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Programme : retour vers le futur … 
Vendredi 14 septembre 2012 (Demain) 
  
 
Dès 12h30                 Déjeuner. 
 
12h05 – 12h30  Présentation  et prix ccCTA    
 
11h25 – 12h05  Dr Agnès Dienes-Nagy, Station de recherche Agroscope, Changins-Wädenswil  

  L'application de la chromatographie ionique dans l'analyse des vins 
 
10h45 – 11h25  Dr Vincent Varlet, Centre universitaire romand de médecine légale  

  Séparation & analyse de gaz et substances volatiles : applications 
  forensiques 

 
10h20 – 10h45  Pause. 
 
09h40 – 10h20  Dr Koni Grob, Kantonales Labor Zürich 

  Potentiel et limitations de la GC d'aujourd'hui 
 
9h00 - 09h40  Prof Carlo Bicchi, Université de Turin 

  Stratégies d'analyse de la fraction volatile de matrices d'origine végétale 
 
  



Programme : retour vers le futur … 
Jeudi 13 septembre 2012 
  
Dès 19h.   Apéritif suivi du dîner. 
 
17h45 – 18h45  Assemblée générale. 
 
16h15 – 17h30  Présentations de nos sponsors  
 
15h50– 16h15  Alexandre Grand-Guillaume-Perrenoud, Université de Genève 

  Particules sub-2µm et SFC : vers de nouvelles frontières dans l'analyse  
  pharmaceutique 

 
15h20 – 15h50  Pause 
 
 
14 h40 - 15h20  Prof David Mc Calley, University of the West England, Bristol, UK  

  Hydrophilic Interaction Chromatography (HILIC) 
  – New Findings using an old separation technique. 

 
14 h 00- 14h40   Dr Davy Guillarme, Université de Genève 

  Les récentes évolutions de la chromatographie liquide 
  
  



Retour vers le futur 

13 h30 – 14h00  Dr Serge Rudaz, Université de Genève 
  Chromatographies et sciences séparatives: retour vers le futur 
  Ouverture des journées scientifiques 2012 

Plaque commémorative 
(Tartü, Estonia, 2012) 



Homme de Cromagnon choisissant des  
la taille des particules pour sa colonne 
de chromatographie liquide 
(Dessin d’auteur, histoire humaine, Laffont) 

Néanderthal  
sur support solide 

(reconstitution  
New-York Natural Museum, 1987) 

Les pionniers 



Les pionniers 
Exemple de monolithe  
(Egypte XIXe dynastie – 2500 av. JC)  

Colonne Spartiate (Technologie Shield)
(Péloponèse / Ve siècle av. J.-C) 



Les pionniers 

Chromatographie 
liquide-liquide 
effectuée par 
Moïse 
(reconstitution d’après 
texte biblique) 



Les pionniers 

Colonne Aztèque 
(IX siècle Tula / Mexique) 

Exemple de  
chromatographie d’exclusion stérique  

(par Le Maître de Saint-Gilles, peinture sur bois, vers 1500.)  

Echanges 
de (l)ions 



Les pionniers 

Leonardo di ser Piero  
da Vinci (1452 – 1519) 

Premier  
chromatographe en phase gazeuse 



UltraMegaHigh  
Waters Pressure 
System : le « jet d’eau » 

Les pionners 
Oscar Herzog, le grand-père du célèbre 
alpiniste Maurice Herzog 

28 avril 1951. 

Sommet de la  
Terre (Rio de Janeiro) 

Création du  

Le début d’une grande aventure …. 



LCAP – 1992 - 2012 

« La plus grande aventure 
qui ait jamais été dessinée.  
14 litres d’encre de Chine,  
30 pinceaux,  
62 crayons à mine grasse,  
1 crayon à mine dure,  
27 gommes à effacer,  
38 kilos de papier,  
16 rubans de machine à 
écrire,  
2 machines à écrire,  
67 litres de bière ont été 
nécessaires pour sa 
réalisation ! »  

Quelques chiffres et réflexions  
sur nos 



LCAP – 20 ans d’activités 
> 350 posters 
> 150 présentations orales – congrès internationaux 
> 200 présentations orales hors congrès 
> 25 prix et distinctions 
> 20 organisations de séminaires et de congrès 
> 25 comités scientifiques de congrès 
> 35 directions de thèse 
> 75 juré de thèse et doctorat 
> 15 juré de thèse d’habilitation 
> 15 expertises de projet  
> 40 travaux de maîtrise 
   et des publications …. 



