
significantly enhance the available opportunities. In the
case of HIV, the foundation of academic research has en-
abled the pharmaceutical industry to enter this field with
more and improving drug classes. New drugs in turn help
further academic research, by providing essential tools to
elucidate disease pathways. Successful collaboration
amongst key stakeholders to fight a life-threatening dis-
ease, can also dramatically improve the innovation cycle
time (Figure 5).

It is highly likely that the pace of change will further accel-
erate. If these developments continue at the current pace,
they might well lead to fundamental changes in what consti-
tutes pharmaceutical R&D within the next few decades.
Spotting those scientific opportunities with the greatest
promise for future success, within the many influences that
bear on the industry, and using them as ingredients for
strategic change, has to be at the heart of R&D strategy today.
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Erratum

In the 1st December 2003 issue of Drug Discovery Today (Vol. 8, No. 23; 1085–1093), in the article entitled ‘Confocal optics microscopy
for biochemical and cellular high-throughput screening’, by Lenka Zemanová et al., the author affiliations should have read:
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We would like to apologize for any confusion that this might have caused.


