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My direct commumcatlon Wlth these compames was! ‘one ; of several contribut-
ing factors which led: to the:realization that these gifts, were of ‘a promotional
nature. This presented the conflict with my professional commitments which
indicated that those gifts already accepted must’ necessarily be. returned, A
classmate and I drafted the letter to the Lilly Company included elsewhere in
my statement which- was sent with the instruments’ that’ were returned. I -did
not sign that letter because I did not want the indusry'to feel that it was in any
way a result of the poor response to my communication with the several coms-
panies to whom had become known. Certainly the slightly better.than fifty per
cent reply rate to my letter attests to the fact that the companies did respond
“poorly.” This wag not; and is not, however, a factor determining’ my opinion as
presented. in my statement before the Monopoly Subcommittee. The arguments
for reaching the conclusions I have are self-contained in that-document,

Mr. Payron. I can tell you. wha,t, in essence, I did. I did not know
what the companies’ ‘interest in providing these gifts was. I agsked them
with a certain double purpose, 1 have to admit, 1f they were interested
in more completely supplying the black bags I wanted to find out
what their priorities were. Their responses were that—and I think
it was made very clear in several of the letters—their priorities began
with the practicing physwlans, with remdents, then Wlth mterns,
medical students being last.

They also claimed that they were interested in- educatmnal con-
cerns. We followed this up by contacting 10 companies at the time that
we were presenting a symposium on community health to find out if
10 companies which had either by word of mouth or in a léetter told
us that they were interested in supporting. educational' symposia, if
_they would actually follow through on this. Three of the 10 responded. -

Senator DorLe. When were these letters ertten, What date ap-
proximately ¢ . :

Mr. Payron. InJ anua,ry

Senator Dore. Januar ' :

Mr. Payron. 1969. Tﬁ,e symposium I: am speakmtr about is a sym-
posium on community health, Whlch was February 21~22 at the Un1~‘
versity of California.

I do not refer to these thmgs in my statement because 31m11ar cases -
have been already documented in areas I will refer to later. '

Senator DoLE. Is anyone present today who signed the letter2

Mzr. Payron. No,sir.

Senator Dore. Who did they choose——

Mr. Payton. I composed portions of this letter, however, and re-
turned the gifts T had picked up at the bookstore. -

Senator DorLe. Oh, you were invited to come to the comm1ttee ?

Mr. Payron. Yes, sir. o

Senator Dore. Even though youhad not mgned the letter ¢

Mr. Payron. Yes, sir.

Senator Dore. That makes sense.

Proceed. o ‘ ik ‘

‘Mr. Payron. Drug samples for personal use must be included in
the classification of glfts The hospital pharmacy file contains the
business cards of the representatives of 90 drug manufacturers. A
recent check of this file, which is open to faculty, staff, and students at
the medical center, revealed the following :

Five medical students, 19 house staff members, one dent1st one
pharmacy resident, and three medical center employees requested druO"
samples for personnel use. TWO of the medical students stated tha,t the




