
INTRODUCTION

What is the difference between a
demanding boss—or a difficult cowork-
er—and a certifiable jerk?2 Under current
law, the answer may not matter much,
unless a complaining employee can link
alleged offensive conduct to a protected
trait. Though the United States Supreme
Court has indicated that Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VII) is not
a general civility code and does not pro-
hibit all verbal and physical harassment
in the workplace,3 in fact, buzzwords such
as “hostile work environment” and
“harassment” have become part of our
vernacular. Even when the basis for a
complaint turns out to be the perceived
victimization of an employee by that jerk
in the workplace, employers are still at
risk for protracted litigation because so
long as a potential plaintiff can state even

a tenuous connection to a protected sta-
tus, these claims often cannot be resolved
at an early stage.

Many are seeking to champion civili-
ty in the workplace through legislative
means. A number of states have intro-
duced legislation that would untether
anti-harassment laws from a protected
status. No state has yet passed such legis-
lation, but in the meantime all employers
have an interest in fostering civility in the
workplace and inoculating their work-
place against jerks. From a legal perspec-
tive, these days most employees bear one
or more protected traits and can articu-
late at least a colorable connection
between offensive behavior and that trait,
prompting conscientious employers to
conduct some form of investigation and
respond to complaints about all bullying
behavior much in the same way as they
would for any harassment claim.

This article reviews recent attempts
to legislate civility in the workplace, ana-
lyzes how victims of bullying may utilize
existing law to seek redress, and makes
recommendations for employers attempt-
ing to deal with this emerging issue.4

IMPACT OF BULLYING IN THE WORK-
PLACE

Bullying encompasses a variety of
behaviors, including:

• Personal insults
• Yelling, screaming, and/or cursing
• Nasty, rude and hostile behavior
• Vulgar language
• Verbal and nonverbal threats and

intimidation, including invading
one’s personal space or uninvited
physical contact

• Teasing or sarcastic jokes
• Public displays of shaming or belittling
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• Excessive criticism of another’s work
• Ignoring or excluding people
• Spreading gossip or lies
• Accusations of wrongdoing
• Making unreasonable work demands.5

A study of 9,000 federal employees in
2002 reported that 42 percent of the
female respondents and 15 percent of
male respondents indicated having expe-
rienced some form of bullying behavior
within the prior two years.6 The cost of
this bullying behavior to the federal gov-
ernment was over “$180 million in lost
time and productivity.”7 In his book The
No Asshole Rule, Stanford Professor
Robert Sutton cites another report docu-
menting the cost to a company from just
one jerk, a star salesman: “$160,000 in
turnover, overtime, and other costs creat-
ed by handling problems caused by one
star salesman’s tantrums and insulting
behavior.”8

In fact, a recent survey suggests that
workplace bullying is more harmful to
employees than sexual harassment.9 A
group of researchers reviewed over 100
studies conducted over a 21-year period
that compared the “consequences of
employees’ experience of sexual harass-
ment and workplace aggression.”10 The
research found that because sexual harass-
ment has become more notorious and less
accepted, society has responded by pro-
viding legal remedies and psychological
support for victims. Bullying, on the other
hand, is more subtle, and the “insidious
nature of these behaviors makes them dif-
ficult to deal with[.]”11 Employees subject-
ed to bullying were more likely to quit
their jobs, be less satisfied with their jobs,
have less satisfying inter-personal rela-
tionships in the workplace and have a
worse sense of well-being.12

THE MOVEMENT TO LEGISLATE A CIVIL
WORKPLACE

In the United States,13 model “status-
blind” anti-harassment legislation,
known as the “Healthy Workplace Bill,”
was developed by Professor David
Yamada of Suffolk University Law School,
who has been a long-time advocate for

healthy work environments.14 In 2003,
California was the first state to introduce
the Healthy Workplace Bill; since then,
another twelve states have introduced
variations.15 These bills seek broader pro-
tection for employees facing workplace
harassment by declaring abusive conduct
unlawful, regardless of whether the
harassment is linked to a protected char-
acteristic.16 So far, the bills have generally
died in committee, but many have been
reintroduced.17 These repeated attempts
reflect an expanding national dialogue as
to the boundaries of unacceptable behav-
ior in the workplace.

