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History “search activities” (I)

Decreasing “interactive” search time

1. SciFinder

2. Decreasing development Displays

3. Web of Knowledge (Feb 2006)

4. Semiconductor  NXP (2006)

5. Optical Storage (2006/2007)
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History “search activities” (II)
Search time "not interactive"
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Increasing “not interactive” search time

1. More general questions

2. Business/Market related questions
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“Non technical” information (I)
Number of "Non Technical" information

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007(1/4)

Year

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

re
p

o
rt

s

1. Gartner

2. Frost & Sullivan

3. Forrester

4. Hoovers

5. Dun & Bradstreet
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“Non technical” information (II)

1. Push-information “Displays”
• Start: begin 2005

• Databases: DisplaySearch and iSuppli

• 53 members

2. Push-information “Semiconductor”
• Start: begin 2006

• Databases: iSuppli and Gartner

• 15 members

3. Push-information Healthcare
• Start: April 2007

• Database: Frost & Sullivan

• 8 members
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Analyse tools (I)

=> d l15 top 100

L15         ANALYZE L13 1- CS :     622 TERMS

TERM #   # OCC  # DOC  % DOC CS

------ ------- ------ ------ ---------------

1      47     47   3.12 NANOSYS, INC.

2      21     21   1.39 HEWLETT-PACKARD DEV CO LP

3      21     21   1.39 NANTERO, INC.

4      19     19   1.26 THE REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

5      17     17   1.13 PRESIDENT AND FELLOWS OF HARVARD COLLEGE

6      14     14   0.93 RECEPTORS LLC

7      13     13   0.86 CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

8      13     13   0.86 KONINK PHILIPS ELECTRONICS NV

.9      12     12   0.80 INTEL CORPORATION

10      11     11   0.73 INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS MACHINES CORPORATION

11      10     10   0.66 SHARP LABORATORIES OF AMERICA, INC.

12      10     10   0.66 UNIV CALIFORNIA

13       9      9   0.60 DU PONT DE NEMOURS & CO E I

14       9      9   0.60 GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY

15       9      9   0.60 SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD.



12Philips Research

Analyse tools (II)
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Analyse tools (III)
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Analysetools (IV)
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Conclusions

Conclusion I

• Increasing “Not interactive” search time

• Increasing “Not technical” information 

• More interest in Business/Marketing information

Conclusion II

• Huge number of reports/patents  Need for Analyse tools

End conclusion

Need for

Marketing Intelligence (MI) + Competence intelligence (CI)
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Questions ?????




