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«TOKCHYHDbIN» NEepPCOHAN:
npo6iemMbl H METOAbI yNpaBieHHs

CraTbsi MOCBSIiEHA MPOGAEMaM YNPaBNEHUS «TOKCUYHBIMU» COTPYAHWKAMM, [EMOHCTPUPYIOLIMMH
KOHTPMPOAYKTUBHOE M HE3TMYHOE NPOdECcCHOHanbHOe MOBEAEHWE, PA3PYLIMTENBHO BAUAIOLEE HA MEX-
JIMYHOCTHbIE OTHOLLEHMS M PaGouyl0 aTMOChepy B KONNEKTUBE, CNEACTBUEM YETO YaCTO CTAHOBUTCS CHMU-
eHWe 06lLelt NPOM3BOAUTENLHOCTH, UHULIMATMBbI M NOSIILHOCTM NepcoHana. YnpaBneHUe «TOKCUYHbIM»
nepcoHanom TpebyeT NPUMEHEHUs CrieLianbHbiX MHCTPYMEHTOB U METO/IOB, KOTOPbIE MOKa NpeacTaBieHbl
€[IMHWUYHBIMM NPAKTUKAMK B HEKOTOPbIX OpraH13aLusX, YTO CBUAETENbCTBYET 06 aKTyalbHOCTH UX U3YHEHHS
1 06061LEeHUS. N5 BbIIBAEHUS NEPBONPUYNH «TOKCUYHOCTU» PABOTHUKOB UCTO/b30BaUCh TEOPETUYECKHE U
3MMUPUYECKUE UCCNEA0BAHUS 3aPyBEHHbIX M POCCUIACKUX YYEHBIX B 06N1ACTM OPraH13aLMOHHOr0 NOBEAEHHS
1 yNpaBeHUs YeNOBEYECKUMU PECYPCaMu. AHANN3 NMPAKTUK yipaBAeHUs «TOKCUYHbIM» EPCOHANIOM NPOBO-
AWACS NpM NOMOLLYM onpoca pyKoBoauTener n HR-cneuuannctos B 50 komnaHusx Mepmu n EkatepuHbypra.
MpeanoxeHsl UHCTPYMEHTbI MUHUMM3ALIMU PUCKOB «TOKCMYHOCTW» MEPCOHaNa ANs OpraHW3aLim 1 ee coTpya-

HUKOB, KOTOPbIE MOTYT UCMO/b30BATLCS B NPAKTUKE yNpaBaeHus N06blx OpraHn3aLmi.

BBELEHUE

B nocnegHee Bpems npobnemaTuka
«TOKCUYHOCTU» MepCoHana CTaHOBWTCA BCe
6onee akTyanbHoOW Kak B Poccum, Tak 1 3a
py6exxom. W 370 He cnyyaiHo: pesynbratbl
MCCNefOBaHMNIA JOKa3bIBAIOT OFPOMHeiiLIee
HeraTMBHOE BNIMAHIE 3TOTO ABMEHNA Ha OT-
HOLLEHWA MEXAY COTPYAHMKAaMU, NPOU3BO-
[WTENBbHOCTb TPYLA U TEKYYECTb NEPCOHaNa,
yTO B UTOre OCNabAAET KOMMAHUIO, CHIXasA
ee 3GDEeKTUBHOCTb U KOHKYpeHTOCnocob-
HOCTb. B 06LIEM MOHUMAHUN TOKCUYHbIN
nepcoHan» — 3To PaboTHMKKM, KOTOpble Mo-
CTOAHHO [EMOHCTPUPYIOT KOHTPNpOZyK-
TMBHOE W HE3TUYHOe NpodeccmoHanbHoe
noBefeHne, pasfpaKeHue W UMHW3M Mo
OTHOLLEHUIO K CBOEI paboTe, opraHm3aumm
1 BPYrM COTPYOHUKAM, COCOBHbIe Bbi3bl-
BaTb MOCTOAHHOE HaNPSXEHWe 1 CTpecc y
WX KOMNET, BOIbHO U HEBONIbHO CHMXas
WX MPOAYKTUBHOCTb, OTBNIEKas BHUMaHue
W CUMbl PYKOBOACTBA Ha BbIACHEHWE OTHO-
LeHWiA, B ylepb pe3ynbTaTBHOW paboTe
[4;12;19; 21].

Pa3symeeTcs, ata npobnema 6bina Beer-
[a, OHAKO B HaCTosLLEe BPeMs OHa yCyry6-
nAeTcA pagom GakTopos:

® B YCNOBUAX SKOHOMUYECKOIO KpU3nca
1 obLeil HeCcTabUnbHOCT MHOMMe paboT-
HUKW, UCTIbITbIBAA MOCTOAHHBIE MEPEXMBa-
HIA W TPEBOTY, CBA3AHHYIO C NepPCreKTuBa-
MU COXpaHeHusA paboTbl 1 Gnarononyuviem
CBOEI CeMbM, CTaHOBATCA Gonee yA3Bu-
MbIMU MPY OBLLEHUM 1 B3aUMOZEACTBIN C
«TOKCUYHBIMUY KOMIEramu, UTO He MOXeT
He CKa3blBaTbCA Ha pe3ynbTaTax ux paboTsl,
KauecTBe 06CNyKNBaHUSA KIIMEHTOB, 06LLEM
MCUXONOrMYECKOM KNMMATE B KONNEKTHBE;

o flemorpaduyecknuin Kpusmc m BCTY-
nneHve B TPYAOBYI »M3Hb HOBbIX MOKO-
NEHVI COTPYAHWNKOB CO CBONCTBEHHBIM UM
CTpemmeHnem K pocTy 1 pa3BuUTUIO B NPO-
deccun B3ameH NPUBEPMKEHHOCTY OAHON
OpraH13aLmmn Ha BCIO »KM3Hb BbIABUraeT Ha
nepBblii NNaH npobnemy yaepXaHWA Mo-
nopbix cneymanuctos. Mo gaHHbIM Kccne-
[OBaHUA MosoAble PaboTHWKKM OCTaTCA
Ha npegnpuaTMKM Gnarogapsa o6LWeHuo ¢
XOPOWWUMU N WHTEPECHBIMUA NIIOABMU, AO-
HpoxxenaTeNnbHOCTN KONNEKTUBA 1 3auHTe-
pecoBaHHOMY yyacTuio pykosogutens [3],
a OTCYTCTBME MCMXONOrMYeckoro komeop-
Ta NPVBOAMT K pa3oyapoBaHuU0 paboToii
B KOMNaHWK;

e Ha ¢oHe peduunTa KBanMdULMpPO-
BaHHbIX W 3QPEKTUBHBIX COTPYAHUKOB
Cepbe3HbIM KagpOBbIM PUCKOM CTaHOBUTCA
NOTEPA «TaNaHTOB», MPUYMHAMU KOTOPOM
MOTYT ABAATLCA KaK «TOKCUYHbIE» PYKOBO-
BUTENW, TaK N «TOKCMYHbIE» KOAnery, npe-
NATCTBYIOL{ME CBOUM MOBEAEHVEM U OTHO-
WEHNeM MX camopeanu3auuv 1 passuTuio
B opraHm3saumu [1; 8].

B nccnegoBaHum yueHbix 13 lapsapg-
CKol wKonbl 6usHeca M. Housman u
D. Minor [12], oxBaTusluem 6onee 50 ThbiC.
pPaboOTHUKOB, [JOKa3aHO, YTO BEPOATHOCTb
YBONIbHEHUSA LIEHHbIX COTPYAHWKOB MO Co6-
CTBEHHOMY »enaHuio Bo3pacTaeT Ha 54% B
CNyyYanx, KorAa COOTHOLLEHMNE KTOKCUYHBIX»
U «NOPAJOYHBIX» COTPYAHMKOB [OCTUraeT
1:20. Mpn 3TOM NPUCYTCTBME TONbKO Of-
HOFO Takoro pPaboTHUKA MPUBOAWT K CHU-
KEHMI0 MPOU3BOAUTENBHOCTY TPyAa BCeW
KomaHgabl Ha 30-40%. [ipyrumn cnosamu,
Hannume faxe OTHOCWUTENIbHO HeOONbLUION



Toxic Employees:

Problems and Methods of Management

Abstract

The paper deals with the problems of managing toxic employees demonstrating counterproductive
and unethical professional behaviour that destructively affects interpersonal relationships and work-
ing atmosphere in a team, which often results in a decrease in overall productivity, initiative and staff
loyalty. Toxic staff management requires using special tools and methods that are rather scarce and
exercised by only a small number of companies. This proves the necessity of studying and generalizing
such practices. To identify the root causes of employees’ toxicity, the authors address theoretical and
empirical studies of Russian and foreign scholars specialising in the sphere of organisational behaviour
and HR management. We analyse the practices of toxic management with the help of a survey of manag-
ers and HR specialists from 50 companies in Perm and Yekaterinburg. The authors propose a number
of tools for minimizing harmful effects of toxic employees on co-workers and the company that are pos-
sible to apply in the management practice of any organizations.

