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TEL: (951) 827-6193 
EMAIL: JASON.STAJICH@UCR.EDU 

January 14, 2022 

Robert Horwitz, Chair, Academic Council 
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94607-5200 

RE:  (Systemwide Review) Draft Presidential Policy -- Abusive Conduct/Bullying in the 
Workplace 

Dear Robert, 

The Riverside Executive Council discussed the draft Presidential Policy on Abusive Conduct/Bullying 
in the Workplace at their January 10, 2022 meeting. 

Members discussed concerns about the policy perhaps being activated without the appropriate 
administrative structures in place to ensure compliance and assessment thereof and being vague in terms 
of process.  Others mentioned that the draft does not include passages regarding policy should students 
bully faculty.  

I trust these comments and those attached from Riverside Divisional committees prove helpful. 

Sincerely yours,  
/s/Jason 
Jason Stajich 
Professor of Bioinformatics and Chair of the Riverside Division 

CC: Hilary Baxter, Executive Director of the Academic Senate 
Cherysa Cortez, Executive Director of UCR Academic Senate Office 



 

 

 

COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM 

 

December 14, 2021 

 

To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 

Riverside Division Academic Senate 

    

From:  Ivy Zhang, Chair  

Committee on Academic Freedom 

     

Re: Draft Presidential Policy on Abusive Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace 

 

The Committee on Academic Freedom reviewed the draft Presidential Policy on Abusive 

Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace and did not find any significant concerns regarding Academic 

Freedom. The Committee recommends that systemwide and campus-specific polices be as well 

aligned as possible, in order to avoid confusion that may give rise to disputes related to academic 

freedom. 

 
 

Academic Senate  



 

 

 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PERSONNEL 
 
December 14, 2021 

  
 
To:  Jason Stajich 
  Chair, Riverside Division Academic Senate 
 
From:  Sean Cutler  
  Chair, Committee on Academic Personnel 
 
Re:  [Systemwide Review] Proposed Policy: Draft Presidential Policy -- Abusive  

Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace 
 

CAP has evaluated the Draft Presidential Policy on Abusive Conduct/Bullying. The committee 
is very supportive of the proposal but did have a number of comments regarding the sections 
quoted below. CAP also noted that the proposal does not consider the consequences of non-
compliance on the Faculty personnel review process. At present, CAP is not informed about 
disciplinary actions taken against faculty. As such, perpetrators of bullying or harassment can 
receive positive recommendations for career advancement, which seems like a substantial 
blind spot. CAP suggests that the consequences of non-compliance on Senate Faculty merit 
and promotion processes receive comment. Here are our additional comments: 
 
Free Speech and Academic Freedom. The proposed policy is intended to protect members 
of the University community from abusive conduct/bullying, not to regulate protected speech. 
The proposed policy recognizes that freedom of speech and academic freedom are not limitless 
and do not protect speech or expressive conduct that violate federal, State, or University 
policies. (p. 2 of 12) 
 
Comment: It is conceivable (and has probably actually occurred) that a federal, State, or 
University policy has conflicted with freedom of speech and/or with academic freedom. So in 
some cases implementation of the policy might conflict with protected speech. 
 
Abusive Conduct/Bullying includes situations where the respondent is a person with relative 
power or authority and also situations in which there are in peer-to-peer interactions. 
Accordingly, Abusive Conduct/Bullying behavior in violation of this policy  is prohibited. (p. 
3 of 12) 
 
Comment: It does not seem true that abusive conduct/bullying is limited to situations when the 
person engaged in bullying has more or equal power or authority (a higher or equal standing 
in the organizational chart, as it were). Someone who has lower “relative power or authority” 
can engage in abusive conduct/bullying with respect to someone with more “relative power or 
authority.” A professor can bully a Department Chairperson. A Chairperson can bully an 
Associate Dean, etc. The same holds true for non-academic organizational structures in the 
University. The abusive conduct/behavior should be prohibited regardless. 
 

Academic Senate 



 

 

 

COMMITTEE ON CHARGES 

November 23, 2021 
 
 
To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division  
 
Fr: Richard Stouthamer 
 Chair, Committee on Charges   
 
Re: [Systemwide Review] Proposed Policy: Draft Presidential Policy -- Abusive 

Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace 
 
The Committee on Charges reviewed the proposed Presidential Policy on Abusive 
Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace at its meeting on November 17, 2021. Overall, the Committee 
is in support of the proposed policy with one additional comment. The Committee asks if the 
particular university policies, as noted in page 2 and 6 of the policy document, should be more 
clearly defined. 
 

