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S : DR.. BETSY ANCKER-JCQHNSON, = -
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE FOR SCIENCE AND TPCHNO
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In fha 01051ng months of 1943, Ane cican COUﬁt“r“.

intelligence agents intercepted a letter which was mal
in Swibzerland and addr“ssed to a suspected German age
in Mexico. On the GUmmE =d inner seal of this lettar th
found o phctomicrograpnh —- a tiny particle of shotogra
£ilm rpo larger than the period at the end of a typewrii

sentence. Such microdots -- as they later came to be

called —-- would be found in increasing nwabers during
months ahead, Unlike tne more sophisticated versions

would appear later, this nmicrodot bore a fully-develop
-lmage. - One had simply-to- place it-under a microscope
read the several paragraphs of text which 1t contained

Of the tens of thousands of secret messagaes which
intercepted and read by the United States during World
one sentence on this microdot was ultimately Jjudged to

re

among the most chilling. - It read: "Whe
tests with uranium?”

I daresay thﬂt none of us here this evening would
encounter the slightest difficulity in imagining the ex
scrutiny accorded these seven words by managerq of the
Manhattan Project. They would immediately note that t
gquestion was vhrased in terms of “wnﬁre“, ratq 217 Than
"whether®. More importantly, fhey would Zully appreci
the lqnvtlcanCD of the question’'s having baaen vai ed
tine first instance. One does not ask about uranium, a
least not in terms of an esplonage assignment, withouk
some knowledge of its possible use. ?a; e tnat knowle
nignt procead seolely from theoretical considerations,

nignt also ;vogecd from aﬂuanccd axpe :rimental vork not.
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Th@se are but a fcw of- the thougn s'which doubtlcés”
cross ed the minds of our resoon81ble offlclals durlng
those, uncertain days of 1943 : 5

Today, we —— you and I —--.are the rcsoons;ble
cfficials. Our mission 1s not so easily deilned as is
priority in the development of nuclear weaDonry, rather,
it embraces as a goal the fullest expression of scientific
excellencg WLthn the - quultLLloqs bntruatﬁd to our care.

Unllkn our predecessors in tme Mannattan Project, wa

e b

‘suffer not from a dearth but from an avalanche oOF info:maﬁion

about the environment in which we overate. We cannot
afford the luxury of examining seven-word sentences under
“a microscope. We must integrate vast piles of data and

be possessed of the ability to extract meaningful trends.

Only then can we beg1n la}lng ouu our strhgegles with

There exists one-trend which ¥ believe will have an
increasing impact on each of our programs ovar the next
several years., Its proportions have now grown se large
as to maks it easily recognizzble. I refer :to the
increa ad EMpHaals beaing Dlncﬂd by thc Con gress on tﬂ°

sage- of research results. _ - :

_ Rather than attempt a full elaboration of the
which this trend emerges, I propose simply LQ refresh youx
recollection of chilling events which occurred six years &

one year ago, and one we k ago o . A e
-Héré thev are:
-:;_ Wednesday, Vovemoer 19 1969.H ot

The Dmfenae Aooromrlatwons Act algnOd 1nto l W tods

~contains a provision, known as the Mansfield Amendment
which provides that none of the funds being appropriat

"may ba used to carry out any research project or
study unless such project or study has a direct and

apparant relatloPQQAP to a specific military function.

ox: operatwon.

e Monday, Novembbr ll 1‘2'711

© Senator Nllllam Proxmiye todav criticized the

National Science Foundation for ”up8ﬁd‘pg tens of
millions of .dollars without . . . evaluating the
usaefulness of the rosuiron once it has been completed,
and making sure that peiantially valuable ressarch '

uT:” are madb ava1i3ulv to QU,SLblo us:rs.'
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- rontest, I would be allied with basic research on the

Thurqday, OcLober 30, 1975.

A staff repor released today by the Pre51dcnt s
Biomedical Research Panel concludes that patient care
mandatad by. Congrass appears to be draining resources

and the attention of scilentists away from bablc rcsearch

*fon the causes of cancer.

What does all thJs_mean and wnat, if anyﬁhing, Shduldf

wa be d01ng about it

Let us dlsmlSS at the outsat tne notion that proponﬂnt

. of basic research are engaged in a zero-sum battle with
advocates of applied research, If there were such a -

grounds that, sconer or later, some important applicaticons

5

of this research would find their way into our market econonmy.