INTRODUCTION

The issues of employee toxicity have
been growing in popularity lately both
in Russia and abroad. This is due to the
fact that the findings of scientific research
prove the dramatic damaging impact that
this phenomenon exerts on employee re-
lations, labour productivity and employee
turnover, which ultimately weakens a com-
pany by undermining its effectiveness and
competitiveness. In general terms, toxic
employees are those who demonstrate an
ongoing pattern of counterproductive and
unethical work behaviour, annoyance and
cynicism towards their work, company and
other employees; a source of daily stress
and strife among their colleagues; delib-
erately or not, they reduce organisational
performance and make the management
team to spend their time and resources on
settling arguments rather than productive
work [4; 12; 19; 21].

Naturally, this problem has been in ex-
istence for a very long time, however, at the
moment it is aggravated by a number of
factors:

e In the context of the financial cri-
sis and global uncertainty, many workers
suffer from continuous stress and anxiety
about possible job loss and well-being of
their families, which makes them more vul-
nerable when communicating and interact-
ing with “toxic” fellow workers. This, in turn,
negatively affects their labour productivity,
the quality of rendering services, and the
overall psychological climate in the team.

e The demographic crisis and new
generations of workers demonstrating an

intense desire for career growth and pro-
fessional development instead of life-long
commitment to one organization highlight
the problem of retaining young specialists.
According to research studies, the main
reasons for young specialists to continue
working for the same company are: com-
munication with intelligent and interesting
people, a friendly working environment
and a strong support of the manager [3].
At the same time, lack of psychological
comfort causes disappointment in working
for the company.

e Against the backdrop of a shortage
of high-qualified and effective employees,
a loss of “talents” is becoming a significant
labour risk. The reasons behind the deficit
embrace both “toxic” managers and “toxic”
co-workers whose behaviour and attitude
impede self-realization and development
of prospective cadres within the company
[1; 8l

In their study, Housman and Minor
[12] from Harvard Business School ex-
plored a large dataset of over 50,000
workers across 11 different firms and
proved that valuable employees are 54%
more likely to resign voluntarily if the ratio
of “toxic” to “decent” co-workers reaches
1:20. At the same time, just one “toxic”
employee might cause a decrease in the
labour productivity of the entire team by
30-40%. In other words, even a relatively
small percentage of toxic personnel in a
company might lead to considerable or-
ganizational costs, cause a loss of clients, a
crisis of morale among fellow workers and
force the best of them to quit.
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Tabnunya 1 - lNoBegeH4YecKue aTpubyTbl «TOKCMYHOrO» epcoHana

Mpu3Hak

Xapaktepuctuka

ObLiee HeraTMBHOE OTHOLLEHKUE
K paboTte B opraHM3aLmu

HeAOBOAbHbIE COTPYAHUKM U3AYYAIOT HEFaTUB B AOObIX CUTYaLMSIX, YacTO NPOSIBASIIOT SPOCTb, AOXOAALLYHO
AO arpeccuu, He xoTaT paboTaTb U HEAOBOAbHbBI CBOUMU KOAAEraMMU, HE CTECHSAIOTCSI B BblPAXEHMUSIX,
BbICKa3blBasi CBOE MHEHUWE 0 APyrux. Apyras kateropus paboTHUKOB — «HOHOLLME NECCUMUCTbI», BEUHO
XaAyIOLLMECS HA XU3Hb U BOBAEKAIOLLIME APYIUX B 0O6CYXXAEHWE AUUHBIX NPOBAEM

HexenaHue 6paTtb Ha cebn
OTBETCTBEHHOCTb

B Atoboit npobaeme 0O6BUHSAIOT APYTHX AOAEW, @ BbICAYLLMBAS KPUTUKY B CBOM aAPEC, YacTo NMO3ULMOHM-
pytoT cebsi B POAM XEPTBbI; XaAAysiCb U NPUBAEKAs BHUMAHUE KOAAET, NbITatoTCs yOEAUTb BCEX, UTO OHU
BbIMOAHSOT 60AbLLIE PaboThl, YeM BCE OCTaAbHbIE

3rousm U camMoyBEPEHHOCTb

He cuutalotcs ¢ Yy)XMM MHEHUEM U AeVICTBy}OT TOABKO B CBOUX UHTEPECAX, AaXe KOrAa 3TO BbITAAAUT
KaK NOMOLLb APYrnum. ABCOAIOTHO yBEPEHbI B cBOeMn npaBoTe U HE3aMEHUMOCTU, HE AOBEPAKOT KOAAETaM
N PYKOBOAUTEAIO

KoHdpoHTauus

Co3Aat0T KOAAMLMM U TPYMMbI MO MPUHLMIY NPOTUBOCTOSIHUSI APYTUM (PYKOBOAUTEAD, KOAAETAM), NPEAHA-
MEPEHHO PacMycKas CAyXM W NMOPOXAASA KOHGAUKTHYIO atmocdepy B pabouyeit rpynne

Cabotax 1 HenoBUMHOBEHWE

YacTo He BbINMOAHSAOT PAacnopsiXeHWU PYKOBOACTBA, CO3HATEABHO MPOTUBONOCTaBASISt cebsl BOAbLLMHCTBY
M NOANUTBLIBAsICb MAee BAAropoAHOro NPOTeCTa, MPEACTABASIOT CBOMX KOAAET U AAXE KOMMAaHWIO B HEBbI-
rOAHOM cBeTe

Mcnoab3oBaHue pabouero
BPEMEHW B AUUHbIX LEAAX

PaboTHUKM, KOTOpPbIE TPATAT Yacbl PaboTbl Ha NMOKYNKU OHAAWH, 0BLEHUE C APY3bSM U cepPUHT B UHTEp-
HeTe UAM HaxXOASAT Apyrve cnocobbl 3aHATb BPEMSI, HEPEAKO HAaXOAAT MOBOA YITU ¢ paboTbl paHbLUe, kak
TOABKO YXOAUT PYKOBOAWTEAL. TAKOE NMOBEAEHWE CTAHOBUTCS HE TOALKO NMPUYMHON HEAOBOALCTBA AOBPOCO-
BECTHbIX COTPYAHWKOB, HO 1 MOPOXAAET CKAOHHOCTb K HapYLLUEHUAM AUCUMMIAWHBI M 6E€30TBETCTBEHHOCTb

Yy MOAOABIX CNeLUarmcToB

AenctBus, yrpoxatoLime
penyTaumMnm KOMnaHuu

OcBelLLatoT uyxre oWKnBKM Ha cambix MyOAUUHBIX GOpPyMaX, PacnpocTpaHsas HeraTMBHy MHbGOPMaLUMIo
0 NOBEAEHWMU CBOMX PYKOBOAUTEAEW, KOAAET U AAXKE KAMEHTOB, BbIKAAABIBAIOT B COLICETAX Nopoyallue
BMAEOMATEPUAADI, MPOBOLMPYSA TEM CaMbIM KX LUMPOKOE 0BCYXAEHWE

CocraBneHo no: [12; 20; 21].

JONN «TOKCWYHOrO» MepcoHana B Komna-
HUWM MOXET NPUBECTM K KPYMHbIM OpraHu-
3aLMOHHbBIM U3JeP>KKaM, NOTepPe KIMEHTOB,
nafieHnto MOPanbHOrO fyxa COTPYAHMKOB
1 YXOAY NYYLIUX U3 HUX.