 Academic Senate 



   
    
 
 

 

December 17, 2021 

 
TO:   Jason Stajich, Chair 
  Riverside Division of the Academic Senate 
 

FROM:  Peter Graham, Chair   
CHASS Executive Committee 
 

RE: Proposed Policy: Draft Presidential Policy -- Abusive Conduct/Bullying in the 
Workplace 

______________________________________________________________________________  
The CHASS Executive Committee reviewed the Proposed Policy: Draft Presidential Policy -- 
Abusive Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace at the regular meeting on December 15, 2021.  
This is an important issue, and we are thankful that the University of California Office of the 
President is taking it seriously. Our main concern with this document is how it defines bullying, 
or rather what is “not bullying.” 
 
The text is not a comprehensive vision of how bullying can happen and its effects. It creates a 
narrow definition of bullying, which licenses bullying that was not explicitly mentioned in the 
text. It reprimands specific forms of behavior and context that constitutes bullying, but it fails to 
include many others.  The forms of bullying are often subtle. Bullying can be ineffable. Yet this 
document does not address this. If this text is intended to be a guide policy, accounting for the 
blurriness of bullying and its deep effects for individuals and culture at the University of 
California as whole is imperative. 
 
Furthermore, the nature of bullying means that it can occur across circumstances, including that 
which is indicated in this document as not constituting bullying. That is, bullying can and does 
occur through performance appraisals, in the guise of “constructive criticism” or framed as 
“simple disagreements,” among others. Therefore, the “examples of reasonable actions that do 
not constitute Abusive Conduct/Bullying include but are not limited to” could provide language 
and a guide for how to defend abusive and bullying behavior and therefore should be removed or 
substantially qualified. A performance appraisal as such, for example, might not be bullying, but 
it can be used as an occasion to bully someone without any of the forms of behavior listed in the 
document as examples of forbidden behavior. Not all performance evaluations are free of 
bullying, even if they are free of instances of behavior explicitly listed by the document. 
 

College of Humanities, Arts, and 
Social Sciences 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 



Furthermore, the document suggests that the implementers of the policy should be guided by a 
reasonable person standard. However, what counts as “reasonable” can vary by gender, race, 
rank, and other dimensions. We believe this portion of the document can be improved by taking 
into consideration that the reasonable person standard may take into account the reasonable 
perceptions of a member of a protected group under law in assessing whether the conduct at 
issue constitutes bullying under University rules and policies.  
 
In addition to the “objective” approach to determinations of bullying provided by the reasonable 
person standard, as modified along the lines just suggested, whether an act or acts constitute 
bullying may also be established by reference to a prior course of conduct by the accused that 
permits a reasonable inference of an impermissible intent to bully or harass, regardless of 
whether the conduct at issue is facially neutral and non-discriminatory or targeted at an 
individual in a way that would lead a reasonable person to suffer mental distress.  A subjective 
belief in the appropriateness of the conduct at issue or denial of bullying or harassment is not a 
valid defense against such changes under either standard of inquiry. 
 
Part of what bullying does, in fact, is to play with what is considered “reasonable” and with the 
criteria that define what “reasonable” means, rendering “unreasonable” any claim against the 
form of behavior it condones, promotes and even imposes on individuals. In this sense, the 
document seems to not take enough into account this side of bullying. Defenses to changes of 
bullying can be advanced as a bad faith denial, or as a reflection of an honest subjective belief 
that conflicts with the substantive definition of and standards for determining an act of bullying. 
In short, bullying is not simply constituted by the forms of behavior enumerated in the document. 
The document should take a broader view with a better understanding of how to adjudicate 
instances of bullying informed by the implementation of reasonable person standards in other 
areas of policy and law as well as criteria for determining the assignment of impermissible intent 
informed by a reasonable perception standard for members of the relevant group. 
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3 January 2021 
 
To:  Jason Stajich, Chair 

Riverside Division 
 
From: Theodore Garland, Jr., Chair, Executive Committee 

College of Natural and Agricultural Science 
 

Re: [Systemwide Review] (Proposed Policy) Draft Presidential Policy -- 
Abusive Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace 

 
The CNAS Executive Committee (EC) has reviewed this draft policy. 
 