Furthermorsz, absent basic research, we would sooner or lat
reach the 901nt wha 2 applications trailed off into insign
cance. : . : : : . oo

I believe it would be a .serious mistake to conclude th
Senatcr Proxmire, for example, was totally unanpreciative
.of. the funddmental importance of basic research. (It shou
not pass our attention that thus far his "golden f£leece"
awards have been targeted upon the behavierizl, rather
than the physical, sciences.} We, for our part, are no le
appreciative than Senator Proymire of the importance of
applied research. Who among us would countenance the p
abandonment of effort on a promising chemotherapeutic agen
simply because a continuation of that effort would pass
beyond thb borderg of ba51c research° -

Let us also recognlze that the events bﬂlng pTayed
out around us do not find their genesis in an attack upon

scientists by non-scientists. The schism exists in science

itself, and finds its most eloguent enunciations within
the scientific community. Consider these remarks by

Joseph Henry, the first Secretary of th&” Smithsonian .
Institution and an ardent advocate of basic research. The
are taken from the Institution's Annual Report of 1853.

"As soon as ‘any branch of science can be brought to be

on the necessities, converiences, or luxuries of life,
it meets with encouragement and reward. ~ Not so with |
the dlqcovery of the incipient principles of science;)
the investigations which lead to those receive no - |
fostering care fxom the government and are conglderud
trifles unworthy of the attention of Lrose who place

- the supreme good in that unxch 1mmod1atgly admlnlcters
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to the ph&sical needs . . ... But he who loves truth

for its own sake, feels that its higher aims are lowered

and its moral influence marred by being continually.

~summoned to the bar of immediate and palpable utility;

- -As if in rebuttal, Hdenry Roscoe in his eulogy of
Louis Pasteur in 1889 stated: - Lot

"For although it is foolish angd. short-sighted to decry

the pursuit of any form of scientific study because

it may be as yet far removed from practical application

to the wants of men, and altiough such siudies may be|

of great value as an incentive to intellectual activity,

yet . . . discoveries which give us the power of
rescuing a population from starvation, or which tend
to diminish the ills that. flesh . . . is heixr to,
must deservedlv attract more z=ttention and create a
more ganeral interest than others having sg far no
direct bzaring on the welfare of the rac

Pasteur, himself a great pragmatist, once cobsarved:

"There is no greater charm for the investil

gator than
to make new discoverles; but his pleasure is heightened
‘wnen he sees that they have a direct application to

practical life”.

Clearly the schism is long apparent in our own S&T

community. Let us entertain for a moment tha thougnht that

. . . . Lo - . . i
the essence of our difficulty resides not in the willingness

of the Congress to surrender lasting besnefits for short-

term relief, nor in the inability of individual Congress—|

- men to grasp the cause-and-effect relationship between
today's basic resezrch and tomorrow's miracles. Let us
hypothesize that our real difficulty resides in the fact
-that, howaver clumsily or inarticulately exvpressed, the
" exasperatiorn of the Congress conceals a kernel of truth

that no amount of pious indignation on our part or element
outrage can guench. Our problem may be,simply that we,aré'

‘not 100% right.

Can we assert that the full fruits of our basic ressan

have always and everywhere been made available in tangible

form to the people on whose behalf our services were
engagad? I do not ask whether these fruits were made avai
“able frese of charge, but at any price. ”
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Tf we cannot make this assexrtion, can we sa
~that we have put forth our best efforts to.achi
result? Can we at least say that we have ma

8]
0 W

efforts and that these efforts are being incr as

‘Does it help our cause to point out that LniV"sitles'_
- _

"and other non-profit ‘research institutions ara not thenm
selves capable of brngng new produpto or services to tn
market place9 o '

IS.lt suf:ic;en- to say that tne reotha of our resea
efforts are published in the& open lite ra_ure° If you are
tempted to answer yes to this last question, I invite you
to consider the Salk Institute's experience with somatost

This potentially life-saving drug was patented by Salk and

then offered, non-exclusively, to anyone willing to
prosecute a new drug application. There were no takers,

If you are still doubtful as to whether a oroblem exi:

or if you are scepitical as to its dimensions, it may be
profitable for us to reviaw the British expariencea.

Tha synthetic dye Adndustry was born i
- when William He nry Perkin, an eignteen-yea
the Royal Colliege of Chemistry in London,
strong mauve dye from coal tax. The proc
patv”ted Within a year, Parkin launched
with the aid of his fathsr. The synthesis was made in a
"~ laboratory at a technical college, and the ability to put

ﬂ)
0w oW
0t

the new scisance to work depended upon the fact that therxe

was a large number of trained chemists, graduates of the

Royal College of Chemistry and of the Techisches Hochschul
in Germany =-- people who knew how to manlpulate and cont

the many processes involved in the making of organic dyves
By 1862, five years after Perkin began manufacturing, fiv
1mporuant_1naLstrla1 colors were being gyathstically prod
‘Snythetic mauve, fuchsia, aniline blue, yvellow and imperi

-purple, which were previously made from their natural - 1 -

ana109ues} cnanged the acono mv of gcveraﬁ nauﬂons.
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ch, otultpgtandlng tnu Brltlsn prellml a;v dldcovery; -

Wluhlﬂ a short Llne, Germany had outstripped England as
a producer of orxganic dyes, and by the end of the 1%th

century, Germany was exporting. synthetic dyes to England.




