MIZLHO




MIZLHO

MR DTC







MIZLHO

2

1 44783 8,058
2 _|GSK 33,693 5134

31,745 5418
3 23,773 3,591
4 22,054 6,330
5 21,460 3,737
6 20,699 3,900
7 18,103 4244
8 16,865 2,575
9 16,654 6,091
10 14,264 2,366
11 13,397 2,656
12 10,285 1681
13 9,734 1,958
14 9,353 1297
15 8,891 1832

7,950 1,436

7,726 1457
16 7,539 1,660
17 7,072 1,503
18 6,092 3,085
19 4,768 690
20 4,680 867
21 4554 720
22 AG 4,236 1181
23 4215 700
24 3,810 773
25 3,735 736
26 3,046 590
27 2,962 816
28 2,905 1,133
29 2,327 435
30 2,046 505
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2003

1 9,956
2 / 7,023
3 5518
4 5,430
5 4277
6 / 4,236
7 / 4,062
8 3,984
9 3,778
10 3,341
25 2,246
42 / 1,603
43 1573
44 / / 1,568
48 / 1,465
59 1,253
60 1,252
63 / 1,142
66 1,077
TAP

2004
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1998 1999 2000

R&D R&D R&D
7,114 41.5% 6,364 34.5% 6,524 30.5%
6,631 38.7% 7,931 42.9% 7,991 37.4%
3,384 19.8% 3,379 18.3% 4,522 21.2%
17,129| 100.0%| 17,674 95.7%| 19,037 89.1%
0 0.0% 798 4.3% 2,327 10.9%
17,129| 100.0% 18,472| 100.0%| 21,364/ 100.0%

PhPMA: Industry Profile 2002(

DATA BOOK 2004
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