3TN JaHHble CTaHOBATCA ele 6onee
BMEYaTNALMMMY, €CIN NPUHATL BO BHU-
MaHue BblBOAbl 3KcneptoB Cornerstone
OnDemand [10], KoTopble Ha OCHOBE aHa-
nn3a faHHbX 0 63000 HaemHbIX paboT-
HMKax ycTaHoBWnw, Yto ot 3 Ao 5% 13 Hux
ObiNM yBONEHbl UMEHHO 3a <TOKCUYHOE»
noseaeHve. Mo JaHHbIM MCCNefoBaHMUA
ABTOPUTETHOM  KOHCANTUHIOBOW  KOMMa-
Hun KPMG noutn 50% Bcex COTPYAHMKOB
B HacToALlee Bpemsa TaK UM MHaye B3au-
MOJEWCTBYIOT C KTOKCUYHBIM PabOTHUKOM»
[18]. bonee TOrO, MCUMXONOrN BbIACHWAN,
YTO BCNEACTBME CWUNbHENLWIErO Hanpsxe-
HUA N CTPecca, BbI3BAHHOTO «TOKCUYHbIMY
COTPYAHUKOM, €ro KOJSern MCMbiTbiBaloT
JONTOCPOYHOE HEraTUBHOE BAUAHME Ha
MO3roByt0 0611aCTb, OTBETCTBEHHYIO 3a J10-
rMyeckoe MblleHne 1 NamATb, paspyLla-
I0TCA HEMPOHbI, HAHOCA OLLYTUMbIA BpPen
380poBbio [9].

BmecTe c Tem fjo cux nop ocTaeTcA 3Ha-
unTeNbHbIA NPoGen Mexay Teopueil u pe-
anbHOW NPAKTUKON YNpPaBNEHWNA «TOKCWY-
HbIM» NepcoHanom. B pycne stux npobnem
B CTaTbe PacKpbIBAIOTCA OCHOBHbIE MPU3Ha-
K/ M NEPBOMPUYNHBI «TOKCUYHOCTW» pa-
OOTHUMKOB, OCBELLAIOTCA pe3ynbTaThl Uccre-
[OBaHUA AAHHOTO ABNEHUA B POCCUMIACKMX
KOMMaHWAX, NPUBOANTCA 0630p 3GPeKTIB-

HbIX UHCTPYMEHTOB MWUHUMU3ALMN PUCKOB
«TOKCUYHOCTU» NepcoHana Ana opraHusa-
LMW 1 ee COTPYAHUKOB.

«TOKCUYHBI» NEPCOHAN: MOBEAEHYECKUE
XAPAKTEPUCTUKN U GAKTOPbDI

B HacTofALee Bpems, HECMOTPA Ha Ha-
nnYmne NCCnefoBaHnm, UMeeTCA HEKOTOPbIN
AMNCCOHAHC B ONpedeneHny NOHATAA «TOK-
CMYHOCTb» MepCoHana U MOHUMaHWKU ero
nepBonpuynH. C TOUKM 3peHnA NINYHOCT-
Hbix nposaBneHuin M. fattn n A. 3. Qegoposa
CYMTAKOT TOKCUUHBIMM» COTPYAHWKOB, KO-
TOpble <MCMONb3YIOT HEITUYHbIE, @ UHOTAA U
HEe3aKOHHble Cnocobbl MaHWMyNMPOBaHNA,
BbI3blBAIOLME pa3LpaxeHne y OKpyxato-
LWMX, U TaKUM CNOCOBOM CTapaloTca oTBie-
KaTb BHUMaHMe OT CBOUX UCMONHNTENbCKNX
HepocTaTkoB 1 npocTynkosy [4. C. 50]. Pag
nccnefoBatenenl  «TOKCUYHBIM® — CYUMTAlOT
noboe MaTonormyeckoe noBefeHne Co-
TPYAHWKOB, BbICTyNalollee MNOTeHUManb-
HbIM UCTOYHWUKOM Yrpo3 6Gnarononyunio
OpraHu3aumMn 1 npuunHeHua en yuwepba
[2; 12]. K ¢paKTam «TOKCMUHOrO» NoBefeHns
TaKXKe OTHOCAT HapYLIEHWA AUCUMNAWHBI,
cnyyan HacunmaA Ha pabouyem mecte, 3n0y-
notpebneHve ankorosem u HapKoTUKamm,
CeKcyanbHble [OMOraTenbcTBa W MOLLUEH-
HuuectBo [10]. TMpUUMHBI «TOKCUYHOTO»
noBedeHnsa WMCCRefoBaTeNnun CBA3bIBAOT C
WMPOKNM AMana3oHOM (akTOPOB: OT He-
YLOBNETBOPEHHOCTW TPYAOM W Hebnaro-
NPUATHOW  COLMANbHO-MCUXONOMYECKON
atmocdepbl B opraHu3sauum [2; 4; 71, o pac-

CTPOWNCTB IMYHOCTM paboTHWKa [1; 21] nnn
HEeraT1BHOIO BAMAHNA «TOKCUYHOTO» PYKO-
Boactsa [11; 14]. Takoi1 pa3bpoc B MHEHUAX
YUYeHbIX AEeMOHCTPUPYET HEeyCTONYMBOCTb
KaK TepMUHONOTNK, TaK U METOZONOTN UC-
CNnefoBaHWA AaHHOTO ABNEHUS.

Poccumiickum nccnegoBatenam npucyly
WWPOKNA B3MAA Ha [daHHYyl0 npobnemy,
OXBaTbIBAIOLWMIA BONPOCHI  FyMaHM3aLuu
TpyAa [2] u coumanbHoro camouyBCTBMA
nepcoHana [4; 7], B To Bpems Kak 3apy6ex-
Hble UMCCnefoBaHuWA No Gonblueit yacTu
CKNOHATCA K NPU3HAHWIO TOTO, YTO «TOK-
CMYHOCTb» PabOTHMKA ABNAETCA Npexpe
BCEro NMYHOCTHOW, NpUpoAHON Gopmoi
€r0 CyLLECTBOBaHMA B COLMYME, YacTo 06b-
ACHAIOLENCA CKNOHHOCTBIO K MOPanbHOMY
CamMo0CBOOOXEHNIO PabOTHIKA MO OTHO-
LWEHWNIO K KW, MOLUEHHNYECTBY 1 BOPOB-
CTBY, HESTUYHOMY U KOPbICTHOMY NPUHS-
TUIO PELLEHUIA, CBA3aHHBIX C 6r3Hecom [15].
PaHULbl NOHATUA <TOKCUYHBIN NepCcoHan»
pa3mblBaloTCA ele 1 MoToMY, YTO MHOrue
€ro NpoABNeHWA BbiCTynalT Gopmon or-
MOPTYHWUCTUYECKOTO WU AEBUAHTHOO No-
BegeHwsa [1; 5], npuuem HenocpeacTBEHHO
B NpaKTuKe ynpaBneHna paboTHUK C onpe-
JeneHHbIMU OTPULATENbHBIMW KauecTBamu
B BOCMPUATUY OAHOTO PYKOBOAMUTENA ABNA-
€TCA «AeBWNAHTHbIMY, a Apyroro — HeT [1].

Mo Hawemy MHeHWto, nyywemy MoHu-
MaHWIO ABNEHNA «TOKCUYHbIN NepcoHan»
OyneT cnocobcTBoBaTh 0606LEHHAsA CTPYK-
Typa MOBeAEHYECKUX aTpubyToB, npep-
CTaBneHHbIX B Tabn. 1.
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Table 1 — Behavioural attributes of toxic employees

Attribute Description

Overall negative attitude towards
working in an organization

Disgruntled employees radiate negative energy in any situation, often display anger laced with
aggression, ignore their job responsibilities; they are dissatisfied with their colleagues and do not
mince words when expressing opinions about others. Another category of employees is “whining
pessimists” who always complain about life and drag others in discussing their personal problems

Reluctance to take responsibility | They blame others for all their problems, and in case of being criticized, portray themselves as victims;
by complaining and stealing time of the colleagues, toxic employees try to convince everyone that they

do more work than their peers

Selfishness and overconfidence Do not defer to someone else’s opinion and act only in their own interests even when it looks like help-
ing others. They think of themselves as being always right and irreplaceable and do not trust neither

their boss, nor colleagues
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Confrontation Form coalitions and groups premised on the principle of opposing others (boss, colleagues), deliber-

ately spreading rumours and creating a strained atmosphere between team members

Sabotage and disobedience Toxic employees often do not follow instructions of the management, deliberately opposing themselves
to the majority and, fuelled by the idea of a noble protest, spread reports to the disadvantage of their

co-workers and even the company

Non-work related activities Employees who spend working hours on online shopping, chatting with friends and surfing the Internet
or find other ways to pass the time often invent an excuse to leave work earlier, once their supervisor is
off. Such behaviour not only causes discontent among conscientious employees, but also steers young

specialists towards discipline violations and irresponsible conduct

Actions threatening the com-
pany’s reputation

Lambast their peers’ mistakes in front of other people; disseminate negative information about actions
of their supervisor, fellow workers and even clients; publish discrediting videos in social networks, thus

provoking others to discuss them

Compiled by the authors using [12; 20; 21].

