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previously estimated. Neutrino productionis
extremely sensitive to temperature and, taken
together, the various amounts of neutrinos
seen by Borexino seem to be consistent with
the older metallicity values — not with the new
ones, Serenelli says.

As a possible explanation, he and other
astrophysicists have suggested that the core

has higher metallicity than have the outer
layers. Its composition could reveal more
about early stages of the Sun’s life, before the
formation of the planets removed some of the
metals that were accreting onto the youngstar.
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NIH SEXUAL-HARASSMENT
RULES ARE STILL TOO
WEAK, SAY CRITICS

US biomedical research agency has anew policy,
butrelies on universities to report bad behaviour.

By Nidhi Subbaraman

he US National Institutes of Health
(NIH) last week published new guide-
lines for tracking sexual-harassment
complaintsinvolvingscientists funded
by the agency.On 24 June, it described
theactionsit will take when alerted to reports
of unsafe behaviour, including restricting
scientists from peer-review panels, holding
back pending grants and refusing university
requests to transfer funding to other institu-
tions in cases where a harasser changes jobs.

Advocates who have campaigned for
changes at the US$41-billion biomedi-
cal-research agency say the adjustments are
necessary, butare still weaker than rulesissued
by other funding agencies, such asthe National
Science Foundation (NSF).

Measures introduced on 11 June say that
universities mustinform the NIHwhen major
changes are madetoagrantowingtoaninves-
tigation about scientists creating an unsafe
work environment. “We have specifically
definedthatasincluding harassment, bullying,
sexual harassment and other inappropriate
behaviour,” says Carrie Wolinetz, NIH associate
director for science policy.

The NIH began collecting information
about sexual-harassment investigations at
the institutions it funds in 2019. But until the
June announcement, disclosures had been
voluntary. According to NIH officials, the
new measures put harassment on the same
level as research misconduct, fraud, issues of
foreigninfluence and violations of peer-review
integrity.

Critics say that the policy still relies too
heavily on universities, which might be disin-
clined to report bad behaviour to the agency
that funds them, and that a raft of steps must
follow to change the status quo.

It “assumes good faith on the part of the
institutions”, says BethAnn McLaughlin, a
neuroscientist and founder of the non-profit
group MeTooSTEM. “What an absurd and
insulting notion.”

Othersare awaiting the agency’s next move.
“This guidance is a good start, but there is
much morethatneedstobedone,” says Angela
Rasmussen, a virologist at Columbia Univer-
sity in New York City, who was part of a work-
ing group convened by the NIH to examineiits
policies and suggest ways the agency could
improve.

Changes and challenges

Agencies andinstitutionsin the United States
have begun making changes after acknowledg-
ing the scope and harm of sexual harassment
in science. A 2018 report by the US National

NIH director Francis Collins has been
criticized for not moving faster to strengthen
the agency'’s policies against harassment.
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Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and
Medicine in Washington DC found that inci-
dents of harassment are rampant, that such
behaviour pushes talented researchers out
of science, and that university and federal
policies for keeping it in check are lacking.

In aJune presentation to a panel of advisers
to the NIH director, Wolinetz said that as of
8 June, the NIH had received information
about 115 cases of sexual harassment in 2019
and 27 cases in 2020, from 71 institutions. So
far this year, it has removed 24 people from
peer-review committees.In2019,itremoved 64.

According to the information provided to
the NIH, only 14 principal investigators have
been removed from grants so far, in part
because investigations at their institutions
are ongoing. But even in cases in which there
have been findings of harassment, some insti-
tutions have pushed back against removing
the harassers, arguing to keep the funding in
place after the offender has been disciplined.
“We are starting to see people, upsettingly, try
togamethesystemalittle bit,” Wolinetz says.

Alysha Dicke,amember of the NIH’s working
group, is concerned that this pattern will con-
tinueifthe NIH is not more transparent about
affected universities and grants, and about
what constitutes reportable behaviour. “1
think it’simportant for NIH to point out how
institutions are not responding as intended/
desired, asit will likely be even more difficult to
change some of the undesirable institutional
behaviour ifit's never called out,” she wrotein
an e-mail to Nature.

The new guidance won’t provide a
comprehensive view of harassment at funded
institutions. The NIH requests that universi-
ties report “concerns” about scientists that
have led to changes in grants — including
pending investigations. But lawyer Kristina
Larsen is sceptical that many institutions
will report anything other than the findings
of completed investigations — which only
rarely occur. Larsen was an administrator
at the University of California, San Diego,
before she began representing people who
filed sexual-harassment complaints. “l don’t
thinkit’s realistic,” she says.

Other funding agencies in the United States
have stronger rules. In 2018, the NSF began
requiring universities that find that an agen-
cy-funded scientist has committed sexual
harassment to report this to the NSF within
tenbusiness days. NASA adopted similar rules
this March. But the NIH rules require report-
ing only when the status of a grant changes.
Wolinetz says that’s because the NIH does
not have the authority to ask institutions to
report investigations or their results outside
the grant-update cycle.

“The NSF has direct oversight of civil-rights
violations at NSF-funded organizations, and
NIH does not,” Wolinetz says. “It does present
some legal limitationsinwhat we’re ableto do.”
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