Publications et les périodes 

Mise  
en place 

Consolidation 

Le Changement  Le Changement  
(2) 



Publications Highlights 

N=20 > 50 citations 



Publications 

Moyenne :  
 17 publications / an 

papers / reviews / Chapters 

> 350 publications scientifiques, dont 
10 publications scientifiques primées « Top articles » 
18 chapitres de livres 



h – index versus k -index 

Of course, it is distasteful to reduce a lifetime’s work to a 
number. Some scientists make huge contributions through 
their mentoring and generosity with ideas, skills, and time.  

C. D. Kelly, M. D. Jennions, Trends Ecol. Evol. 2006, 21, 167 

The h index – Help or Hype? 
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The h Index – Help or Hype?

Veronika R. Meyer*

Abstract: Three years ago a bibliometric index for the qualification of a person’s scientific output was proposed by 
Hirsch, the so-called h index. This is an integer number which combines the number of papers of an author and 
the number of citations they gathered. Thus the h index is an indicator for both the productivity and the impact of 
a scientist. This paper presents the properties of the h index and the great attention it attracted within a short time. 
Numerous other indices, claimed to be better than the original, were proposed in the meantime. These develop-
ments are discussed critically.

Keywords: Bibliometry · h Index · Hirsch index · Index inflation

Introduction

It is one of the wonders of the human mind 
that gifted people are able to materialize 
the things that are in the air. Goethe wrote 
‘Werther’, John Lennon composed ‘Imag-
ine’, Einstein explained space and time – 
and people were fascinated. A paper pub-
lished in the November 2005 issue of PNAS, 
the Proceedings of the National Academy 
of Sciences of the United States of America, 
found rapid attention and passionate discus-
sion in many fields of science and the hu-
manities. Jorge E. Hirsch, a physicist of the 
University of California at San Diego, pro-
posed ‘An index to quantify an individual’s 
scientific research output’[1] (this is in fact 
the title of his paper). Although Hirsch’s 
proposal was not the first attempt to rank 
scientists in an objective way, namely by a 
number, he obviously presented an idea that 
was both convincing and controversial. By 
end of November 2008, his paper was cited 
not less than 210 times, as listed by the ISI 
Web of Knowledge.[2] It also provoked quite 
a number of scientists to come up with other 
proposals to measure the ‘scientific impor-
tance’ of a person. 

The summary of Hirsch’s paper is short 
and brings his idea to the point: “I propose 
the index h, defined as the number of pa-
pers with citation number h, as a useful 
index to characterize the scientific output of 
a researcher.” In other words, the h index is 
identical to the highest rank r, when papers 
are listed according to decreasing number 
of citations they received, where the paper 

on this rank has h = r citations. Or even sim-
pler: It is the highest number h of papers of 
a person that were cited at least h times. If 
there is no paper in the list with an equal 
number of citations as according to the rank 
then h is <r. The h index combines both the 
productivity of an individual (his or her 
number of papers) and the attention earned 
by the scientific community (the number of 
citations these papers received over time). 

The meaning of these statements is 
explained here with my own case. With 
the function ‘Author Finder’ and the name 
‘meyer v r’ a total of 74 papers is listed in 
the ISI Web of Knowledge (Nov. 28, 2008). 
These papers can be sorted by date, first au-
thor, relevance,[3] source title, publication 
year, or times cited. With the latter function 
the most-cited paper is given rank 1; it was 
cited 113 times. The numbers of citations 
drop rapidly in the list. The second-ranking 
paper received 45 citations and the third one 
33. The papers with rank from 10 to 14 were 
all cited 14 times, the one with rank 15 was 
cited 13 times. Therefore rank and number 
of citations cross at 14 which is my actual h 
index. See the Fig. for a graphical represen-
tation of rank and citation numbers. 

Obviously a high h index is the charac-
teristic of a scientist who is writing many pa-
pers that are cited frequently. A list of living 
chemists with h indices of 50 and higher was 
recently published by ChemistryWorld.[4] It 
consists of 520 names with G. M. Whitesides 
at the top with a most impressive h index 
of 140. This means that he is the author or 
co-author of 140 scientific papers which all 
received 140 or more citations (plus a long 
list of publications which were cited less 
than 140 times each). According to Hirsch 
the advantage of his index is the fact that it 
neither over-estimates the most-cited papers 
of a researcher which may be ‘lucky strikes’ 
nor does it consider the numerous papers of 
a prolific person which do not find much at-
tention by the scientific community. 