~ fThe 1nab111tg of the Blltl sh to parulcl pate in the
practical returns of a great industry they mads possible w
even more dramatically duplicated years later. The United

- States, capitalizing on the flndlngu of Drs.. AlehaﬂT 2y liomlnq-

and tHoward Florey of St. Mary's Hos»ital of London: and of
Oxford University some ecleven yaars alitar theiy initial
report on penicillin, created Lue_dnlelOtLC.lndthry.

_ One may well conjecture that these major economic
‘losses to the United Kingdom might not have occurred had

~the inveﬁblcabora involved and their supporting management

taken greater note of the worid's patent svstems and thelr
practical implications. . I'll say more on this later but |
let me ncte now that the United Kingdom tock cognizance of
these losses when it established the National Research and

avelopnent Corporation (NRDC) following the Second World

) Exparience demonstratées that the mere publication of
research results will not guavantee ucilization :
somatostatin case T mentioned earlier, the 3alk Inst
found that a large number of pharmaceutical hou '
willing to undertake furthexr developmenit if tha

an exclusive license under Salk's patent.

 What they were unwilling to do was to e

xechange ben to
twenty million dollars (the cost of prosecuting a drug
application) for a six-month'z head start in the market pl
This leads to the obvious conclusion that nonprofiit reseaxn
institutions must be prepared to offer scma degree of '
exclusivity in order to insure commer Cjailzatlon of some o

tqclv reqearca results.

Let me suggest that if this policy had been implemente

by the United Kingdom as early as 1850, the British might

well have shared in the economnic rewa*d of the synthetic d
industry for many more years than they were permitted by
German competition. More importantly, the antibiotic

industry might well have been British rather than American

an&'penicillin might well have been brought to the public
n years earllﬂr, with the rbsuftaﬁg praservation of
-PJHQLEda of thousands of live Az I noted previously,

the British have attempted to avoid further loss of theix
econcmic position by establishing NRDC, a central Govarnme
licensing organization. Although we regard the NRDU-type
organization as .an inadeguakte substitute for an effective
university patent management organization, it has
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successfully managed the licensing and development by a
British parmaceutical concern of- C”DAalOSpOlln, one of thea
major second-generation antibiotics generaLed by Oxford
;Unlve 1Pv with CovehﬁdunL SLDUorL..

If I were to conclude my remarks at this point and
-entertain questions from the audience I would immediately

 be challenged to explain how universities can give exclusive
licensas on patents o wnich the Govarnmant retains tltlp.i

The short answe: is tnat they cannobo'

Nevercheleas, on ueptember ?3 1975, the Committee
on Government Patent Policy recommgndcd that all agencies
of the Executive Branch provide to universities a first
option on Quost&nblally all inventions generated with
raderal supoort; providad that the inventing institution

is found to have an identified technology transfer functiomn.

In addition, the Committee also directed that an inter-—

agency committes be formed for the purpose of joint agency

identification of universities having a aulsFac toxry tech-
nology transfer function. ' :

I'm delighted we've come this far. Notwithstanding
these long-sought positive developments, it should be note
that implementation of the recommendations by agencies whni
do not presently have such policies has been left to each
"agency's own discretion. Accordiagly, the opinions of

each university on these matters will significantly aifesct

the direction that individual agencies may take. I urgs
you, therefore, to make your views known to the government
agencies with which you interact. -

In particular, I draw your attention to ths opportunity

to present views on ERDA's patent policy at the public
hearing scheduled for \ovama:r 18 and 19, at . the Germantow
,fac1]1tj : S : o

I cannot pass. over thlS menulonlng Of MRDA w1thou* _
being mindful of the support which vour assoclation gave
- me last year in my efforts to eliminate the major imper— .

iectlono wnhich wexre contained in the. orlglnal Sa naue-passe

vers on of the LERDA pOlle bill.

In the 1ong range, I invite your her on Lne £ol]ow1ng°

Ag Chairman of the Government Patent Policy Committes, I |
hope to shepherd through the Bxzecutive into Congress lagié
lation to establish a uniform patent policy for inventiong
emanating from ¥Fe deraTTy Eundod rosearch, R
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“As I visualize it, this legislation would enable universi=
ties to license patents embodying their inventions much more
successfully than is currently the case. I'd be very pleased”
~ to hear your views as the legislation takes on form and
© certainly I'm counting on your support with Congress.
+ & k4




