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Abstract

Despite the advances in Western medicine, more than one-third of
the people seeking conventional medical treatment each year also are
looking into complementary and alternative medicine remedies.
Chinese traditional medicine (CTM) is an integral part of prevailing
practice in Chinese communities. Most CTM treatments are provided
in combination with orthodox medicine, requiring physicians and
pharmacists to pay attention to adverse interactions between herbal
medicine and Western medicine.

Herbal medications contain many active components, yet most
patients believe these products are mild and safe, and they do not tell
their physicians about taking these products. In addition, physicians
seldom ask their patients about herbal medicines they may be taking,
making the study of herb-drug interaction more difficult. This study
investigates patient behavior toward taking medicine, in order to
understand the characteristics of patients who follow both Western and
herbal medicine practices.

A structured questionnaire was used to determine the
relationships among personal characteristics, health practices,
knowledge of practices, and behaviors related to taking medicine.
Interviews were conducted with 2,176 general medicine outpatients
from Western and Chinese traditional clinics at a medical school. A
total of 1,994 (91.6%) of 2,176 participants completed the
guestionnaire.

Based on behavior related to taking medicine, we divided the



population into three groups. Western medicine only, herbal medicine
only, and both Western and herbal medicines. Among the subjects in
the study, 1,450 (72.7%) reported taking both medicines, while 423
(21.2%) followed Western medical practices only and 121 (6.1%) took
only herbal medicines. Polytomous Logistic Regression analysis was
conducted to examine the differences among these three groups and
determine the predictors for following both types of medical practices.

Our analysis showed that 85.7% of the population took their
medicine according to the doctor’'s prescriptions and 98.8% took
medicine with water. The population following both Western and
herbal medicine practices was more likely to be younger, use more
health insurance resources, take some medicine to maintain health,
and consider bodily constitution and drug adverse reactions when
making decisions about visiting orthodox medicine or CTM
practitioners.

Since drug information can be obtained from many sources, the
patients who followed both type of medical practices paid more
attention to health knowledge, asked advice from family and friends,
and sought advice from a health care professional when they had a
problem with a medication.

Results indicated that for every year increase in age, the
likelihood of using Western medicine increased by 1.02 compared to
those who accepted both medical practices. In addition, the more a
patient knew about a medicine's effects, the more likely that
individual was to follow Western medicine practices. Patients with

cardiovascular disease or diabetes tended to follow western medicine

iv



only.

The patients who took herbal medicines only paid close attention
to the adverse reactions of drugs, made thoughtful decisions about
visiting Western or CTM clinics, and were more likely to choose
herbal medicines only as their knowledge of drug adverse reactions
increased.

Approximately 70% population takes both Western and herbal
medicines, leading us to recommend that physicians and pharmacists
ask patients if they combined Western medicines with herbal remedies
when an adverse drug reaction occurs. Probable cases should be
reported to the Adverse Drug Reaction Center to allow systematic
study of this situation. The news media can then inform the population
about the adverse reactions or adverse herb-drug interactions that have
been confirmed, so people can avoid dangerous products or

combinations.

Key words: taking medicine behavior, combination of herbal-drug medicine,

herbal-drug interaction.
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a., 2002)
(Warfarin) (Danshen)(Yu et al.,1997)
Quai) (Ginkgo Biloba) (l1zzo et al.,2001)
(Ginseng) (Warfarin)

(Digoxin) (Furosemide)
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2-1

( ) vV vV
Betel nut phenothiazines v
warfarin INR v
Salvia miltiorrhiza
warfarin INR vV
Angelica sinensis
warfarin INR 4
Allium sativum
Aspiri, Warfarin v
Ginkgo biloba Thiazide v
Trazodone Vv
Phenelzine v
Panax ginseng warfarin INR vV
vV
Glycyrrhiza glabra vV
Prednisolone 254
Clonidine v v
Pausinystalia vy Vv v
yohimbe
vV likely interaction; convincing reports or well studied
v possible interaction; reports or studies need validation

v doubtful interaction; poorly evaluated or documented

INR=Internationa Normalized Ratio
Michad et d., 2001
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(p 0.05