The impact of Hirsch’s paper was re-
markable. By the end of the following year, 

2006, it was already cited 21 times (a num-
ber almost every scientist dreams of). The 
h index is a striking number once one has 
understood its definition. Therefore it is 
now offered by mouseclick by the ISI Web 
of Knowledge as the function ‘Create Cita-
tion Report’ and everybody can easily find 
out his or her index, at least in principle. 
Another database which allows this is Sco-
pus whereas SciFinder Scholar or Google 
Scholar do not offer the h index calcula-
tion.

The Features of the h Index …

– It is an integer. The higher the better.
– It is not sensitive to extremes but in 

fact it is of astonishing robustness.[5] It is 
not influenced by a few highly cited pa-
pers on the top ranks or by a long ‘tail’ of 
publications which did not attract much 
attention. 

– It cannot be higher than the number 
of papers published by a certain author. If 
somebody wrote, e.g. no more than 20 pa-
pers, his or her h index will never be higher 
than 20 even if the least important publica-
tion would get 50 citations over time. 

Fig. Detail of the relationship between 
publication rank and number of citations 
gathered by V. R. Meyer

•  Is it possible to amend the definition of h-indices to obtain  
a more adequate measure of a scientist’s ‘accomplishments’? 

•  But what is an accomplished scientist? 
• What are h-indices claiming to measure Talent? Genius? Influence 
•  Is Federer better than Nadal? Is Beethoven better than Mozart? 



h – index versus k -index 

 

To obtain a measure of the intellectual fertility of a scientist,  

his or her index k could be build on a simple list of the Master and 
PhD students who worked under his or her supervision, extended to 

encompass post- doctoral associates, with some qualitative measure.  
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The Kinship or k-Index as an Antidote 
Against the Toxic Effects of h-Indices#

Antoinette Moliniéa and Geoffrey Bodenhausenbcde*

Abstract: In a bilingual paper entitled ‘Bibliometrics as weapons of mass citation – La bibliométrie comme arme 
de citation massive’,[1] recently translated into English,[2] we have argued that the current fashion of ranking people, 
papers and journals is anything but harmless. The point was forcefully supported by Richard Ernst in a post-face 
entitled ‘The Follies of Citation Indices and Academic Ranking Lists.’[3,4] We received a surprising number of pas-
sionate responses, such as ‘It’s written out of my heart’ (TH); ‘Je soutiens cette entreprise courageuse de tout 
coeur’ (VT); ‘Impact Faktoren sind ein Marktinstrument gewisser Verlage (FS); ‘Il y a un combat à mener’ (SB). 
Some thoughtful responses have been incorporated into this Essay, albeit in attenuated form. We suggest that 
the ‘fertility’ of individual scientists be appreciated in terms of kinship rather than through personalized indices.

Keywords: Bibliometrics · h-indices · k-indices

What Are h-Indices Claiming to 
Measure? 

In his surprisingly influential paper,[5] J. 
E. Hirsch defined the h-index as a quan-
titative measure[6] of the ‘impact and rel-
evance’ of the work of individual scientists 
‘for evaluation and comparison purposes, 
e.g., for university faculty recruitment and 
advancement, award of grants, etc.’ Ac-
cording to Hirsch: ‘For the few scientists 
that earn a Nobel prize, the impact and 
relevance of their research work is un-
questionable. Among the rest of us, how 
does one quantify the cumulative impact 
and relevance of an individual’s scientific 
research output?’[7]

Hirsch argues that: ‘…between two 
individuals (of the same scientific age)[8] 
with similar number of total papers or of 
total citation count and very different h-
values, the one with the higher h is likely 
to be the more accomplished scientist’.[9] 

But what is an accomplished scientist? 

In an attempt to give some weight to his 
definition, Hirsch noted[5] that the highest h 
among physicists is E. Witten’s (h = 110 in 
2005.) Hirsch lists the ‘top’ physicists and 
biologists – regretfully noting en passant 
that physics is less popular than biology. 

