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ABSTRACT

In this study we evaluate usefulness of InSciTe Advanced, technology opportunity service offering trends information related
technologies by analyzing automatically large amount of data. Before developing the service, InSciTe Advanced, we design 5 main services
- Trends and Predictions, Technology Levels, Relationship Paths, Roadmaps, Competitors and Collaborators - through the interviews with
expert in planning R&D strategy. And we evaluate usefulness of each service in InSciTe Advanced to examine how the information
analyzed by InSciTe Advanced are useful to user from two points of view, Satisfaction of Information and Completeness of Information.
Users set a high value on 5 main services in all tis aspects, but give relative low grades to completeness of Information. We will learn
lessons from this study, increase kinds and amount of data, and strengthen the process about accuracy and reliability of analyzed
information from the service.

Keywords : Usefulness Evaluation, Information Analysis Service, Technology Opportunity Discovery, R&D Planning, Strategy
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Table 1. User interview list for service

Interviewer information

1 What is your exact task in R&D planning process?

2 Could you tell me specific R&D planning process of your company?

3 What's the difference between short-term R&D plan and long-term R&D plan?

4 What kind of methods do you use for getting technology information?

What is the ratio of using academic literature(papers, patents etc) for conducting R&D planning

5 activities(technology foresight, technology level evaluation and emerging technology development)?

6 How to extract wanted data from original academic literature data? Could you tell me the process?
7 How much do you expect the time and cost in doing number 6 task?

8 What do you think the reliability of the survey methods like Delphi for finding emerging technology?
9 What do you think the accuracy of emerging technology issued by research firm such as Gartner?

Understanding user needs

1 ‘What kind of functions do you need to the system?

2 What's the key function for doing your task?

3 If the system you want develop, how much percentage do you think to replace the existing method?

4 How much do you expect the accuracy of technology foresight result from the system?

5 We are planning to develop new service model that can trace the past R&D pattern and then propose emerging

technology in the future, What do you think about the new service?
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Table 2. Usefulness evaluation factor

Evaluation Criteria

Evaluation Factor

e Unique Content

e Relevant Information for User’s Needs

Satisfaction of Information e Valuable Tips on Technologies

e Reliable Professional Opinions

e Up-to-Date Information

e Comprehensiveness of Information

e Complete Content

Completeness of Information

e Sufficiency of Information

e Detailed Description about Technology
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Table 3. inquiries of usefulness evaluation

Evaluation inquires Criteria Result
1 If you give 1 point to the usefulness of existing method for keeping technology trend, how do you Sl
evaluate to the “Trends and Prediction” service of InSciTe Advanced? I
9 If you give 1 point to the usefulness of existing method for technology level evaluation, how do you SI
evaluate to the “Technology Levels” service of InSciTe Advanced? I
If you give 1 point to the usefulness of existing method for analyzing the relationship among Sl
3 technology, company and researcher, how do you evaluate to the “Relationship Paths” service of
InSciTe Advanced? CI
4 If you give 1 point to the usefulness of existing method for developing technology road map, how Sl
do you evaluate to the “Roadmaps” service of InSciTe Advanced? I
If you give 1 point to the usefulness of existing method for analyzing the competition or Sl
5 collaboration relationship of a certain technology, how do you evaluate to the “Competitors and
Collaborators” service of InSciTe Advanced? Cl
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Fig. 5. Evaluation criteria & factors of usefulness of Information
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Table 4. Results of usefulness evaluation

Service type

Criteria TP1

TP2 TP3 TP4 TP5 TP6 average

SI 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.82
Trends and Predictions
CI 1.9 15 15 1.8 15 1.9 1.68
SI 1.8 1.6 1.8 1.7 15 1.7 1.68
Technology Levels
CI 18 1.6 15 1.7 15 1.8 1.65
SI 1.7 1.8 1.7 16 2 2 1.80
Relationship Paths
CI 14 15 14 1.6 15 1.9 1.55
SI 19 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.73
Roadmaps
CI 1.3 15 14 1.7 12 1.7 1.47
SI 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.8 2 1.9 1.88
Competitors&Collaborators

CI 1.3 15 15 1.7 15 1.8 1.55

Average 1.68 1.64 1.62 1.70 1.63 1.82 1.68
5. 42 4l st of3t Hist Technologies and Roadmaps of the future for CIO”, 2011 (in

Korean).
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