14414 COMPETITIVE PROBLEMS IN THE DRUG INDUSTRY
We have all Witnessed‘ with dismay the spectacle of important new scientific

w ufin‘fOrmation'falling on deaf ears --or, '~w9r=se, remaining unspéken at all; Time

s :fand tiinje,again, the .ob‘jéc’tive of ‘rééeargh -- b'er'xle‘fvit to the consumer pﬁblié"--
‘has been frustrated as the communications a,bo'rt( The disparity between cur
op’erant knowledge of 'communicafions and'its appl"‘ifcation i; crippling and, finally,
intolerable. You are wel} aware of the frustrations of the cohgre’ss as it surveyed

H.E.W.'s efforts in technology transfer.

V, That is Why I ventured into the'world of communications to see if there were
elements we have been overlooking in our efforts to 1mp1ement the health informa-~
; tion"\‘ve p'o’ss’ess The answer to my 1nqu1ry is resoundmgly pos1t1ve. A brief
overview of the technology transfer process of biomedical research communica-

tions points them up.

There see?m 6 be twé factors which necessitate éak1né a fresh‘look at how ‘effect-
“ively b1omed1ca.1 commumcatmns (technology tra.nsfer) are conducted. One is the
fact of the ’:_syheer volume of information now being gen‘era.t,ed < ~-many thOu‘sands

of discrete items per year. The othér is the fact that many of these findings now
require the active cooperation, ’6ftéﬁ times necessitatin‘g‘a, reversal ‘of'long-term
pract1<:e, att1tudes and behavior, not only of health professmnals but of the public

,.Hs,t large in order td become beneflcklal. A pair of commumca,tlons tasks are then

 manifest: semsitive priorities and persuasive messages. The two tasks_ are
inextricabl‘y intertwined, at ‘each of three stages of communication betweenl)
scientist and scientist; 2) scientist and practitioner; 3) and scientist/practitioner

and the public.
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