The legislation introduced at the
state level, based on the model Healthy
Workplace Bill, has been fairly consistent
from state to state. The bills generally
define abusive conduct as “the conduct of
an employer or employee in the work-
place, with malice, that a reasonable per-
son would find hostile, offensive and
unrelated to an employer’s legitimate
business interests.”18 To evaluate a com-
plaint raised under this legislation, the
bills mandate consideration of the “sever-
ity, nature and frequency” of the offend-
ing behavior.19 Typically a single incident
would not merit a legitimate abusive
workplace complaint unless it was “espe-
cially severe and egregious.”20 Much like
the affirmative defenses available under
Title VII and California’s Fair
Employment and Housing Act (FEHA),
after exercising “reasonable care” to pre-
vent bullying in the workplace,21 an
employer’s liability depends on the extent
to which the offended employee makes
his or her employer aware of the abusive
conduct, and whether the employer takes
prompt remedial action.22

In California, the concept of enforc-
ing civil behavior in the workplace is
slowly gaining traction at the local level.
In January 2007, San Francisco’s Board of
Supervisors passed the San Francisco
Healthy Workplace Resolution, in which
the Supervisors condemned abusive
workplace behavior and directed the
Department of Human Resources to
inform them about whether “mobbing”23

and other forms of psychological harass-
ment could be covered by existing poli-
cies that prohibit workplace harassment.24

Similarly, in 2006, the City of Berkeley’s
Commission on Labor proposed a draft
Anti-Bullying Proclamation after con-
ducting several workshops regarding
workplace bullying.25

Proponents of the legislation say that
it is high time for anti-bullying legisla-
tion. They cite to the fact that bullying is
not illegal and, as a result, employers are
more prone to ignore such behavior,
especially if the jerk is a high performer.26

Supporters further emphasize that bully-
ing has become an acceptable part of the
work environment due to increased stress
and work demands and that anti-bullying
legislation is a way of addressing this
unhealthy trend.27

Opponents view the anti-bullying
legislation as redundant, overbroad and
too subjective.28 They emphasize that
existing laws and internal workplace anti-
harassment policies are sufficient.29 In a
company with a broad anti-harassment
policy, there should be little difference
from a human resources perspective in
how an employer responds to a com-
plaint of bullying versus discriminatory
harassment.30

ATTEMPTS TO COMPEL CIVIL BEHAVIOR
THROUGH TITLE VII AND FEHA

Since its passage in 1964, Title VII
has offered employees legal recourse in
the face of discriminatory harassment in
the workplace, and the FEHA has offered
expanded protection since 1980.31

Presently, whether bullying behavior is
actionable under Title VII or the FEHA
depends on the type of conduct, whether
it is directed at a protected characteristic
of an employee and how frequently the
conduct occurs.

Title VII provides:

It shall be an unlawful employ-
ment practice for an employer . . .
to discriminate against any indi-
vidual with respect to his com-
pensation, terms, conditions,
or privileges of employment,
because of such individual’s
race, color, religion, sex or
national origin.32

In Oncale, the United States Supreme
Court held that Title VII not only covers
“terms” and “conditions” of employment
in the narrow contractual sense, but
“evinces a congressional intent to strike at
the entire spectrum of disparate treat-
ment of men and women in employ-
ment.”33 The Court concluded “[w]hen
the workplace is permeated with discrim-
inatory intimidation, ridicule, and insult
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that is sufficiently severe or pervasive to
alter the conditions of the victim’s
employment and create an abusive work-
ing environment, Title VII is violated.”34

Rude and bullying behavior can lead
to a “hostile work environment” claim if
the behavior can be linked to a protected
characteristic, particularly if the employ-
er ignores the bullying behavior. As the
Sixth Circuit stated,

[a]ny unequal treatment of an
employee that would not occur
but for the employee’s gender
[or other protected characteris-
tic], may, if sufficiently severe or
pervasive . . . constitute a hostile
work environment in violation
of Title VII.35

Protected characteristics include sex,
race, color, ancestry, religious creed,
national origin, physical disability
(including HIV and AIDS), mental dis-
ability, medical condition, age, marital
status, Vietnam-era or disabled veteran
status, military service, pregnancy, child-
birth or related medical conditions, polit-
ical activity and both actual and
perceived sexual orientation.36

While the Oncale Court opined that
prohibiting discrimination in the work-
place can be distinguished from general
incivility,37 as noted by the Second
Circuit, it can be difficult to parse this
threshold issue when “everyone can be
characterized by sex, race, ethnicity or
(real or perceived) disability.”38