(p 0.05)

0.40



47

1.33



4-1

N % N % N % N %
423 21.2 121 6.1 1450 72.7 1994 100.0
422 100.0 121 100.0 1445 100.0 1988 100.0 8.16
205 48.6 48 39.7 592 41.0 845 425
217 514 73 60.3 853 59.0 1143 57.5
419 100.0 119 100.0 1425 100.0 1963 100.0 95.68
18 40 104 24.8 33 27.7 590 41.4 727 37.0
41 64 175 418 62 521 636 44.6 873 44.5
65 140 33.4 24 20.2 199 14.0 363 18.5
417 100.0 119 100.0 1436 100.0 1972 100.0 75.51
158 379 25 21.0 283 19.7 466 23.6
54 129 26 21.9 170 11.8 250 12.7
102 245 28 235 451 31.4 581 295
103 247 40 33.6 532 37.1 675 34.2
416 100.0 120 100.0 1432 100.0 1968 100.0 16.13
56 135 21 17.5 319 22.3 396 20.1
360 86.5 99 825 1113 77.7 1572 79.9
408 100.0 119 100.0 1417 100.0 1944 100.0 41.02 a
190 46.6 49 41.2 480 33.9 719 37.0
27 6.6 15 125 145 10.2 187 9.6
34 8.3 12 10.1 135 95 181 9.3
72 17.7 19 16.0 254 179 345 17.8
20 4.9 4 3.4 38 2.7 62 3.2
65 159 20 16.8 365 25.8 450 23.1
p 0.05 p 0.01
a Fisher's exact test



4-1 ()
C2
N % N % N % N %
409 100.0 118 100.0 1398 100.0 1925 100.0 5.25a
137 335 35 29.7 469 335 641 33.3
244 597 75 63.6 809 57.9 1128 58.6
25 6.1 6 51 89 6.4 120 6.2
3 07 2 16 31 22 36 1.9
360 100.0 99 100.0 1253 100.0 1712 100.0 17.31
180 50.0 48 485 503 40.1 731 42.7
( 127 353 40 40.4 589 47.0 756 44.2
53 14.7 11 11.1 161 12.9 225 13.1
388 100.0 106 100.0 1316 100.0 1810 100.0 48.93 a
228 588 53 50.0 528 40.1 809 44.7
80 206 29 27.4 446 33.9 555 30.7
() 64 165 22 207 301 229 387 21.4
16 4.1 2 19 41 31 59 3.3
410 100.0 120 100.0 1431 100.0 1961 100.0 15.54 a
1 02 1 0.8 5 04 7 04
A-B 145 354 41 342 522 36.4 708 36.0
C-D 163 39.8 61 50.8 554 38.7 778 39.7
E 101 246 17 142 350 245 468 23.9
p 005 p 001

a

Fisher’'s exact test
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4-2

a

N % N % N % N %
( )
140 33.1 31 25.6 526 36.3 697 350 6.39
148 35.0 33 27.3 621 428 802 40.2 17.35
130 30.7 45 37.2 543 37.5 718 36.0 6.49
107 25.3 24 19.8 548 37.8 679 34.1 34.37
131 31.0 38 31.4 645 445 8l4 40.8 29.48
84 199 23 19.0 209 144 316 159 8.21
( )

162 38.3 29 24.0 373 257 564 28.3 26.70
92 21.7 8 6.6 205 14.1 305 153 22.14
33 90 10 83 168 11.6 216 10.8 3.18
157 37.1 24 19.8 522 36.0 703 353 13.60
22 52 37 306 283 195 342 17.2 63.58
31 7.3 23 190 144 99 198 9.9 14.35
59 13.9 7 58 179 123 245 12.3 5.83
39 92 30 248 300 20.7 369 185 31.94
53 12,5 20 16.5 267 18.4 340 17.1 8.04
423 100.0 121 100.0 1450 100.0 1994 100.0 52.15
224 53.0 59 48.8 499 34.4 782 39.2
199 47.0 62 51.2 951 65.6 1212 60.8
196 100.0 61 100.0 938 100.0 1195 100.0 8.96a

