neering and Physical Sciences Research
Council.

The names of these two councils hint at
the cultural shift that all the research coun-
cils must now embrace. Each will be given a
mission statement that for the first time
stresses its role in enhancing Britain’s indus-
trial competitiveness. And each council will
be chaired part-time by an industrialist to
ensure that their full-time chief executives
heed this message. Not surprisingly, some
academics are alarmed by this focus on
wealth creation. Even the Royal Society’s
Atiyah, who supports the new arrangements,
is concerned that too much emphasis on
industrial competitiveness could “distort
basic research.” But Waldegrave argued last
week that fundamental research labs in many
other countries have “much more intimate
connections” with industry than their Brit-
ish counterparts, without getting drawn away
from basic science.

Most academic scientists are reserving
judgment on that issue until they see just
how the research councils interpret their new
missions. And it’s also unclear how the white
paper will affect the main problem facing
Britain’s young scientists: a university system
that trains thousands of Ph.D.s, employs them
on temporary contracts until their mid-thir-
ties, and then throws most of them on the
scrap heap. As a start, Waldegrave is propos-
ing to reform postgraduate training, by en-
couraging all Ph.D. candidates to begin by
taking 1-year master’s degrees, to weed out
those who aren’t suited to a research career.
But he has placed the responsibility of pro-
viding longer-term job security for those who
stay in academia—and help in finding alter-
native options for those who do not—squarely
on the shoulders of the universities, with only
vague threats of financial sanctions against
institutions that don’t rise to the challenge.

Despite such uncertainties, researchers
contacted by Science last week were generally
pleased with the new structure for the re-
search councils. Biologists, in particular, be-
lieve merging the AFRC with the SERC’s
biology will bring a stronger focus on the
nonmedical applications of molecular biol-
ogy and neuroscience. “I think it’s a sensible
move,” says Imperial’s Anderson.

High-energy physicists hope that their new
Particle Physics and Astronomy Research
Council will remove uncertainty about
Britain’s future commitment to CERN, the
European high-energy physics center based
in Geneva. Britain’s subscription to CERN
has fluctuated wildly in the past due to
Europe’s unstable currency exchange rates
and, until now, the SERC has had to bear the
cost of any increases alone. In 1987, this
nearly led to Britain pulling out of the lab. In
future, the burden is expected to be shared
across all six research councils.

Such budget juggling will be just part of
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the job of the director-general of the re-
search councils, a new government research
supremo who will advise Waldegrave on how
much money to give each of the six coun-
cils. The director-general replaces the Ad-
visory Board for the Research Councils
(ABRC), a body that currently provides
advice on the allocation of money to the
councils, but from an ambiguous position—
neither clearly inside nor outside govern-
ment. Interviewed by Science earlier this year,
Waldegrave said that this “arm’s length”
advisory mechanism was one of the reasons
why ministers have in the past never really
learned how British science works.

The government’s top-level general sci-
ence advisory committee will also be beefed
up. The Advisory Council on Science and
Technology (ACOST) is to be replaced by
the Council for Science and Technology
(CST). Like ACOST, it will consist of se-
nior figures from science and industry, but
with the addition of the chief scientists from
each of the government departments with a
strong interest in science. One of the CST’s
main jobs will be to help draw up the
government’s promised annual overall sci-
ence strategy document, and researchers
hope that the fact that it will be chaired by
Waldegrave himself will ensure that its views
aren’t ignored—as often happened with
ACOST.

Part of this annual review process will be
the new technology foresight program. The
idea is to consult with a wide cross-section
of academics and industrialists to identify
emerging technologies that have the great-
est economic potential. The deep divide
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between the industrial and the scientific
communities is often blamed for Britain’s
poor recent record in converting progress in
science into industrial innovation. The fore-
sight program should be “an extremely ef-
fective means of changing attitudes,” says
Martin Wood, deputy chairman of Oxford
Instruments.

But the noble aspirations of industrial-
academic cooperation may be forgotten
when it comes to the unenviable task of carv-
ing up budgets—not least how much money
should be transferred from the SERC to the
new Biotechnology and Biological Sciences
Research Council. SERC officials say that
their annual spending on biology is only
about $45 million. But AFRC director-gen-
eral Tom Blundell, who'’s expected to be-
come the new biology research council’s
chief executive, is adamant that the true fig-
ure—accounting for biologists’ use of facil-
ities like supercomputers and synchrotron
radiation—is more than $100 million.
“There’s clearly going to be a battle,” says
Mark Richmond, who chairs the SERC.

Maybe so, but if the SERC and AFRC
can’t resolve their differences quickly, they
can expect to incur the wrath of the gov-
ernment’s chief scientific adviser, William
Stewart, the man credited with bringing sci-
ence policy onto the British government’s
agenda after years on the political back burner.
“The government has admitted to having a
strategy....And that’s a major change,” he
told Science. And an opportunity, he sug-
gested, that shouldn’t become clouded by a
squabble over turf. “We should be looking at
what’s best for science and technology.”

—Peter Aldhous

Immunologist to Head Agmg Institute

After a 2- -year national
search process came up
short, outgoing National
Institutes of Health (NIH)
Director Bernadine Healy
finally found a director for
the National Institute on
Aging (NIA) in her own
backyard. The new head,
effective immediately, is
immunologist Richard
Hodes, who has been at
the National Cancer In-
stitute (NCI) since 1973.

Hodes, who until last

logical mechanisms in-
volved in aging. Hodes’
science experience should
make the 49-year-old re-
searcher especially effec-
tive “in strengthening
and expanding the scien-
tific base of the Institute,”
Healy said in a statement
last week. Hodes stresses
this won’t be at the ex-
pense of the behavioral
side of aging research. “In
the context of recent ad-
vances in cellular and

week headed the small
Immune Regulation Sec-
tion at NCI’s Experimen-
tal Immunology Branch, has spent most of
his NIH career in the lab. That was just the
ticket for Healy, who has been pushing for
NIA to strengthen its basic research efforts,
especially in pursuing the fundamental bio-
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Moving along. Richard Hodes is
transferring from NCI to NIA.

molecular research all as-
pects of aging research
are poised to profit,” he
says. Hodes replaces T. Franklin Williams,
who left in 1991 for the University of Roch-
ester. Gene Cohen had been acting director
until last week.

-C.A.