For a connoisseur of magnetic reso-
nance, the following ranking is instructive 
(the numbers[10] can be determined, with 
some caution, from the ISI data base): M. 
Karplus (h = 142), K. Wuethrich[11] (121), 
A. Bax (118), A. R. Fersht (103), C. M. 
Dobson (99), A. M. Gronenborn (96), H. 
M. McConnell (94), R. R. Ernst,[11] (88), D. 
M. Grant (79), L. E. Kay (72), R. G. Grif-
fin (72), K. Ugurbil (71), H. S. Gutowsky 
(70), H. W. Spiess (68), H. Kess ler (66), 
B. D. Sykes (66), W. L. Hubbell (65), I. D. 
Campbell (64), E. Oldfield (64), A. Pines 
(64), H. J. C. Berendsen (63), G. N. Lamar 
(63), G. Vankoten (63), S. Haroche (61), 
I. Bertini (60), G. E. Maciel (58), R. Free-
man[12] (58), R. Kaptein (57), J. Klinows-
ki (56), J. H. Freed (55), D. E. Wemmer 
(54), C. Griesinger (52), C. A. Fyfe (51), 
J. H. Prestegard (51), M. H. Levitt (51), 
D. M. Grant (50), C. P. Slichter (50), R. 
K. Harris (49), G. Bodenhausen (49), P. 
Mansfield[11] (47), R. E. Richards (45), P. 
T. Callaghan (45), G. van Koten (44), H. 
H. Limbach (44), P. C. Lauterbur[11] (43), 
W. S. Warren (39), L. Emsley (38), J. S. 
Waugh (37), M. Mehring (36), A. Abragam 
(29), B. Bluemich (27), L. Frydman (27), 
A. W. Overhauser (24), J. Bardeen[11] (24), 
D. P. Weitekamp (24), N. F. Ramsey (20), 
J. Jeener (18), I. Solomon (18), I. I. Ra-
bi[11] (17), G. N. La Mar (16), F. Bloch[11,13] 
(14), E. M. Purcell[11] (11), C. Cohen-
Tannoudji[11] (8), B. D. Josephson[11] (4), 
A. Einstein[11,14] (4), E. Zavoisky (3), and 
A. Kastler[11] (2). Obviously, many Nobel 
prizes[11] would not have been awarded if 

the Swedish Academy had paid attention 
to h-indices.

It takes some insight into the sprawl-
ing field of magnetic resonance, which 
runs from quantum information process-
ing to structural biology, to appreciate if 
this kind ranking makes sense or not. There 
seem to be quite a few ‘false negatives’, 
i.e., outstanding scientists with dismal h-
indices. On the other hand, some celebri-
ties with splendid h-indices are known to 
run large groups, possess vast numbers of 
instruments, and dispose of virtually un-
limited budgets. It helps to write plenty 
of reviews, to focus on popular themes, to 
invent sexy acronyms, and to write simula-
tion programs. 

We should like to invite scientists of 
various disciplines – not only organic, in-
organic, medicinal, and physical chemis-
try, but also linguistics, anthropology, etc. 
– to compile a similar list of their respec-
tive heroes. To help the reader in this sober-
ing enterprise, Chemistry World Magazine 
publishes an ‘h-index ranking of living 
chemists’.[15] Chances are that the outcome 
will make them shiver! This is perhaps the 
most powerful antidote against a blind be-
lief in the virtues of h-indices.

  

Is Federer better than Nadal? 
Is Beethoven better than Mozart?

What are h-indices claiming to mea-
sure? Talent? Genius? Influence? In the 
world of top-level sports, rankings appear 
to be legitimate. But it is far from obvi-
ous that similar classifications should be 
applied to other fields of human endeavor. 
Let us suppose, for the sake of the argu-
ment, that a comparison of Beethoven’s 
and Mozart’s genius would be legitimate. 



h – index versus k -index 

Editorial

Social responsibility in analytical
chemistry
M. Valcárcel, R. Lucena

We approach social responsibility (SR) in analytical
chemistry (SRAC) systematically for the first time.
Although this is not a new topic, it has scarcely been
referred to under this designation. This Editorial dis-
cusses both internal [sustainable production of reliable
(bio)chemical information] and external [transfer of
(bio)chemical knowledge to stakeholders] connotations
of SRAC. It can be regarded as a contribution to SR of
chemistry (SRC) and the transmission of scientific and
technical information. The aim of this Editorial is to
stimulate consideration of SR as one of the cornerstones
of our discipline as well as to encourage the participation
of the analytical chemistry (AC) community in building
the SRAC concept.