These findings look even more impres-
sive in the light of the conclusions of the
experts from Cornerstone OnDemand [10],
who performed an econometric analysis
of a dataset of approximately 63,000 hired
employees and found that about 3 to 5% of
them met the criteria for being terminated
as a toxic employee. According to the report
prepared by a consulting company KPMG
[18], almost 50% of all today’s workers have
to deal with a toxic colleague in one way or
another. Moreover, psychological studies
[9] demonstrate that due to the intensive
nervous strain and stress caused by toxic
employees their co-workers experience a
lasting negative impact on a brain area re-
sponsible for reasoning and memory; it also
destroys neurons and poses a serious threat
to health.

However, there still exists a significant
gap between the theory and the real prac-
tice of managing “toxic” workers. In line
with these problems, the current paper re-
veals the main attributes and root causes of
employee “toxicity”, presents the results of
studying this phenomenon in Russian com-
panies and reviews effective instruments
for minimizing risks of personnel “toxicity”
to the company and its employees.

TOXIC EMPLOYEES: BEHAVIOURAL
CHARACTERISTICS AND FACTORS

At the moment, despite numerous re-
search conducted, we can still observe a
certain dissonance when defining the con-

cept of employee toxicity and comprehend-
ing its root causes. From the standpoint
of personality traits, Gatti and Fyodorova
[4. P. 50] argue that toxic employees are
those who use unethical, vile and some-
times illegal ways of manipulation, irritate
their fellow workers and, by doing so, they
try to conceal their professional imperfec-
tions and misdemeanour. According to a
number of researchers, toxic behaviour is
any pathological behaviour of employees,
which is potentially harmful to perfor-
mance of the organization and able to dam-
age its well-being [2; 12]. The facts of toxic
behaviour also encompass policy violation
such as workplace violence, alcohol and
drug abuse, sexual harassment and fraud
[10]. Scholars suppose that there is a broad
variety of reasons behind employee mis-
conduct ranging from dissatisfaction with
the job and unfavourable socio-psycholog-
ical atmosphere in the organization [2; 4; 7]
to employees’ personality disorders [1; 21]
and negative influence of toxic leadership
[11; 14]. Such a noticeable divergence of
scientific opinions illustrates instability of
both the terminology and the methodol-
ogy for investigating this phenomenon.
Russian researchers take a broad view
of this problem and look at it from the
viewpoint of humanization of labour [2]
and social well-being of employees [4; 7].
At the same time, most foreign studies tend
to recognize employee toxicity primarily as
an individual, natural form of their survival

in society, which is frequently explained by
an individual’s propensity to morally disen-
gage from lying, committing fraud, stealing
and making unethical and mercenary busi-
ness decisions [15]. Another reason behind
blurring boundaries of the concept of “tox-
ic"employees is that many of its aspects can
be regarded as a form of opportunistic or
deviant behaviour [1; 5]. At that, in the real
management practice different leaders per-
ceive negative traits of the same worker dif-
ferently: for some of them this is a deviant
behaviour, but for others, it is not [1].

In the authors’ opinion, the structure of
behavioural attributes generalized in Table
1 will contribute to the better understand-
ing of the phenomenon of “toxic emp-
loyees".

As we can see, employee toxicity
spreads far beyond uncivil behaviour and
its reasons cannot always be explained by
certain organisational difficulties. “Toxic”
workers can be very satisfied with their
employment and colleagues, but due to
some personality traits or poor upbring-
ing, they will anyway radiate “toxins” of
hostility, tension and irresponsible atti-
tude towards work. They become a source
of increased stress among other employ-
ees (sometimes to the point of causing
physical symptoms) and make supervisors
and colleagues spend time on resolving
problems that really should not be hap-
pening and handing personality conflicts
rather than work [21].
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Tpyn ® Kagpbl ® 9koHOMMUKa 00pa3oBaHus

Ta6nunya 2 — Tunonorus geBUaHTHOro nNoBeaeH1s PaboTHUKOB

Tun paboTHKKa

XapaKkrepuctuka

(DOprI NPOABAEHUA

PabOoTHUKM C HEYCTOMUMBBLIM
CTepeoTUnoM AEBUaHTHOIO
NoBEAEHWSA

OTCyTCTBME NPUBA3AHHOCTU K PYKOBOAWUTEAID MAW KOAAETAM;
HexeAnaHue paboTatbh Haa coboit; N03epcTBO B CAOBAX U NO-
CTYMNKax; OTCYTCTBUE COXAAEHUSI UAU CTbIAA MPU COBEPLIEHNUM
npocTynka; 6ypHoe NposiBAEHUE NMOAOXUTEAbHbIX IMOLMIA NPU
AOCTUXEHMM yCcrexa, HO AaXe NPU HE3HAUUTEABHOW HENPUAT-
HOCTU — THeB U rpyboCcTb. TeM HE MEHEE Y TaKUX COTPYAHWUKOB
MPUCYTCTBYET OTHOCUTEABHOE PABHOBECHE MEXAY NMOAOXKUTEAD-
HbIMU U OTPULATEABHBIMU KayeCTBaMmn

3NU30AMYECKUE HAPYLIEHUSI AUCLUMAW-
Hbl; CUMYASILIMS| PA3AMUHBIX BOAE3HEN,
ynotpebAeHue CNUPTHLIX HAMUTKOB, He-
YeCTHOCTb, NopyYa MaTepranbHbIX LLEHHO-
CTeN opraHu3aumu, AeHOCTb, NPepPEKaHUs
C PYKOBOAUTEASIMU

PaboTHWKK CO CTOMKUM
CTEPEeOTUNOM AEBUAHTHOTO
noBeAeHus

OTCyTCTBVIe 4yBCTBa AOAra U OTBETCTBEHHOCTU NeEpeA OpraHu-
3auUment U KOAMEKTUBOM; KOHOAUKTHOCTb; CTPEMAEHUE NEPENO-
XWTb BbINOAHEHWE CBOUX 06A3aHHOCTEN W OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a
pe3yAbTaT Ha KOAAET. Takne COTPYAHUKM 06AaAaIOT 3aBblLLEHHON
CaMOOLEHKOM U XaXAOW CaMOyTBEPXKAEHMSA, HE 3aMeuatoT
CBOM HEAOCTaTKM, @ MPUUMHBI CBOMX MPOOAEM BUAAT B OKPY-
XeHWU. MNpr 3TOM 0AHM PabOTHUKK TAYOOKO NepexunBatoT CBOU
HeyAauu, Apyrve — YNOPHO HE XEeAaT TPYAWUTLCS, TPETbU — Ae-
MOHCTPaTUBHO 6e3pa3AnMuUHbl K HU3KUM pesyabtataM. Mpeobna-
AQIOT OTPULATEAbHbIE KauecTBa AMMHOCTH, CTOMKas HeMpHsa3Hb

K HEMOCPEACTBEHHOMY PYKOBOAWUTEAD

CKAOHHOCTb K YKAOHEHMIO OT BbINMOAHEHMUSA
AaXe caMblX NPOCTbIX TpeboBaHUM pyKo-
BOAUTEAEN; YaCTble HapyLLEeHUa TPYAOBOW
AVCLMMAVHBI; HECOBAIOAEHWE IAEMEH-
TapHbIX HOPM NOBEAEHUS, rPy6OCTb,
6eCTaKTHOCTb, KOHPAMKTHOCTb, 6e30TBET-
CTBEHHOCTb, AEHOCTb, HEMOPAAOYHOCTD,
AKMBOCTb, MPUTBOPCTBO, HEPBHbIE CPbIBbI

PaboTHUKM C HeapekBaTHOM
peaKkuuen Ha Atobble
BHELLUHWE BO3AEVCTBUSA

HepeAKo NPOABAAIOT SPKO BbIPAXEHHOE U YCTOMYMBOE He-
raTMBHOE OTHOLLEHWE NPaKTUUYECKU KO BCEM BUAAM AEATEAb-
HOCTH, CTPEMAEHUE COXPAHWUTb CBOU HEFaTUBHbBIE MPHUBbIYKK
1 06pa3 XMU3HWU, arpPeCcCUBHYIO 1 BPaXAeOHYIO peakumio Ha
TpeboBaHWS PyKOBOAWUTEAEN, 3aBbILLEHHYIO CaMOOLLEHKY. He
Tpe6oBaTeAbHbl K ce6e, AEMOHCTPUPYHOT HEPBHO-NICUXMUECKYHO
HEYCTOMUMBOCTb: 3MOLMOHAAbHbIW BOCTOPT Y HUX AETKO CO-
ueTaeTcs ¢ rHeBoM, 3A0060M, XECTOKOCTbIO, MPUBA3AHHOCTb — C
OCTPOW HEHABUCTLIO. B cyTyaLmm Heycnexa BUHAT PYKOBOACTBO,
KOAAET, 0GbEKTUBHbIE 0OCTOATEALCTBA, HO TOALKO He cebs

Co3HaTenbHOE HapyLLeHWe AUCUMMAMHBI
W aKTUBHOE NpeHebpexeHne NPUHATLIMK
MOPaAbHbIMU HOPMaMu U KOPMNOPaTUBHbI-
MU TpeboBaHUsIMU, HeBpeXHOe oTHoLe-
HWe K UMYLLECTBY OpraHu3aumu. romawm,
rpyb6ocTb, 6€CCThIAHOCTb, 03A0OAEHHOCTb,
XECTOKOCTb, arpeccUBHOCTb

CocraBneHo no: [1].