In Singleton v. United States Gypsum
Co., rude and offensive coworker conduct
that arguably could have been character-
ized as workplace bullying passed this
threshold for the California Court of
Appeal.39 Plaintiff John Singleton, a main-
tenance mechanic at United States
Gypsum Company, presented substantial
evidence that his coworkers “insulted
him, spoke rudely to him, interfered with
his maintenance work, deliberately sabo-
taged machine operations and taunted
him while he tried fruitlessly to trou-
bleshoot problems[.]”40 In granting sum-
mary judgment for the employer, the trial
court found that the coworkers’ behavior
was hostile and abusive, but unrelated to
Singleton’s gender or sexual orientation.41

The appellate court disagreed.
Singleton had specifically alleged that two
coworkers repeatedly called him “Sing-a-

ling,” which he and others believed was a
reference to a homosexual character
played in a movie by actor Bernie Mac.
Singleton also alleged that these cowork-
ers continuously taunted and harassed
him by making gestures and comments
pertaining to oral and anal sex.42 The
court of appeal overturned the grant of
summary judgment, finding that there
were triable issues of fact as to whether
Singleton was harassed because of his
gender.43

In other cases that straddle the fence
between nonactionable workplace bullying
and actionable harassment, the protected
status may be clear; however, the cases
often pivot on the “equal opportunity jerk”
defense. As the Ninth Circuit held in 1994,
evidence that a harasser is abusive to all
employees is insufficient by itself to sup-
port a conclusion that harassing conduct is
not based on a protected trait, because the
degrading conduct towards other employ-
ees does not “cure” the conduct towards
those in the protected status.44 Even so, evi-
dence of the harasser’s behavior towards
other employees is often relevant.

In 2005 the Ninth Circuit found that
an alleged equal opportunity jerk’s behav-
ior was distinguishable based on evidence
of qualitative and quantitative differences
in harassment suffered by male and female
employees.45 In EEOC v. National
Education Association, Alaska, a supervisor
frequently shouted in a loud, hostile and
profane manner at female employees and
physically intimidated them.46 This behav-
ior caused the women to feel physically
threatened, cry and experience panic
attacks.47 The employer contended that the
supervisor acted in the same manner
towards male employees and proffered evi-
dence that he was physically intimidating
to at least one male employee, who suffered
a similar reaction as the female employees.
However, the male employees generally
considered the supervisor’s behavior to be
male bantering. The court found there was
a “debatable question as to the objective
differences in treatment of male and female
employees,” concluded the subjective dif-
ferences were very significant and substan-
tial, and ruled the case should go to a jury.48

By contrast, the Seventh Circuit held
in Gleason v. Mesirow Financial that the
equal opportunity harasser’s conduct was
not sufficient to sustain a cause of action
for hostile work environment.49 Plaintiff
Lori Gleason’s supervisor was an equal

opportunity jerk: male and female
coworkers described him as an unprofes-
sional, overbearing jerk whose offensive
behavior included “yelling, slamming
down the phone, making nasty com-
ments about clients, [and] talking down
to his fellow workers[.]”50 Gleason was
one of many employees who complained
to management of the supervisor’s
obnoxious conduct.51 She did not raise
specific allegations of sexual harassment
while she was employed; however,
Gleason brought suit after being termi-
nated for performance issues, claiming
that she had been subjected to hostile
work environment sexual harassment.52

Gleason alleged two specific inci-
dents by the bullying supervisor with sex-
ual overtones: on one occasion he told
her he had spent the weekend at a nudist
camp; on another occasion he told
Gleason he had dreamt of holding hands
with her.53 In upholding summary judg-
ment, the court deemed it critical to dis-
tinguish between an unpleasant working
environment and a hostile one.54 Title
VII, it held, was “‘not designed to purge
the workplace of vulgarity,’” and “‘a cer-
tain amount of vulgar banter’ is
inevitable in the modern workplace, par-
ticularly from ‘coarse and boorish work-
ers.’”55 The court upheld the trial court’s
grant of summary judgment on the
ground that the alleged harassing inci-
dents Gleason cited did not rise to the
level of actionable harassment.56