SR is a topic of growing interest not only for public and
private bodies, but also for virtually any human activity
with a direct impact on society. However, the SR concept
is far from new, as it emerged in the business realm in the
mid-twentieth century. Publication of the book ‘‘Social
Responsibility of the Businessman’’ by H.R. Bowen is
considered to be the origin of formal writing on this topic
[1]. Bowen!s original thoughts were later enriched by the
evolution of social thought [2]. The generic concept
originally defined in 1953 has been infused with various
nuances of meaning involving environmental and work-
safety considerations, among others. Essentially, SR is a

rich concept admitting multiple interpretations to judge
by its many definitions [3]. Current definitions of SR
include positive and negative connotations describing
‘‘active’’ and ‘‘passive’’ views of the concept. The passive
view holds that the ultimate aim of SR is to reduce the
adverse social impact of a given area of human activity; by
contrast, the active view sees SR as a means of improving
society.

The SR concept was initially restricted to the corporate
world and termed ‘‘corporate social responsibility’’ [4].
This traditional view remains, so SR is frequently used in
connection with marketing and competitive strategies to
show social awareness and arouse positive feelings about
a firm. However, the concept is now used in a wider
context, including a number of human activities and
areas. Such is the case with chemistry, which is in great
need to improve its poor social image by emphasizing its
undoubtedly positive contributions to human well-being.
This was one of the primary goals of UN, UNESCO and
IUPAC in declaring 2011 as the International Year of
Chemistry [5]. In parallel, the term SRC has grown in
use in the scientific and technical literature to refer to,
mainly, green-chemistry processes [6]. Also, IUPAC
sponsored an SRC project aimed at disseminating new
educational means to support sustainable development,
among other goals [7].

One of the essential aspects of SR is communication,
which experts have deemed the Achilles! heel of SR
management. SR in science and technology is con-
fronted with the challenge of bridging the large gap
between science and the public [8], which has probably
grown as the result of scientists traditionally failing to
explain the social implications of their findings properly.
The usefulness of scientific activities cannot be exclu-
sively assessed in terms of scientometric indicators;
rather, efficient scientific and technical management
bodies, and press departments, are needed to establish a
solid framework for linking scientific advances to social

M. Valcárcel*,

R. Lucena

Department of Analytical Chemistry, Institute of Fine Chemistry and
Nanochemistry, Marie Curie Building (Annex), Campus de Rabanales,

University of Cordoba, 14071, Córdoba, Spain
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À votre disposition à la pause  

‘‘the ethical conduct of analytical chemistry 
procedures to provide quality (bio)chemical 
information with as little impact on operators and 
the environment as possible … 

« Scientific dissemination is not 
highly valued among scientists 
because it awards no 
bibliometric ‘‘marks’’.  