4 20 0O 00 26 28 30 25

26 13.3 5 82 8 9.4 119 10.0

49 25.0 13 21.3 242 25.8 304 25.4

35 17.9 13 21.3 185 19.7 233 19.5

47 240 18 295 264 28.1 329 27.5

35 17.8 12 19.7 133 14.1 180 15.1

p 005 p 001

Fisher's exact test



4-3

N % N % N % N %

418 100.0 119 100.0 1440 100.0 1977 100.0 5.55@
358 85.6 101 84.9 1236 85.8 1695 85.7
29 6.9 12 101 116 81 157 7.9
21 5.1 5 4.2 72 50 98 50
10 24 1 0.8 16 11 27 1.4

«C )

414 98.1 120 99.2 1434 98.9 1968 98.8 1.85
18 4.3 1 0.8 33 23 52 26 6.66a
14 3.3 2 17 44 3.0 60 3.0 0.90a

423 100.0 121 100.0 1450 100.0 1994 100.0
211 50.0 41 339 509 351 761 38.2 37.6
64 15.0 34 281 374 25.8 472 23.6
148 35.0 46 38.0 567 39.1 761 38.2
28 424 17 60.7 133 42.0 178 43.3 3.71
38 57.6 11 39.3 184 58.0 233 56.7

422 100.0 121 100.0 1450 100.0 1994 100.0
208 49.3 40 33.1 547 37.7 795 39.9 25.78
54 12.8 31 256 261 18.0 346 17.3
160 37.9 50 41.3 642 44.3 852 42.8
83 922 19 731 288 80.0 390 819 8.72
7 7.8 7 26.9 72 20.0 86 18.1

p 0.05 p 0.01

Fisher's exact test
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4-4

N % N % N % N %
( )
323 76.4 97 80.2 1182 81.51602 80.3 5.52
81 19.2 11 9.1 442 30.5 534 26.8 42.01
29 69 3 25 124 86 156 7.8 6.4la

12 28 5 41 55 38 72 36 0.96
43 102 11 91 89 6.1 143 7.2 8.69
423 100.0 121100.0 1450 100.0 1994 100.0 13.20

92 21.8 27 22.3 218 15.0 337 16.9

() 331 782 94 77.7 1232 85.01657 83.1
1. 272 817 77 81.1 1028 83.11377 82.7 0.56
2, 65 19.6 19 20.0 353 28.5 437 26.3 12.89

3. 18 54 2 21 75 61 95 57 263a
4. 26 7.8 12 126 65 53 103 6.2 10.16
( )
280 66.2 72 59.5 942 65.01294 64.9 1.86
116 27.4 53 43.8 675 46.6 844 42.3 49.20
124 29.3 49 405 673 46.4 846 42.4 39.40
43 102 9 7.4 106 7.3 158 7.9 3.70
«( )
218 51.5 52 43.0 868 59.91138 57.1 19.71
103 24.3 34 28.1 537 37.0 674 33.8 25.42
115 27.2 38 31.4 519 35.8 672 33.7 11.16
94 222 23 19.0 197 13.6 314 15.7 19.44
p 005 p 001

a

Fisher’'s exact test

52



4-5

a

N % N % N % N %
423100.0 121 100.0 1450 100.0 1994 100.0 2.49
150 35,5 52 43.0 523 36.1 725 36.4
273 64.5 69 57.0 927 63.9 1269 63.6
( )
138 49.8 14 20.3 250 26.9 402 31.556.14
17 61 2 29 73 79 92 7.2 297a
15 54 5 7.2 8 88 102 8.0 3.43
60 21.7 32 46.4 341 36.7 433 34.0 26.55
9 32 3 43 39 42 51 40 052a
87 31.4 17 24.6 240 258 344 27.0 3.57
28 9.7 7 101 150 152 185 14.5 7.92
6 22 1 14 48 52 55 43 61lla
47 111 8 6.6 148 10.2 203 15.9 1.19
p 005 p 001