Kak BuAuM, «TOKCUYHOCTb» MepCcoHana
PacnpoCTPaHAETCA ropasfo WKpe Hepuc-
LMNJIMHUPOBAHHOCTY, U MPUYMHBI €€ fane-
KO He BCerga MOXHO 0OBACHWTb TEMU UK
VHBIMU OpraHN3auuoHHbIMU Npobrema-
MU. «TOKCUYHBIAY COTPYAHUK MOXET ObITb
OUYeHb [JOBONIEH CBOVM MECTOM PaboThl 1
KOMN/EKTUBOM, HO B CUJTY XapaKTepa unu He-
[OCTaTKa BOCNUTaHUA OH GyaeT B TOW Unu
VHOW opMe PacnpOCTPaHATL «TOKCUHBI»
HEMPWA3HY, HaNPAXXeHHOCTM 1 6e30TBeT-
CTBEHHOIO OTHOLIEHMA K paboTe, CTaHO-
BACb UCTOYHMKOM MOBBILLEHHOMO CTpecca
y OpYrux COTPYAHUKOB (MHOTAA LO YPOBHSA
GU3NYECKNX CUMMTOMOB HEAOMOraHUA 1
MIOXOr0 CaMOYyBCTBISA), BOB/IEKas PyKOBO-
LWTeNs 1 KONJeEr B pelleHne npobnem, Ko-
TOPbIX He JOKHO ObiTb, YperynnposaHume
KOHGNMKTOB, OTBEKas OT paboThl [21].

MarybHOCTb «TOKCUYHOrO» MOBEAEHNs
HE BbI3bIBAET COMHEHUI, HO He BCe TaK
oueBmgHo. B uccnegosanum M. Housman
1 D. Minor [12] ycTaHOBNEHO, UTO «TOKCHY-
Hble» PabOTHMKM ropasgo 6onee Npomseo-
OWTENbHbI, YeM CPEAHME KHETOKCUYHDBIEY
COTPYLHMKM. ABTOPbI NPESMONOXWNN, YTO
B 3TOM KPOETCA NPUUMHA TOTO, YTO paccTa-
BaHMe C «TOKCUYHbIMUY PAabOTHUKaMU He
BCerga BbIFOAHO MeHemxepam. Ho Takue
COTPYOHMKM valle npeHebperawT Kaue-
CTBOM, YeM CpefHue PaboTHMKM, HeCMO-

TPA Ha CKOPOCTb PaboTbl. B utore asTOpSbI
MPULWAK K BbIBOLY, YTO YBOJIbHEHNE «TOK-
CnyHoro» paboTHUKa (MM npeBpaLieHne
€ro B CpefHero) MOBbIWAET MPOU3BOAM-
TENbHOCTb B rOopa3fo Oonblueii cTeneHy,
ueM [axe 3ameHa CpefHero paboTHMKa
cynep3Besgoil. OfHako [OBOMBbHO 4acTo
NEruTUMHBIX MPUYMH 1 pacCTaBaHmA C Ta-
KM COTPYAHUKOM He BO3HMKAET, NO3TOMY C
TOUYKM 3PEHNA YNpPaBNeHUs BaKHO MOHW-
MaTb, B KaKOW CTeMeHn JeMOHCTprpyemas
1M MOeNb NOBEAEHNA YCTONYMBA 1 MOXHO
NN ee N3MEHUTD.

B 3TOM CMbICNe MHTEpEeCHbI pe3ynbTaThl
nccneposanua A.Tl. AngpyHnka (250 pa-
60THMKOB 11 50 pyKoBOAUTENEN PA3NINYHBIX
npeanpuaTin) [1], B KOTopom 6binn naeH-
TMOULMPOBaHbI TPU FpyMMbl PabOTHUKOB,
pasnuuarnleca no CTeneHn YCTOMYUBO-
CTV [€BUAHTHOTO MOBEAEHUS, T.e. OTK/O-
HAIOWerocs OT OOLENPUHATBIX MPaBN
1 HOPM OpraHm3auuu (Tabn. 2).

ABTOpOM 6bIIO YCTAHOBEHO, YTO Y Pa-
OOTHVKOB C HEYCTOWUMBLIM CTEPEOTUMNOM
LEBMNAHTHOrO MOBEAEHNA OCHOBHbIMU €ro
NpUYMHAMK ABNAIOTCA 3IEMEHTapHaA He-
BOCMUTAHHOCTb W COLMANbHO-KYNbTypHas
He3penocTb, OrPaHUUYEHHOCTb MOTUBaLM-
OHHOW Ccpepbl HM3WUMK MOTPEOHOCTAMM,
NpenMyLLeCTBEHHO, MaTepuanbHOro  Xa-
pakTepa, Torga Kak y COTPYAHUKOB C YCTOMN-

YMBbIM CTEPEOTUMNOM [J€BUAHTHOTO NoBese-
HUA U C HEa[IEKBATHOM peaKLMen Ha Niobble
BHELUHVe BO3Je/CTBIA — HEPBHO-NCMXMYe-
CKMe pacCTPOIICTBA, BbI3BaHHbIE TEMM UMK
VHbIMU 3a60MEBaHNAMU WU TYOUHHBIMY
MOTPACEHMAMU [ETCTBa (CeMeliHble KOH-
GNUKTBI, aNKOrosM3M POAUTENEN, UX Xe-
CTOKOCTb K AAETAM 1 Ap.), CNOCO6CTBYIOLNE
BbIPaboTKe CTOMKOrO MCMXONOrMYeckoro
6apbepa MO OTHOLIEHWIO K ynpaBieHue-
CKVM BO34€ENCTBMAM.

BaxHbIM ABNAEeTCA BbIBOJ aBTOpa
0 TOM, YTO HEYCTONYMBbIE CTEPEOTHUMbI fie-
BMAHTHOTO MOBefeHuns 6e3 COOTBETCTBY-
IOLYMX BHELHUX BO3AENCTBMN NPUBOZAT K
GOPMUPOBAHMIO CTOMKUX MOBEAEHYECKMX
mMofene, XapakTepusyloWmuxca Heagek-
BaTHOW peaKLMen Ha Jiiobble JelCTBUS CO
CTOPOHbI PYKOBOAWTENE 1IN KONNEKTHBA.
MprMeHNTeNbHO K MpegMeTy Hallero Wc-
CnefjoBaHMA 3TO O3HAYaeT, YTO OpraHn3a-
UMM [OMKHBI YNPaABNATb «TOKCUYHOCTbIO»
MepCcoHana, yuuTbliBas 0COOEHHOCTU KyJib-
TYPHO-MOTMBALIMOHHON 1K MCKUX0ONornye-
CKOW NPUpPOAbl I€BNAHTHOTO NMOBEAEHNS.