OTHER AVENUES FOR REDRESS

Tort Causes of Action
Plaintiffs have attempted to seek

redress against bullies in the workplace
through tort causes of action—primarily
through the tort of intentional infliction
of emotional distress. The prevailing
trend has been for courts to dismiss such
cases because the alleged behavior is not
extreme or outrageous enough to meet
the requirements of the tort.57

In a recent case in Indiana, plaintiff, a
perfusionist (an operator of the
heart/lung machine that keeps a patient
alive during open-heart surgery), brought
suit against a doctor for assault, inten-
tional infliction of emotional distress and
intentional interference with his employ-
ment relationship based on an alleged
bullying incident.58 The suit arose after
the plaintiff and doctor got into a heated
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Practical Ways to Deal
With Workplace Bullies
By Patricia C. Perez, Esq., SPHR

argument regarding schedule issues, in
which the doctor yelled at the plaintiff
and physically intimidated him.59 The
trial court allowed the plaintiff to present
expert testimony that the argument was
an episode of workplace bullying, and the
doctor was a workplace bully.60 Although
the jury found for the doctor on the
intentional infliction of emotional dis-
tress claim, it awarded damages to plain-
tiff on the assault claim.

On appeal, the court considered
whether it was reversible error to allow a
witness to label the doctor as a workplace
bully. In reversing and remanding, the court
stated the expert’s testimony “allowed the
jury to infer that [the doctor] committed
assault because that is what ‘bullies’ do,”and
held that the probative value of that testi-
mony was substantially outweighed by the
danger of unfair prejudice.61

Americans With Disabilities Act
and Workers’ Compensation Laws
Employees who do not get along

with their supervisors have also attempt-
ed to use the Americans With Disabilities
Act (ADA)62 and workers’ compensation
laws to support a claim that an alleged

bully created stress and anxiety requiring
accommodation and/or compensation.
For example, in Weiler v. Household
Finance Corporation, plaintiff requested
accommodation under the ADA after her
supervisor allegedly “raised his voice,
lunged across the table, and made her
very uncomfortable with his tone of voice
and sarcasm” during her annual perform-
ance review.63 Plaintiff claimed that once
she told her employer that her supervisor
was causing her stress and anxiety, the
employer had a duty to transfer either her
or the supervisor in order to alleviate her
problems. Plaintiff also claimed she could
have returned to work under a different
supervisor. The court rejected these
claims, finding that plaintiff did not have
a recognized disability.64

Under California workers’ compen-
sation law, an employee who can demon-
strate that workplace bullying has caused
a psychiatric injury may be entitled to
compensation. Labor Code section
3208.3(b)(1) provides that a claimant
may receive compensation for a psychi-
atric injury if she can “demonstrate that
‘actual events of employment’ were the
‘predominant’ cause of the alleged psy-

chiatric injury.”65 The statute was amend-
ed in 1993 to require claimants “to estab-
lish objective evidence of harassment,
persecution, or other such basis for
alleged psychiatric injury.”66 Claims for
psychiatric injury are “evaluated strictly”
“in order to ‘limit claims for psychiatric
benefits due to their proliferation and
their potential for fraud and abuse.’”67

Retaliation
Exercising protected rights under

Title VII, the FEHA, federal and state
labor laws, workers’ compensation laws
and other federal and state laws may form
the basis of a retaliation claim. Even
where an employee’s claim of harassment
or discrimination based on bullying
behavior fails, an employer that retaliates
against an employee whose underlying
complaint cannot be legally proven can
still be held liable for retaliation.68 An
employee need only to show a causal con-
nection between the protected activity—
making a complaint or supporting a
complaint of harassment, actionable or
not—and an adverse employment
action.69 A charge of retaliation may be
used to resuscitate claims of bullying that
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Whether or not states enact laws pro-
hibiting workplace bullying, this very real
and prevalent issue is one that all employ-
ees and employers should consider. The
consequences of workplace bullying—
both the emotional effects on the bullied
employee and the economic implications
to companies—are too high to ignore.
Perhaps more than any other aspect of
relationships at work, employers should
be less concerned here with their legal
requirements, and more with how deal-
ing with these claims is good for employ-
ees and business.

There are at least two sets of issues that
may arise when an employer has a work-
place bully in its ranks. The first is related
to the bully; the second is the effect that the

bully has on co-workers. Regardless of the
details, dealing with the situation swiftly,
fairly and consistently is the key.

