universities must explain how the plans con-
tribute to the goals of the department and
the university—not just to knowledge in a
particular field. NSF also plans to drop a re-
quirement that recipients find matching funds
for part of their awards. This requirement,
which is built into some current awards, is
widely disliked among those in more basic
fields, where corporate support is more diffi-
cult to find. The new program also will not
have an identifiable minority component,
although NSF officials say they recognize the
importance of including underrepresented
minorities in the pool of awardees.

Despite these changes, NSF isn’t plan-
ning to reduce its commitment to young re-
searchers. Agency officials say they plan at
least to match the $75 million now being
spent annually on various early faculty career
programs (see chart). The CAREER awards
will also continue a policy of giving newcom-
ers a break in the increasingly stiff competi-
tion for federal funds by offering success rates
slightly above the norm for a standard NSF
grant. But NSF officials hope that, in addi-
tion to encouraging good teachers, the new
program will reduce the workload on staff
and outside reviewers by eliminating dupli-
cate submissions and erase any taint of “sepa-
rate but equal” treatment conveyed by the
minority awards.

“We want to make it very clear that edu-
cation is important for young faculty,” says
chemist Margaret Cavanaugh, who heads
the NSF committee coordinating the new
program. “If people see themselves as a fac-
ulty member involved in both research and
teaching, then CAREER is for them.”

Taking a new tack. The new program,
like its predecessors, will be managed by each
of NSF’s seven research directorates, giving
program managers considerable leeway in
selecting winners. The new awards are ex-
pected to be comparable in size and duration
to the standard grant awarded by each dir-
ectorate, and a few may retain the option
of matching contributions from industry.

But although most scientists concede that
a faculty member’s educational duties de-
serve greater recognition, NSF’s new ap-
proach isn’t drawing rave reviews from those
who benefited from the existing programs. “1
question this constant need to start over
again when something is working well,” says
Howard University’s Spencer. Lynne Mol-
ter, an associate professor of engineering at
Swarthmore College with a 1989 PYI award,
says NSF should find new money to achieve
its new goals rather than convert existing
programs. “] hate to say that they shouldn’t
do it,” she says, “but not at the expense of
research.” A 1985 PYI winner, Georgia Tech
professor and associate dean of engineering
Jack Lohmann, believes that the PYI pro-
gram identified a core of future science policy
leaders, and he’s disappointed that NSF “has
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never bothered to ask what it got” from its
billion-dollar investment.

Past and current award winners are also
worried that universities aren’t ready to en-
dorse a balanced emphasis on teaching and
research in making tenure decisions. “If the
reward system doesn’t change, then a lot of
people could be hurt,” says Deborah Thut-
ston, an associate professor of engineering
at the University of Illinois, Urbana, who
received a PYI award and a research initi-
ation award in the late 1980s. They also
wonder how NSF will measure the perfor-
mance of applicants in teaching. “Teaching
is important at this place,” says Barbara
Beltz, an associate professor of biology at
Wellesley College in Massachusetts and a
1989 PYI winner, “and the award freed me
to do more teaching because I didn’t have
to spend time writing grant proposals. But
it’s harder to judge someone’s teaching abil-
ities than their research.”

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH

There is also widespread concern that
the new awards will be less prestigious be-
cause they no longer concentrate on a facul-
ty member’s potential to do cutting-edge re-
search. “Around here it’s noted how many
PYIs there are in each department. It validates
the appointments that have been made,” says
Peter Meyers, an associate professor of phys-
ics at Princeton University, PYI class of
1987. Adds Georgia Tech’s Lohmann, “the
program initially had a strong focus on giving
a boost to the best and brightest researchers.
Now [ guess NSF will be supporting a
broader distribution of young faculty.”

NSF’s Cavanaugh agrees that the new
award may be viewed differently from its pre-
decessors. But she thinks it will still be great-
ly appreciated. “We're imagining the award
will go to faculty members in their first jobs,”
she says. “And we hope it will mark the start
of a long and successful academic career.”

—Jeffrey Mervis

Firing of Toxicologist Prompts Protest

Paris—André Cicolella’s rapid rise from
relative obscurity to cause célebre reached
new heights last week. On 10 May, Cicolella,
who is widely recognized in his field as an
expert on the health hazards of glycol ethers,
was fired from his research job at the Insti-
tut National de Recherche et de Sécurité
(INRS)—France’s occupational health re-
search agency—for insubordination. The
move drew criticism from Gérard Longuet,
the French industry minister, and attracted
widespread press attention for a case that

signed a petition on his behalf, and some
international attendees at the conference
refused to allow their presentations to be
published in the proceedings unless Cicolel-
la was reinstated. Some of his supporters,
including prominent French toxicologists,
even charged that INRS, which is funded by
the French national health insurance scheme,
was trying to prevent him from speaking
about the hazards of glycol ethers, widely
used in semiconductor manufacturing, sol-
vents, paints, and other applications. If so,

has already gener- the attempt back-
ated interest among fired. “The admini-
occupational health stration did not real-
researchers in Eur- INRS “did not realize the ize the importance
ope and the United [glycol ethers] would
SItDates (Science, 13 Importance [QIVCOI ethers] take on as a public is-
May, p. 898). would take on as a public  sue and in the press,”

L’affaire Cicolella
began with a conflict
with another re-
searcher over a possi-
ble correction to a pa-
per Cicolella had co-authored. He was sum-
moned to a meeting at INRS to discuss the
matter, but he refused, insisting, he says, that
the dispute be settled by a scientific commit-
tee. His refusal prompted INRS to suspend
him and bar him from attending an interna-
tional conference on glycol ethers that he
had organized. Researchers who had regis-
tered for the meeting then received faxes
saying the meeting was canceled, only to be
informed a few days later that it was on again
—all of which brought Cicolella’s plight to
the attention of his international colleagues.

After that, the case began to snowball.
About 200 of Cicolella’s INRS co-workers
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issue and in the press.”
—Henri Pézerat

says Henri Pézerat, a
toxicologist with the
Centre National de la
Recherche Scientif-
ique in Paris.

Dominique Moyen, director-general of
INRS, insisting that the case is strictly an
internal INRS matter, pressed on with disci-
plinary action. Although an internal disci-
plinary committee found in Cicolella’s favor,
Moyen lowered the boom last week. Industry
minister Longuet said through a spokes-
person that INRS had “gone beyond the lim-
its” in firing Cicolella, and urged Moyen to
try to reach a compromise. Early this week,
Moyen, sounding defensive, told Science: “I
am always open to solutions.”

—Michael Balter

Michael Balter is a science writer in Paris.