MPAKTUKA YNPABJIEHUA
«TOKCMYHbIM» MEPCOHAJIOM

WccnepoBaHve npakTviky ynpaBneHus
«TOKCUYHBIM» MEPCOHANOM MPOBOAMNIOCH
aBTOpaMy MpY MOMOLLM OMpoca PyKOBO-
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Table 2 — Typology of employee deviant behaviour

Type of employee Characteristics Manifestation

Employees with an unstable
stereotype of deviant
behaviour

Lack of attachment to the boss or colleagues; unwillingness
to work on themselves; show-off in words and deeds; lack of
regret or shame when committing a wrongdoing; an outpouring
of positive emotions when achieving success, but in case of
difficulties, even minor ones, - anger and rudeness. However,
positive and negative personality traits of such employees are
relatively balanced

Episodic breaches of discipline; ma-
lingering; drinking alcoholic beverages;
dishonesty; damaging the employer’s
property; laziness; bickering with the boss

Employees with a stable
stereotype of deviant
behaviour

No sense of duty and responsibility to the organization and
staff members; conflict-prone personality; a tendency to unload
their duties and responsibility for the outcome onto colleagues.
Such employees typically have an inflated self-esteem and
seek to prove themselves; are unaware of their weaknesses
and blame others for their mistakes and problems. At that,
some employees are deeply disappointed about their failures,
others are persistent in their reluctance to work, and still others
are demonstratively indifferent to poor results. Such workers
exhibit predominantly negative personality traits and show a
strong dislike to their immediate supervisor

An inclination to avoid even the simplest
tasks of their boss; frequent disciplinary
violations; ignoring elementary norms
of conduct; rudeness; impoliteness;
conflict-prone personality; irresponsibility;
laziness; dishonesty; falsehood; pretence;
nervous breakdown

LTOZ /69/G 5N HIDVNVIN IHL/SLINTTAVHdN

Employees with
an inadequate response
to any external influences

Often express a pronounced and stable negative attitude
towards virtually all types of activity, try to retain their antisocial
habits and lifestyle, demonstrate aggressive and hostile reac-
tion to demands of supervisors and inflated self-esteem. They
do not demand too much of themselves, show neuropsychic in-
stability: emotional excitement is easily intertwined with anger,
spite and cruelty, and attachment - with acute hatred. They lay

Conscious disciplinary violations and ac-
tive disregard for accepted moral norms
and corporate requirements, a negligent
attitude towards the property of the or-
ganization. Selfishness, rudeness, impu-
dence, spleen, brutality, aggressiveness

the blame for their failures on leaders, colleagues, objective
circumstances but not on themselves

Compiled by the authors using [1].

The pernicious effect of toxic behaviour
is not in doubt, but not everything is so ob-
vious. In their research, Housman and Minor
[12] found that workers engaged in toxic be-
haviour are much more productive in com-
parison with average non-toxic employees.
The authors suggested that this is the rea-
son why terminating toxic employees is not
always beneficial to executives. However,
despite their productivity, such workers
more often produce lesser quality work than
non-toxic workers. Finally, the research-
ers concluded that avoiding a toxic worker
(or converting them to average workers) en-
hances performance to a much greater ex-
tent than replacing an average worker with
a superstar worker. However, quite often
there are no legitimate reasons for terminat-
ing such employees’ employment, there-
fore, from the perspective of management,
it is important to understand the extent to
which their uncivil behaviour model is sta-
ble and whether it can be altered.

Inthis sense, the findings of the research
by Andrunik [1] are of special interest. In the
course of the study, the author analyzed the
conduct of 250 employees and surveyed 50
supervisors of several companies, which
helped to categorize workers into three
groups according to the degree of stability
of their deviant behaviour, i.e. that diverg-

ing from the generally accepted rules and
norms of the organization (Table 2).

The authors discovered the primary
reasons behind the unstable stereotype
of deviant behaviour of employees, which
include poor upbringing and socio-cultural
immaturity and the fact that their major
motives are limited to fundamental needs,
especially of material nature. At the same
time, the reasons behind the stable stereo-
type of deviant behaviour and inadequate
response to any external influences em-
brace neuropsychic disorders caused by
certain diseases or deep childhood traumas
(family conflicts, parental alcoholism and
brutality to children, etc.) that lead to the
development of a persistent psychological
barrier in relation to managerial influences.

We arrived at the conclusion that un-
stable stereotypes of deviant behaviour
without corresponding external impacts
result in the formation of persistent behav-
ioural patterns, which are characterized by
inadequate response to any influences
from managers or colleagues. As applied
to the subject of our research, this means
that organizations have to manage the
“toxicity” of their staff members allowing
for the special features of cultural-motiva-
tional and psychological nature of deviant
behaviour.

THE PRACTICE OF MANAGING
“TOXIC” EMPLOYEES

In order to study the practice of man-
aging “toxic” employees, the authors sur-
veyed executives of companies, divisions,
departments and services, HR directors and
specialists in the period spanning Febru-
ary and March 2017. The survey covered 50
companies operating in different spheres:
wholesale and retail trade, manufacturing,
telecommunications companies, taxi and
cleaning companies, public catering enter-
prises, companies of the housing and utili-
ties sector and medical clinics in Perm and
Yekaterinburg. The research served the fol-
lowing three purposes:

1.To examine the perception of the
term toxic employee and its semantic con-
tent ascribed to it in the practice of man-
agement;

2.To measure the percentage of “toxic
employees at enterprises;

3.To work out the concrete practices ap-
plied when dealing with “toxic” employees.

During the first stage of the study, we
ascertained that most organizations, ex-
cluding companies of the housing and utili-
ties sector, employ the practice of manag-
ing “toxic” personnel (Fig. 1).

According to the results of the survey,
65% of respondents claimed that they were

"
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Tpyn ® Kagpbl ® 9koHOMMUKa 00pa3oBaHus

CJ'ly)K6bI TaKCU N KNNHUHIOBble KOMMaHNK

OnTtoBas 1 PO3HMNYHaA ToproenAa

[ He BbiIABNAIOT «TOKCWUHbIN» NepcoHan

MeauunHcKme LeHTpbl

Komnanun XKKX 0

MpownssoacTeo

40

0 20 60

[ ] BbIABRAIOT «TOKCUUHBIV» NepcoHan

Puc. 1. PacnpocTpaHeHHOCTb NPAKTUKK YNPaBAEHUS «TOKCUYHbIM» IEPCOHaAOM

B UCCAEAOBaHHbIX opraHu3aumsx, %

Tabnmua 3 — Bocnpusitue «TOKCMYHOro» epcoHana B MPaKTUKe ynpaBaeHus

Mpu3Hak

AccounaTuBHblE ONPEAENEHUSA «TOKCUYHOMO» MEPCOHaAa

AMYHOCTHbIE
atpubyThl

3A0A€EU, HEraTUBHO HAaCTPOEHHbIE COTPYAHWUKHM

Mcrxonornueckas HeCTabUAbHOCTb, AOXOASILLASA AO arpeccuu

Aroam, KOTOPbIM HPaBATCA KOHOAUKTbI, U OHU UMW NOANUTBLIBAIOTCA

HbITUKK, KPUTUKAHbI, KOTOPbIE CaMK He XOTAT PaboTaTb B MOAHYHO CUAY
W APYTvX HaCTpauBatoT NPOTUB OpraHu3aLmm, B KOTopoi pabotatoT

HerépomeAaTeAbHue AHOAN, CO3AaOLLNE HaNpAXeHNEe B KOAAEKTUBE

\eHb, Mackupyemas 6ypHOI AEATEABHOCTBIO

AroucTMyHoe NoBeAEHUe, CNOCOBHOCTb «MATU MO FOAOBaM» U «BCTaBAATb
NaAK1 B KOAECa» CBOUM KOAAETAM

OTHOLLEHWE K pa-
60Te U KOMNaHUK

UrHoprpoBaHue U caboTax pelleHUin PyKOBOAUTEAS U MPOUCXOASILLIMX
W3MEHEHWI B KOMNaHWK

COTpYyAHWKHM C OTCYTCTBMEM MOTHBALMK K paboTe BOObLLE, B YaCTHOCTH
K paboTte Ha AaHHOW AOAKHOCTM M B AQHHOM KOMMaHUK

MepcoHan, KOTopbIi BEAET cebsl HEATUUHO U HEMPODECCUOHAABHO

besyyacTHOe OTHOLLEHHE K I'IpOVI3BOACTBeHHOl71 n OﬁU.I,eKOpI'IOpaTMBHOﬁ
XXU3HN

EcAn onupaTtbCs Ha NOHATUE «TOKCUHbI» MPUMEHUTEABHO» K OpraHn3my
YeAOBEKa — 3T0 COTPYAHUKHK, HAHOCALLME BpeEA KOMNaHWH, I'y6VITeI\bHO
BOSAGVICTByI'OLLI.VIe Ha ee AeATEeAbHOCTb, «AAOBUTbIE»

MepcoHan, HeA0BPOCOBECTHO UCTIOAHSIIOLLMI CBOM TPYAOBbIE 00s3aH-
HOCTMU, KOTOprVI nuet KOHd)I\MKTbI MAU CaM UX CO3AAET, NpoBOLMPYA U
OTBAEKas APYrux oT paboTbl

