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tion passcd by the Drug Rescarch Board stands in nced of
arification. Until such a time as therapentic cfficacy can
be established for all produ(l'., and such information is
made casily accessible to prescribing physicians, we feel ob-
figed to stand firmly on the necessity that a physician
prescribe specifically and have the prescription filled with
equal specificily.

Joim D. Arcurx, MD

Rorxer H. Mosexr, MD
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Drug Antisubstifution Laws:
Furiher Comment

During 1974, the Drug Rescarch Board (DRB) of the Na-

* tional Rescarch Council/National Academy of Sciences
(NRC/NAS) held a special meeting with representatives
of the Pharmaceutical Manufacturers Association. Onc
outcome of the meeling was a statement supporting the
state drug antisubstitution laws and opposing theit repeal.
When that statement was reviewed at the next regular
meeting of the DRB, a representative of the American
Pharmaccutical Association (APhA) made a plea for defer-
ral of action at lcast until representatives of APhAashould
have had an opportunity to be heard.

Accordingly, Dr. Shideman, chairman of the DRB, ap-
pointed Dr. James Pittman (chairman) and me as a com-
mittee of two to meet with APhA representatives. At the
meeting that ensued, the APhA representatives announced
that their association had no desire to have the anti-
substitution laws rcpenlcd»—ou’ly modificd. ‘The arguments
were persuasive, and Dr. Pittman presented a report at the
next regular mecting of the DRB on Oct 25,1974,

The report was not accepled as writlen, was rewritten
that " day, and re-presented to the DRB where discussion
and debate led finally to adoption of the following resolu-
tion: N
Resolved, Thas the physician, baving selected the chemical
entity 10 be used [or therapy, should be sequired to delegate
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10 the pharmacis, or explicitly to retain to himself, seleciion
of the particular drug producs 1o be dispensed and seccived
by the paticnt.

Following the October mecting of the DRB, Dr. Pitt-
man wrote what he told me by telephone be intended
solely as'a “think picce”—a basis for discussion of the fore-
going resolution of the DRB at its meeting on March 14,
1975. However, Dr. Pittman’s wriling was somchow used,
at least in past, by NRC/NAS as a press release, Jan 21,
1975, to accompany the resolution, which by then had re-
ccived the endorsement of the Assembly of Life Sciences.
The press release was headlined “Drug Board  Urges
Changes in Drug Substitution Laws"—somcthing 1 cannot
find as the intent of the DRB; at Jeast the DRB never
stated it so, and J never believed it so.

Confusion and perplexily have cnsued. The APhA has
scized on the press release for use in strong cfforts to up-
grade the role of the plmnmcist, perhaps to the point
where he will be the therapist while the physician is a diag-
nostician anly. Jn other words, the honorable DRB is in
danger of heing used against its own best intercsts.

Therefore, T recommended (1) that reconsideration of
the resolution be a prime order of business at the March 14
meeting of the DRB; (2) that the DRB rescind for now
the confusing resolution; (3) that the resolution be re-
studied by an ad hoc commitice of the DRB, the study to in-
clude a search for the reasons for misunderstanding of the
resolution. ’

I did not belicve that the resolution demanded a repeal or
modification of the state drug antisubstitution laws; other-
wise T would not have supporied it by votc. Obviously. I
was naive. The various interpretations placed on the reso-
lution by various partics indicate that the resolution is un-
clear in its intent. Clarification is of paramount impor-
tance.

The argument has been presented that the DRB had re-
sponsibility only for the resolution and no responsibility for
the academy (NRC/NAS) press release. Thercfore, the ac-
gument continues, it is the obligation of the academy to
correct any misunderstandings. T find  that argument
specious and am reminded of Pontius Pilate. The resolution
emanated from the DRB, and it is the obligation of that

board to clarify promptly the intent of the resolution.
. Hucir H. Hussey, MD