ADVICE FOR DEALING WITH THE BULLY

Although it would be impossible to
analyze all of the psychological issues asso-
ciated with bullying behavior, it is clear
that bullies are adept at either covering up
their behavior (by doing their damage
behind the target’s back or in other sneaky
ways) or at cloaking their behavior behind
dishonest excuses. Regardless of how bul-
lies try to cover up or excuse their behav-
ior, it is critical for employers to deal with
this behavior, not only for the good of the
company and the bullies’ co-workers, but

also for the good of the bullies themselves.
So, what is an employer to do when faced
with bullying behavior?

• First and foremost, deal with the prob-
lem. All too often, companies (or more
accurately, managers at companies)
simply fail to act—whether out of fear
(human nature being what it is, we
usually avoid conflict), wishful think-
ing that the behavior will simply stop
on its own if ignored, a feeling that this
is not “her problem,” or, more often
than not, just plain lack of courage to
do the right thing.

• Do not reward the behavior. Another
common reason managers fail to act is
their belief that action on their part will
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may not have been actionable as claims of
hostile work environment or other dis-
criminatory harassment.70

CONCLUSIONAND RECOMMENDATIONS

While a general law of civility in the
workplace has not been passed in
California, a national dialogue regarding
appropriate workplace behavior contin-
ues to evolve. Because nearly everyone
can fall within some protected status, and
there are various means of redress for
bullied employees under existing law, the
best approach for an employer with a
bully in the workplace is to treat him or
her as a harasser. Complaints of a hostile
workplace based on bullying behavior
should be immediately addressed
through a thorough and impartial inves-
tigation and prompt corrective action.
Employers should also include harass-
ment prevention as part of their AB 1825
sexual harassment training.71 By taking
these steps, employers will go a long way
toward eliminating behavior that can
potentially create liability under the law,
as well as creating a more productive and
civilized work environment.
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formance problems which had never
been addressed), she did so in a way
that created more problems.

The senior manager began docu-
menting every mistake that the HR
Director made. She focused narrowly
on the advice of “document every-
thing,” but failed to be fair and use
common sense. Rather than providing
big-picture feedback about how the HR

Director was failing to meet the expec-
tations of the job (both substantively
and in terms of her unacceptable
behavior), the senior manager focused
on minutia—citing every typographi-
cal error made in e-mails and memos,
reprimanding her for arriving a few
minutes late to some meetings and
vaguely saying she had a “bad attitude.”
The warning memos and meeting
notes read as though this senior man-
ager was on a warpath to “paper the
file” in order to justify the HR
Director’s eventual termination.

The HR Director alleged race dis-
crimination, using the senior manag-
er’s own memos against her in an
attempt to show both that the senior
manager had unreasonable expecta-
tions (after all, no previous manager
had criticized her performance or atti-
tude) and that the senior manager “had
it in for her,” having made the decision
to fire her long before carrying out the
termination. Thus, the senior manager,
although courageous enough to try to
tackle the problem, went about it in a
way that appeared unfair and poten-
tially created more problems.

• When instituting discipline, coaching
employees or implementing any cor-
rective measure, some common-sense
steps need to be taken, that are as
important in cases involving bullying
behavior as they are in any other
instance of an employee falling below
expectations. They include:

– Setting clear expectations, and, if
possible, a recitation of how those
expectations have been communi-
cated to the employee.

– Listing specific ways in which
the employee fell below expecta-
tions (although, as noted above,
not in a way that appears to be
nit-picking).

– Listing the resources that the com-
pany and supervisor will provide
to help the employee succeed,
while providing enough time and
specificity for the employee to
improve. The company’s efforts
should be sincere.

– Obtaining a commitment from the
employee that she is willing to do
better.
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tress damages of $25,000 (unless the
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adverse employment action), affir-
mative defenses and exhaustion of
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file a workers’ compensation claim.
See text of AB 1582.

23. “Mobbing” is often used as a syn-
onym for workplace bullying. The
City and County of San Francisco
defined mobbing as a form of harass-
ment “where one group of employees
psychologically harasses or bullies
another colleague” which directly
impacts both the victim of the
harassment but also infects the entire
work environment. See City of San
Francisco Resolution requesting the
Dept. of Human Resources to recog-
nize the detrimental impact of mob-
bing on creating a safe and
productive workplace for all employ-
ees. Res. No. 41–07 (adopted Jan. 23,
2007).