JuTenenl KOMNaHWin, NOApasgeneHuin, or-
nenos u cnyx06, HR-gupekTopos u cneuu-
anuctoB ¢ ¢eBpansa no mapt 2017 r. B Hem
NpUHANK yyacTme 50 KOMNaHWUIM PasAnYHbIX
cdep feATenbHOCTN: ONTOBAA 1 PO3HUYHAA
TOProBNs, MPOU3BOACTBO, TENEKOMMYHW-
KaLMOHHble KOMMaHuK, Ciyx6bl  Takcw,
KNVHWHIOBble  KOMMaHUW, NpeanpuaTua
061LeCTBEHHOTO NUTaHMWA, KOMNaHUM B cde-
pe KKX 1 megnumnHckmne LeHTpbl Mepmu n
EkatepuH6ypra. B uccnenoBaHum 6binu no-
CTaBneHbl TPY 3ajaun:

1) BbIABNEHME BOCNPUATUA MOHATWA
«TOKCMYHbI» NepCoHan 1 NpUnncbiBaemoe
emMy CMbICNIOBOe CofiepXaHue B NpaKkTuke
ynpaBneHus;

2) OLeHKa [ONM «TOKCMYHOTO» Mepco-
Hana Ha NpeanpuUATUAX;

3) BbIAIBNEHNE KOHKPETHbIX MpPaKTUK
npu pabote C «TOKCUYHBIMWY COTPYAHU-
Kamu.

Ha nepBom 3Tane nccnegosaHus 6bino
YCTaHOBJIEHO, UTO B OONbLIMHCTBE Opra-
HW3aLWin BCEX OTpacnen 1 BUAOB AeATeNb-
HocTy, Kpome PKKX, npakTrKka ynpasneHus
«TOKCUYHbIM» MEPCOHANIOM B TON MU UHON
cTeneHu NpucyTcTByeT (puc. 1).

Mo pesynbratam onpoca: 65% npak-
TUKOB YTBEpPXAanu, 4TO UM W3BECTHO,
UTO O3HAYAEeT «TOKCWUYHbIA NepcoHan»;
OCTajibHble PEeCrnoHAEHTbl, He3HaKoMble
1 He Ucnonb3ylLme 3To NoHATue, chop-
MynMpoBany ero nNo accouuaLmm ¢ CUHO-
HUMOM «AIOBUTbIE» COTPYLHUKK (Tabn. 3).
OTpacneBas cneuyuduka 3gecb He npo-
ABMNAChH.

PecnoHpeHTamu 6binv Bbli€NEHbI Takue
nocneacTBnA LeCTPYKTUBHOIO nosefeHus
«TOKCUYHBIX» COTPYAHNKOB, KakK:

e 3HauMTe/IbHOE OTpULATEeNbHOE BAUA-
HWe Ha peann3auuio N3MEHEHNI B KOMNa-
HUM W COLUMANbHO-NCUXONOTNYECKYI0 aT-
mocdepy B KONNEKTUBE;

e yrpo3a «3[0POBbIO» OPraHN3aLoH-
HOW KyNbTYpbl, CH/XKEH/e aBTopuTeTa Me-
HefKMeHTa 1 NOANbHOCTY NePCOHana;

e GOpMVPOBaHME HEraTUBHOTO UMWA-
*a KOMMaHWUU Kak Gu3Hec-napTHepa U pa-
6oTopatens;

© CHUXKEHME MPOW3BOAUTENBHOCTM Ca-
MO0 «TOKCUYHOTO» COTPYAHMKA 1 €ro Kon-
ner — yXyAWwaeTca KayecTBO KMEHTCKOro
CepBUCa 1 BbINOSIHEHMNA LOMKHOCTHbIX 008-
3aHHOCTelA, NNaHoBble pe3ynbTaTbl PaboTbl
He JOCTUraloTCA B YCTAHOBMIEHHbIE CPOKMY;

e pocT TekyuyecTt 3OGEKTUBHBIX CO-
TPYAHUKOB;

e Npobnembl YBOJIbHEHWA W 3aMeHbl
«TOKCUYHBIX» COTPYAHWKOB.

Bce Ha3BaHHble NocneacTBuUA, NO MHe-
HUIO YYaCTHIKOB ONPOCa, yBENUMBAIOT He-
NPOV3BOAUTENbHbIE 1 BHEMMAHOBbBIE 3aTpa-
Tbl KOMNaHWW, CHUXas ee 3GGEKTUBHOCTL
1 yCnewHocTb B 6usHece.

[anee yuyacTHukam onpoca 6bino npeg-
NOXEHO OLEHUTb A0S0 KTOKCUYHOrO» Nep-
COHana B CBOeW opraHusauum (puc. 2).

Hannume Hambonbliero Konunyectsa
«TOKCUYHOrO» MepcoHana — okono 15%,
OTMEYEHO Ha NPeanpuATMAX OMTOBOWN K
PO3HWUYHOI TOPrOBAIW, YTO BMOJIHE 06BAC-
HAETCA MACCOBLIM WCMONIb30BAaHNEM HU3-
KOKBaNMOULMPOBAHHBIX U HENOASbHbIX
PabOTHWMKOB, YacTO OTKPLITO AEMOHCTPU-
pytoLLMX KOHGANKTHOCTL B OTHOLUEHUM Kak
Konner 1 pykoBOACTBa, TaK 1 NoKynaTenen,
WrHOPUPOBaHMEe KOPMOPATUBHbIX CTaHAap-
TOB 06CNYXMBaHUA, HeAUCLUNIMHUPOBAH-
HOCTb, @ TaKXXe CKIOHHOCTb K BOPOBCTBY
(35% Kpax B Mara3uHax PO3HUYHOW TOp-
rOBSIN BCErO MMpa CBA3aHO C BOPOBCTBOM
nepcoHana) [6]. Takas e cuTyauma oTMeuva-
eTcA B CNy»6ax Takcu 1 KNMHUHIOBBIX KOM-
MaHUAX, MOCKONbKY OHW MCMONb3YIOT nep-
COHan € NOAOBHBIMUN XapaKTEPUCTUKAMM.

CpefHuii ypoBeHb TOKCUYHOTO» nep-
coHana — 7-10%, oTMeyaeTca Ha npegnpu-
ATnAX »KKX 1 06LLecTBEHHOro NUTaHUS, YTo
YacTo ABNAETCA CNefCTBMEM MOCTOAHHOMO
006LLEHMA C HEraTUBHO HACTPOEHHBIMM KiK-
€HTaMW, YbW MPETEH3NM, BblPaXXeHHble B
arpeccuBHoli dopme, NPOBOLIMPYIOT NOXO-
Xee noBefeHue y COTPYAHNKOB, NOCTeneH-
HO 3aKpennAloLleeca B NX NOBCEAHEBHOMN
npakTuke.

MWHVUManbHBIA YPOBEHb «TOKCUYHOTO»
nepcoHana - 0,5-2% - B TenekoMMyHw-
KaLMOHHbIX KOMMaHMAX U MeANLMHCKNX
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Fig. 1. The prevalence of the practice of managing toxic employees
in the organizations under study

Table 3 — Perception of toxic employees in the practice of management

Attribute

Associative definitions of toxic employees

Personality

Villains, negative-minded employees

attributes

Psychological instability verging on aggression

High conflict people who are fueled by quarrels and resentments

Complainers, whiners, criticasters who always do things half way and
turn others against the company they work for

Ill-natured people who create tension in the team

Laziness disguised as frenzied activity

Selfish behavior; individuals who stop at nothing and put a spoke
in their colleagues’ wheels

Attitude to work
and the company

Ignoring and sabotaging the decisions of the leader and changes
happening in the company

Lack of employee motivation for work in general, and for work in the
current position and for this company, in particular

Staff members who display unethical and unprofessional behaviour

Indifferent attitude to organizational performance and corporate life

its activity, poisonous

Based on the notion of “toxins” as applied to human body, toxic
employees are those who are harmful to the organization and

Staff members who work half-heartedly, seek conflicts or cause them
by provoking fellow workers and stealing their productive time

aware of the meaning of the term “toxic
employees”; the rest, who did not know
and did not utilize this concept, defined it
using the analogy with the synonym “poi-
sonous” employees (Table 3). The findings
did not reveal any sectoral specifics.