It is great that the UC is establishing an anti-bullying workplace policy -- but 
it seems that the definition of bullying is not very 'victim centered' -- who is 
the 'reasonable person' who decides if behavior is sufficiently severe, 
persistent, etc.  Maybe this is written by lawyers so there may be a reason 
for this definition, but this reasonable person does not know why one 
incident would not be considered bullying -- if it was! 
 
Also, implementation of the policy is left to the local Executive Officers and 
Responsible Officers.  Where is the accountability of the UCOP?  Will the 
"local management office that is responsible for monitoring, enforcing, and 
reporting policy compliance" report that information to UC and what will 
happen if they do not implement and enforce a policy? 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 



COMMITTEE ON DIVERSITY, EQUITY, & INCLUSION

December 7, 2021

To: Jason Stajich
Riverside Division Academic Senate

From: Katherine Stavropoulos, Chair
Committee on Diversity, Equity, & Inclusion

Re: [Systemwide Review] (Proposed Draft) Presidential Policy - Abusive
Conduct-Bullying in the Workplace

The DEI committee reviewed the proposed policy and does not have any additional comments or
suggestions.



 
 
 
 
COMMITTEE ON FACULTY WELFARE   
 
December 17, 2021 
 
 
To: Jason Stajich 

Riverside Division Academic Senate 
    
Fr: John Heraty, Chair  

Committee on Faculty Welfare 
   
Re: [Systemwide Review] Proposed Policy: Draft Presidential Policy -- Abusive 

Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace 
 
The Committee on Faculty Welfare reviewed the Draft Presidential Policy on Abusive 
Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace at their December 14, 2021 meeting. The committee is fully 
supportive of the proposed policy but suggested there be a reasonable amount of time defined for 
reporting, not indefinitely. 
 
 

Academic Senate 



 

 

GRADUATE COUNCIL  
 
 
December 16, 2021 
 
 
To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division  
 
From: Don Collins, Chair 
 Graduate Council 
 
 
Re: [Systemwide Review] Proposed Policy: Draft Presidential Policy -- Abusive 

Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace 
 
 
Graduate Council reviewed the draft Presidential Policy on Abusive Conduct/Bullying in 
the Workplace at their December 9, 2021 meeting.  
 
The Council felt that it would help to be very clear about who is covered under the policy 
– at the bottom of page 3 of 12 of the proposed policy it states: “B. Policy Coverage -- 
This policy covers acts of Abusive Conduct/Bullying and retaliation by and against 
members of the University community in the Workplace, including all University 
employees, unpaid interns, volunteers, and independent contractors”. Does this include 
all types of graduate students (e.g., those on fellowships)?  
 
Concerns were raised that included how the charge of bullying can be used and 
weaponized by bullies, sometimes as a disguised form of retaliation. Another concern 
that was raised had to do with freedom of speech. Not unlike civility codes, this policy 
might be used to censor controversial research or teaching.  
 

Academic Senate 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
COMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGE & TENURE 
 
 
November 17, 2021   
 
To: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division 
 
Fr: James Tobias, Chair 
 Committee on Privilege & Tenure 

 
Re: [Systemwide Review] Proposed Policy: Draft Presidential Policy -- Abusive 

Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace 
 
UCR’s Committee on Privilege and Tenure has reviewed the proposed draft presidential policy on 
“Abusive Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace.” The proposed policy stands out for clarifying 
inappropriate workplace conduct in the short term, as well as for its potential to contribute to a 
positive campus climate longer term.  
 
Privilege and Tenure Committee members view this draft policy as well articulated with 
appropriate detail in respect to goals; the draft policy is concise without being overly prescriptive. 
The additional detail regarding specific types of problematic behavior (p. 4, III.C) in comparison 
to that given in the draft campus policy, is welcome. Abusive conduct can be hard to identify and 
articulate uniformly especially given the wide and diverse range of different kinds of work typical 
of a UC campus; further, since this policy may supervene campus policy in some cases, and in any 
case should be consistent with it, we feel it is crucial that the Presidential policy be as clearly 
formulated as possible. For both of these reasons, the committee appreciates the more extensive 
list of types of problematic conduct this draft document provides. We also appreciate the 
clarifications this document makes regarding its inter-articulation with relevant policies on SVSH 
and workplace discrimination. 
 