Des thèses … 
1 1992	
 Dr	
 Agnès	
 Coquet	
 25 2004	
 Dr	
 Fabienne	
 Jeanneret	

2 1994	
 Dr	
 Patrick	
 Edder	
 26 2004	
 Dr	
 Giovanna	
 Riccio	

3 1996	
 Dr	
 Pascal	
 Bonnabry	
 27 2004	
 Dr	
 Sandrine	
 Fleury-Souverain	

4 1997	
 Dr	
 Catherine	
 Deloche de Noyelle	
 28 2005	
 Dr	
 Stefan	
 Bieri	

5 1997	
 Dr	
 Khalid	
 El Amin Kiwirra	
 29 2005	
 Dr	
 Emmanuelle	
 Cognard	

6 1997	
 Dr	
 Serge	
 Rudaz	
 30 2005	
 Dr	
 Marianne	
 Gex-Fabry Pun	

7 1997	
 Dr	
 Farshid	
 Sadeghipour	
 31 2005	
 Dr	
 Fanny	
 Schenkel	

8 1998	
 Dr	
 Florence	
 Brun	
 32 2006	
 Dr	
 Andrea	
 Baldacci	

9 1999	
 Dr	
 Marcel	
 Kohler	
 33 2006	
 Dr	
 Yara	
 Ilias	


10 1999	
 Dr	
 Emmanuel	
 Varesio	
 34 2007	
 Dr	
 Nicolas	
 Ansermot	

11 2000	
 Dr	
 Lidia	
 Mateus-Avois	
 35 2007	
 Dr	
 Dao	
 Nguyen	

12 2001	
 Dr	
 Willy	
 Bienvenut	
 36 2007	
 Dr	
 Julie	
 Schappler	

13 2001	
 Dr	
 Anne	
 Brachet	
 37 2008	
 Dr	
 Ivano	
 Marchi	

14 2001	
 Dr	
 Youssef	
 Daali	
 38 2008	
 Dr	
 Rossanna	
 Russo	

15 2001	
 Dr	
 Catherine	
 Ivol-Zimmermann	
 39 2009	
 Dr	
 Julien	
 Boccard	

16 2001	
 Dr	
 Didier	
 Ortelli	
 40 2009	
 Dr	
 Elia	
 Grata	

17 2001	
 Dr	
 Johan	
 Sievering	
 41 2009	
 Dr	
 Yveline	
 Henchoz	

18 2002	
 Dr	
 Béatrice	
 Kaufmann	
 42 2009	
 Dr	
 Mouna	
 Kanaan	

19 2003	
 Dr	
 Laurent	
 Geiser	
 43 2009	
 Dr	
 Raul	
 Nicoli	

20 2003	
 Dr	
 Arnaud	
 Lanoue	
 44 2010	
 Dr	
 Gaétan	
 Glauser	

21 2003	
 Dr	
 Victoria	
 Rollason Gumprecht	
 45 2010	
 Dr	
 Emmanuel	
 Strahm	

22 2003	
 Dr	
 Francine	
 Prost	
 46 2011	
 Dr	
 Aline	
 Staub	

23 2003	
 Dr	
 Cinzia	
 Stella	
 47 2011	
 Dr	
 Flavia	
 Badoud	

24 2004	
 Dr	
 Mallorie	
 Clément	




Des amis, des collaborations… 

•  Dr S. Cherkaoui 
•  Dr X. Cahours  
•  Dr S. Descroix  
•  Dr E. Calleri  
•  Dr G. Kavran-Belin 
•  Dr M. Selman  
•  Dr L. Gremaud   
•  Dr M. Bartolini  
•  Dr A. Maquille  
•  B. Chauve  
•  Dr J. Ruta  
•  Dr R. Curcio  
•  Dr B. Debrus  
•  Dr L. Nováková  
•  Dr M. Rovini  
•  Dr S. Fekete  



Aujourd’hui  
La complexité est un formidable moteur  

pour la recherche scientifique 

Enseignements 
Communications 

Applications  
avancées 

Recherche 
fondamentale 



Christophe Francey  
laborant 

Charlène Meylan  
Apprenti 

Alexandre Perrenoud 
assistant 

Gregoire Bonvin 
assistant  

Isabelle Kohler 
Assistante  

Emilie Regginato  
laborantine 

Samia Ouertani 
Assistante 
(co-tutelle Nantes) 

Dany Spaggiari 
Assistant 

Benjamin Debrus (2012) 
Post - Doc 

People 
Cédric Schelling 
Responsable QA 

Dr Davy Guillarme  
Chargé d’enseignement 

Dr Julie Schappler  
Maître-assistante 

Chimie Analytique Pharmaceutique 
Jean-Luc Veuthey Serge Rudaz 

 

Jessica Ortelli 
Laborantine 

Dr S. Fekete 
Post - Doc 

Marco ANASTASI 
Assistant 
  

Marta Rodriguez 
Assistante 

Dr Laurent Geiser 
Collaborateur scientifique 

Fabienne Jeanneret 
Collaboratrice scientifique 

LC/SFC CE 

Data TTT /QbD 

Service/QA 
Toxicology 

« omics » 

Aurélie Perrillat  
Assistante Niloufar Marsousi 

Assistant 

Dr A.-L. Gassner 
à Post - Doc 

Nicole Decrey  
secrétaire 

Karine Vuignier 
Assistante 

Metabolism 

Cristina Diez 
Chercheuse Marie-Curie 

Florence Mehl (2012) 
Post - Doc 



Un hommage … 

>2011 
Le vice-recteur  
 

1994 
Le jeune  
professeur 



Pour finir … 

NIN 
Bienveillance,  

chaleur humaine 

GI 
Justice 

REI 
Etiquette,  
courtoisie 

CHI 
Connaissance 

SHIN 
Confiance 



1992 … 

Sommet de la  
Terre (Rio de Janeiro) 

Pas d'ami (comme toi) –  
Stephan Eicher - n°1 au  
Hit Parade international 

 
premier roman  
         d’Amélie 

Hygiène de l’assassin  

Jean-Paul II a reconnu clairement pour la 
première fois des erreurs de la part de 
l’église dans la condamnation de Galilée.  

Création du  


