2ol 2Jste] 7E Ak
HE NS FAMEOlA Ztol7} vEhdTh Ui
BFLED ARMENRT FARE7E O 520 BIste]
BRALET 559 SddMe fFAMdol Bt
ol M Pkl oFdol B ol viste st
o AL EFeEE A% W2 9FS VA= e
ojFal & 4 itk & =&olA WAS EAsk=tl
oA Bx 779 o F=E A 2 7
o yehd 232 & & Joh. A= 2919 Bt
9919 HthEN2E A% FAE v, BRAL
o] st 2ol wISte] SNikME AT oS fAREE

o) A
7}'1‘5021'7‘

2} WEIERA
EEERAT 22749 v vug 23 M
A ERAS 57.8%, &GS 56.2%, 1
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SIERHS 55.6%, EUREFNEGS 55.6%, SR
2 55.6%, KIERE 54.9%, BWHEEHLS 54.6%,
SHIESL 53.3%, MRS 52.8%9] &£O02 SAH
o] gt Ao AWt Uttt ol EI BEEER
ol MhARE, THE AWML [E ¥
Sl mBzEEo) 2787702 WHAlGlA SAKSH HiAl7 A
9] gl 553 B2 74E 71 WAk & 4 gick

Table 12. Comparison Result of Similarity Using Gwa-
khyangjeonggi-san

Bk HI &2 A | A FAHS | WA
FEAY IR SR 0 100.0% | B IERIK
ISR A IE 5| 0.844599862 | 57.8% | AT LS
s | 0.875706207 | 56.2% | fE A IS
R IESI | 0.888888899 | 55.6% | M LA
FUIEANE | 0.888888899 | 55.6% | AT LA
WERGALEC | 0.888888903 | 55.6% | 7 IEGMK
KIE S e 0.901056673 | 54.9% | {7 L4
FHEH W | 0.908730168 | 54.6% | {EE LM
=3 0.93464053 | 53.3% | {EFF LA
LA 0.943985309 | 52.8% | A ILHNL

(1) BEIERA
- 22 4 BE-8P, BEE-8 piths,
KRS, BRGRS, BALS, BRES, BEL
o, FRELS, BELS, HERLS, BE=R, H2K
- BY FA: HEEEE PRASK IL5RE
VAL S| A B E

(2) MR IERA(GT.8%)

- Bz 34 BEER-BTH% akSEsd,
EAE—85%, B —8-5%, PERS—8
o, HEX 8 Bh, BT EBhs—-8-5%,
NELHP, KELS.

- 8% FA: GEHE VR aERS SR
W%

(3) fAAN(52.8%)
- 22 74 BE -8 giE-8 S8 B
B8, FERE—8 HELXtS, H= HT
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Table 12. Comparison Result of Similarity Using Pal-
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Ay H &2 FA | FAFAY | HlZAE
AW 0 100.0% I\
FELEL 0.535714 73.2% N
ElnE 2o 0.571429 71.4% I\
1M1 JE 5 0.626506 68.7% NV
2ltik2 0.631579 68.4% N
fill A= 1ML %5 0.727273 63.6% I\
RPN 0.727273 63.6% U
2Lk 0.727273 63.6% I\¥ps
BRI 0.74359 62.8% U
L 0.75 62.5% I\¥ps

J\Wi5T E£299 &S vludt A3t B
2 73.2%, BEELEGZIL T1.4%, MBS 68.7%,
2ilieR2L 68.4%, MR LEIMSS 63.6%, +&XHE
2 63.6%, B 63.6%, FHEIIMGS 62.8%,
REZFRGS 62.5%2] £ FAMo] I& o=
A7} Ui
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