Regarding the list of examples of problematic conduct on page 4, in the interest of clarity, we note 
that unwanted contact and inappropriate encroachment on personal space may be verbal as well as 
physical. So where the list of problematic conduct mentions “Making unwanted physical contact 
…”, we suggest that the list include an additional statement clarifying that “Making repeated and 
explicitly unwanted verbal contact or inappropriately encroaching on another individual’s private 
life, in ways that would cause a reasonable person discomfort and unease” is abusive conduct as 
well. In short, we would like to see language in the policy that addresses harassment that may be 
more nuanced than the indeed unacceptable “use of abusive and/or insulting language” mentioned 
here.  
 

Academic Senate 



 
 

Another suggestion regarding the conduct described as abusive has to do with the last example on 
the list identifying “sabotage or undermining a person’s work performance” as abusive conduct.  
In this case, “sabotage” seems like it would be very clear to observe, while “undermine” may seem 
hard to define. Just as importantly, bullying behavior does not only aim to obstruct someone’s 
ability to perform their work (and thus threatening an employee’s personal sense of professional 
wellbeing, their performance reviews, and their professional reputation); what’s more, bullying 
behavior can be aimed at preventing employees from receiving recognition for work they do. Here, 
then, we suggest that this final example regarding “sabotage” will benefit from additional detail if 
it is revised as follows: 
 
“Sabotaging or undermining a person’s work performance; or engaging in a pattern of 
inappropriate or even obstructive workplace behavior prejudicial to or detrimental to employees’ 
ability to perform their work; or, engaging in inappropriate workplace behavior prejudicial or 
detrimental to employees’ receiving appropriate recognition for the work that they do.” 
 
In closing, committee members note that in addition to inter-articulating this policy with policies 
on SVSH or discriminatory conduct, there may be additional policies or contracts which would 
come into play regarding abusive workplace conduct or bullying or with the reporting thereof. For 
example, union or other contracts may govern rights or responsibilities also at stake in the 
implementation of this policy, and we encourage the University, where feasible, to work with the 
full range of stakeholders to implement and uphold the very best version of workplace policies 
calling for ethical, equity-driven, and efficient places of work. We are concerned, for example, as 
much with international graduate student researchers’ abilities to not feel forced to take on 
additional unpaid labor for faculty as we are with faculty members’ ability to enjoy productive and 
creative research environments. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on what appears to be an excellent draft of a policy that 
will be as timely as it is necessary. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
December 13, 2021 
 
To:  Jason Stajich, Ph.D., Chair, Academic Senate, UCR Division 
 
From: Declan McCole, Ph.D., Chair, Faculty Executive Committee, UCR School of 

Medicine  
 
Subject:  [Systemwide Review] Proposed Policy: Draft Presidential Policy – Abusive 

Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace 
 
 
Dear Jason, 
 
The SOM Faculty Executive Committee has reviewed Draft Presidential Policy – Abusive 
Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace. There was broad approval for the policy, but we offer the 
following feedback. 
 
The policy should consider the “classic” bullying of faculty that may appear in forms of: 
 
Maliciously tinkering with teaching assignments (whether assigning new lectures outside the 
lecturer’s area of expertise, or taking away lectures) in a way that is meant to interfere with the 
faculty performance or to create undue burden to the faculty. 
 
Maliciously tinker with University service assignments (as above).  
 
Maliciously tinker with faculty laboratory space assignment (creating undue burden to a faculty 
by restricting lab space, or maliciously assigning spaces that are inconvenient for the faculty to 
operate , or maliciously request the faculty to relocate to a new space or new office and the like). 
 
Maliciously and repeatedly prevent/dismiss/interrupt the opportunity of a given faculty member 
to voice or express opinions at faculty meetings or at proper committee meetings.  
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Declan F. McCole, Ph.D. 
Chair, Faculty Executive Committee School of Medicine 
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School of Public Policy 
University of California, Riverside 
INTS 4133 | 900 University Ave  
Riverside, CA 92521 
  

 
 
 
TO: Jason Stajich, Chair 
 Riverside Division 
 
FR: Richard M. Carpiano, Chair 
 Executive Committee, School of Public Policy 
 
RE: [Systemwide Review] Proposed Policy: Draft Presidential Policy -- Abusive 

Conduct/Bullying in the Workplace 

Date: December 17, 2021 

The Executive Committee of the School of Public Policy reviewed the documents for 
“[Systemwide Review] Proposed Policy: Draft Presidential Policy -- Abusive Conduct/Bullying 
in the Workplace.” We have no comments. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 
Richard M. Carpiano, Ph.D., M.P.H. 
Professor of Public Policy 
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