24. City of San Francisco Resolution

requesting the Dept. of Human
Resources to recognize the detrimen-
tal impact of mobbing on creating a
safe and productive workplace for all
employees. Res. No. 41–07 (adopted
Jan. 23, 2007), available at http://
www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/bd
supvrs/resolutions07/r0041–07.pdf.

25. City of Berkeley Commission on
Labor, Agendas and Meeting Minutes,
available at http://www. ci.berkeley.
ca.us/commissions/labor/default.htm
(last visited March 24, 2008).

26. Stamping out Workplace Bullying,
supra, note 8.

27. Wendy Mclellan, Bullying in the
Workplace, THE PROVINCE, March 16,
2008.

28. Id.
29. Id.
30. Id.
31. “It shall be an unlawful employment

practice for an employer . . . to dis-
criminate against any individual
with respect to his compensation,
terms, conditions, or privileges of
employment because of such indi-
vidual’s race, color, religion, sex or
national origin.” 42 U.S.C. § 2000 et

seq. The California FEHA expands
the list of protected classifications to
include mental disability, medical
condition, age, marital status, veter-
an status, pregnancy and related
medical conditions, political activity
and sexual orientation. Cal. Gov.
Code §§ 12900–12996.

32. 42 U.S.C. § 2000e et seq.
33. Oncale, supra, 523 U.S. at 78 (quot-

ing Meritor Savings Bank, FSB v.
Vinson, 477 U.S. 57, 64 (1986)).

34. Id. (quoting Harris v. Forklift
Systems, Inc., 510 U.S. 17, 21 (1993).

35. Williams v. General Motors, Corp. 187
F. 3d 553, 565 (6th Cir. 1999).

36. See Maureen McClain, Employment
Termination Law, A Practical Guide
For Employers, (CEB, 1995), 29 (cit-
ing to Title VII, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e et
seq.; Americans With Disabilities
Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 12101–12213;
California FEHA, Cal. Gov. Code §§
12900–12996).

37. Oncale, supra, 523 U.S. at 80; see also
Meritor, supra 477 U.S. at 67 (the
“mere utterance of an . . . epithet
which engenders offensive feelings in
a employee” does not sufficiently

– Checking for consistency in how
others who have behaved similarly,
regardless of rank, have been treated.

Dealing With Co-Workers
Affected by Jerks
In addition to dealing with the jerk

herself, employers also need to act in
order to protect the co-workers affected
by the jerk’s behavior. The measures that
employers can and should take to make
sure they are providing a fair and respect-
ful environment include:

• Truly resolving issues. We all know
that employers should promptly and
thoroughly investigate claims of
harassing behavior; however, many
employers fail to truly resolve the
issues. Often, an employer will find that
there was no egregious behavior or no
policy violation, and will stop there.

• Taking meaningful steps. If there has
been behavior contrary to the compa-
ny’s expectations (e.g., respectful treat-
ment of all employees) that has caused
low morale or low productivity, or has
caused a real perception of unfairness in

the workplace, the employer should go
further than simply finding and report-
ing that there was no wrongful behavior.
And, to the extent the company believes
some corrective measures should be
implemented, it should go beyond pro-
viding additional training (although
this is a good place to start). For exam-
ple, the company should also look at its
complaint process—is it truly aimed at
creating an environment where employ-
ees will feel comfortable voicing their
concerns? Does the company have a his-
tory of addressing and resolving
employee relations issues? Do supervi-
sors understand their obligation to cre-
ate both a comfortable and respectful
environment while still maintaining
good business practices? Are supervisors
behaving fairly and creating a percep-
tion of fairness? Are supervisors consis-
tently providing employees with due
process when dealing with these issues
(i.e., is the process used to investigate
and resolve these issues fair and reason-
able)? Can the company mediate dis-
putes between employees before they
become a bigger problem?

• Assessing workplace attitudes. In order
to have the opportunity to resolve issues
early on, companies should be proactive
about maintaining a healthy work envi-
ronment. To this end, conducting peri-
odic climate surveys to gauge
employees’ attitudes can go a long way
towards nipping problems in the bud.

Companies that want to stay compet-
itive understand that a key component to
success is a happy and productive employ-
ee base. Though it may not be possible to
avoid all bad behavior at work, companies
should implement good practices to pre-
vent bullying behavior from seriously
affecting the work environment.
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