Fisher's exact test



4-6

N % N % N % N %
423 100.0 121 100.0 1450 100.0 1994 100.0 26.59
231 54.6 50 41.3 588 40.6 869 43.6
192 454 71 58.7 862 59.4 1125 56.4
162 100.0 56 100.0 735 100.0 953 100.0 2.31
30 17.6 15 21.1 125 145 170 15.1
162 84.4 56 789 738 855 956 84.9
6 3.7 1 1.8 40 54 47 49 211a
4 25 1 1.8 26 35 31 33 0.89a
89 100.0 47 100.0 532 100.0 668 100.0 15.34
101 53.2 23 329 334 38.8 458 408
89 46.8 47 67.1 528 61.2 664 59.2
1. 39 438 22 46.8 249 46.8 310 46.4 0.28
2. 4.5 5 106 40 7.5 49 7.3 1.84a
3. 4.5 6 128 33 6.2 43 6.4 3.73a
4, 17 19.1 6 128 91 17.1 114 17.1 0.88
p 0.05 p 0.01
a Fisher’s exact test
4-7
(1) (2) (3)
F
53.74 17.02 49.78 15.49 45.21  15.58 48.21 ; 2
315 169 2584 163 2.88 1.55 4.81 1 3
215 147 223 154 218 1.39 0.84
p 0.05 p 001



4-8 (Polytomous L ogistic Regression)
! /
-2.00 0.73 L -1.20 1.22
- E
0.22 0.20 124 | -031 037 073
0.02 0.01 102 : 003 0.02 103
a :
-0.22 0.33 0.80 ' -0.45 0.56 0.64
a :
-0.24 0.42 078 ' 0.82 0.63 2.28
0.10 0.41 111 1 022 0.74 1.24
0.21 0.35 124 ' -0.05 0.65 0.96
0.20 0.49 122 1 082 0.90 2.27
-0.68 0.33 051 ! -1.65 0.82 0.19
() ° E
0.09 0.28 110 © 052 0.52 1.69
-0.46 0.28 063 ! 047 0.50 1.60
() -0.03 0.32 097 : 033 0.58 1.40
A-B? 5
C-D -0.22 0.22 0.80 ! -0.01 0.36 0.99
E () -0.33 0.24 072 1 -1.17 0.50 0.31
: e
0.15 028 116 ! -0.22 055 080
0.47 0.36 1.60 ; -0.27 0.73 0.76
a p 0.05 p 0.01
coding O coding 1 coding 2



)

(

4-8

0.69

0.42

0.29

0.77

0.51

0.40

251

0.37

217

0.45

1.13

0.39

0.59

0.49

0.65

0.35

0.68
0.62

0.48
0.49

0.96
291

0.47
0.51

0.71

0.35

0.21

-0.02

0.36

-0.86

0.32

-0.13

0.33

-1.10

0.24
0.32

-0.36
-0.23

0.19

-0.31

0.46
-0.10

0.30

0.24
0.32

-0.36
-0.23

p 001

coding

p 005
0

2

coding

1

coding
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)

(

4-8

0.40
0.91

0.38
011

0.16
0.17

1.33

0.13

0.07

0.05

0.81

0.41

0.54

1.77

0.35

0.21

-0.23

0.71

0.38

0.47

0.61

0.37

0.21

-0.43

121

0.37

0.23

-0.47

p 0.01

coding

p 0.05
0

2

coding

1

coding



1,994 1,450

172.7%
1992 8.4% 1998
29.1%
89
22.0% 56
46.3%

155

59



2.15
1.75 1.30
1.15

1.65 1.51

(Sommer et al., 1999)

(Simile et d., 2002)

(MacLennan et al., 2002)
(Adtin et.d., 2000)

( ,1992)



1994

78.7%

(Atin etal., 2000)

(1998)

2.9% 29.1%

61



(

1994)

62

(



(Nilsson et al., 2001)

(Adin etd., 2000)
1994 78.7%
E
23%
(doctor- shopping) 7.9%

(Sato et d.,



1995)




(Reilly, 2001)

(Larkin, 1999)
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