The respondents highlighted the fol-
lowing consequences of the destructive
behaviour of toxic employees:

e A profound negative effect on the im-
plementation of changes in the company
and the social and psychological atmos-
phere in the team;

e A danger to the “health” of the cor-
porate culture; weakening authority of the
management and decreasing loyalty of the
staff;

e A negative image of the company as a
business partner and employer;

e Falling labour productivity of the
most toxic employee and their fellow work-
ers: the quality of customer service and
performance of job duties deteriorate, the
planned results of work are not achieved
within the time limits set;

e A rise in the turnover of effective em-
ployees;

o Difficulties with dismissal and re-
placement of toxic employees.

According to the respondents, all the
aforementioned consequences increase
unproductive and unplanned costs of the
company while damaging its performance
and business success.

Further, the survey participants were
asked to estimate the percentage of
toxic employees in their organizations
(Fig. 2).

Labour e Cadres e Education economics

Wholesale and retail trade sector dem-
onstrates the highest share of toxic employ-
ees — about 15%. This is due to the fact that
this sector hires mostly low-skilled and dis-
loyal workers who often seek overt conflicts
with their colleagues, supervisors and even
clients, ignore corporate service standards
and show lack of discipline and an inclina-
tion to steal (it has been estimated that ap-
proximately 35% of employees working in
retail stores worldwide steal from their em-
ployer) [6]. The same situation is typical of
taxi services and cleaning companies since
they employ staff with similar characte-
ristics.

The moderate level of toxic person-
nel (7-10%) is observed in companies of
the housing and utilities sector and pub-
lic catering enterprises. Frequently, this is
the result of regular communication with
negative-minded customers who express
their discontent in the form of aggression
and provoke employees to behave in the
same manner, and such misconduct gradu-
ally becomes embedded in their everyday
working practice.

The lowest percentage (0.5-2%) of toxic
employees is characteristic of telecom-
munications companies and medical clin-
ics. Activity of their employees is closely
aligned with corporate standards of behav-
iour and requirements for the quality of in-
dividual work performance.

The share of toxic employees at manu-
facturing enterprises varies significantly
- from 0.5 to 15%. Large enterprises with
a strong HR policy usually exhibit a low
level of employee toxicity, whereas small,
relatively new businesses, on the contrary,
display a high level.

In general, all the respondents, even
those who have never heard of the term
“toxic employee” before, were aware of the
problems associated with such people and
acknowledge the need to resolve them.
However, at this point we detected substan-
tial differences in the ways of dealing with
employee toxicity. For example, the priority
measure for detoxifying staff in telecom-
munications companies and medical clinics
is a careful selection of candidates with the
use of special techniques. Although taking
care of their clients is the determining fac-
tor in competitiveness of public catering
enterprises, such companies tend to recruit
workers without proper attention to their
latent toxicity and at the same time are al-
ways ready to dismiss toxic employees who
ruin the image of a café or a restaurant.

In the rest of the companies, the issues
of dealing with toxic employees are del-
egated to their immediate managers who
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Husknin  «TOKCUYHOCTU»

M OnToBaan PO3HMNYHaA TOpProens, Cﬂy)K6bI TaKCW, KNNMHUHIoBble KOMNaHUN

[J Npepnpuatusa o6wecTBEHHOrO NMUTaHMsA, KoMnaHnm KX

[ | TeﬂeKOMMyHVIKaLWIOHHbIe KOMNaHuUn, meanunHCKmne LeHTPbI

Puc. 2. PacnpeaeneHue A0AM «TOKCUYHOro» MePCoHaAa no nccaepyeMbiM opraHu3aumsam

LieHTpax, AeATeNbHOCTb PabOTHNKOB KOTO-
pbiIX CTPOro MOAYMHEHa KOPMOPaTUBHbLIM
CTaHZapTam noBefeHus 1 TPeboBaHMAM K
KauyecTBy BbINMOAHEHWA WHAWBUAYaNbHON
paboTbl.

Jona «TOKCMYHOrO» nepcoHana Ha
NPeAnpUATUAX NPOM3BOLCTBEHHON chepbl
3HauuTenbHO Bapbupyetca: ot 0,5 go 15%.
HUW3KMIM ypoBEHb «TOKCUYHOCTU» OTMeYan-
CA Ha KPynHbIX NpefnpuATUAX C CUAbHON
KaapoBOii MOANTUKON, @ BbICOKUI — Ha He-
6onbLUMX, KaK NPaBIo, OTHOCUTENBHO He-
[ABHO CO3/AaHHbIX.

B uenom, Bce pecnoHfeHTbl, faxe Te,
KTO BnepBble YC/blWany TePMUH <TOKCUY-
Hblii MepCcoHan», OCO3HAIT NPObAEMDI,
CBA3aHHblE C 3TUMMW NIOAbMU, U NPU3HA-
0T HEOOXOAMMOCTb WX pelueHns. OgHako
3fecb 6biny O6HapyXeHbl 3HaunTENbHble
pacxoXgeHna B cnocobax ynpasneHus
«TOKCUYHOCTbIO» COTPYAHWKOB. Tak, npu-
OpPUTETHOW Mepoln «OeTOKCUKaumu» nep-
COHana B TeNEKOMMYHUKALMNOHHBIX KOM-
MaHUAX 1 MeANLIMHCKUX LieHTpax ABnAeTcA
TILATENbHbI OTOOP KaHAMAATOB C UCMOMb-
30BaHMEM CMeLWanbHbIX MEeTOAMK. XoTA
Aana npeanpuatin cgepbl 06LLECTBEHHOTO
NKTaHWA 3a60Ta O KNMeHTax ABNAETCA rNas-
HbIM $aKTOPOM KOHKYPEHTOCMOCOBHOCTH,
3TV KOMMAHWM [OCTaTOYHO 4YacTo Npu-

YBONbHEHWE «TOKCUYHbIX» COTPYAHUKOB
Mcnonb3oBaHre obpaTtHo cBA3M 360 rpagycos

nepI/IO,ElI/NECKaﬂ OLeHKa pe3ynbraToB pa6OTbl

KOHTpOJ’Ib n Ha6mo,qume 3a nosegeHnem CoOTpyaHMKoOB
B I'IOBCG]J,HGBHOIZ pa60Te CO CTOPOHDbI pykoBoauTena

Vicnonb3oBaHme 3KOHOMUYECKNX CaHKL[I/II7I (,qerIPEMI/IpOBaHI/Ie)

Mcnonb3oBaHue cneumanbHbIX MHCTPYMEHTOB BbIABNEHNA
«TOKCUYHOCTW» KaHAMAATOB M HAabNogeHWe B Nepuog UCnbiTaTesIbHOro Cpoka

QopmunpoBaHre «300POBON» OPraHN3aLMOHHON KyNbTypbl

HMMAIOT Ha paboTy flofei 6e3 [OMKHOTo
BHUMAHWA K NTATEHTHOW «TOKCUYHOCTU», HO
C TOTOBHOCTbIO YBOJIbHAIOT «TOKCUYHbIX»
COTPYAHWKOB, MOPTAMX UMUK Kade nin
pecTopaHa.

B oCTanbHbIX KOMMaHWsAX BCE CNIOXHO-
CTU «TOKCWUYHOrO» MepCcoHana Aenerupy-
I0TCA HEMOCPEACTBEHHBIM PYKOBOAUTENAM,
KOTOpbIE JaNeKo He BCerfa CnocobHbI Npe-
OflONeBaTb CBA3aHHbIE C 3TUM MPOBEMbI.
PecnoHpeHTbl yKa3biBanW Ha pa3BuTME
NeCCUMMCTUYHOTO OTHOLWIEHWA K paborTe,
HANPAXEHHOCTU U KOHOANUKTHOrO GOHa B
OTHOLLEHUSAX MEXAY COTPYAHWKaMK, yua-
LWeHVe CyyaeB «TUXOro» caboTaxa nocne
MOSABNEHNsA B NOAPA3LeNEHNIN HOBUYKA, HE
ABNAIOWEroCA MpW 3TOM MIOXUM PaboTHY-
KoMm. Mo daKTy pyKoBOAUTENb OKa3blBasCH
B CUTYaLMn CITOXHOTO BbIGOpa Mexay pe-
3yNbTaTUBHOCTBIO W MOAJEPKaHUEM 3[0-
POBOro KNMMata B NOApa3saeNneHnn.

PecnoHAeHTbl TakXe Mpeanoxunm
Mepbl 60pbObl C «TOKCUYHBIM MEPCOHANOM
(puc. 3).

MpeacTaBuTENM BCEX KOMMAHUIA yBEpE-
Hbl B HEOHXOAUMOCTMN CO3AAHNA 3[OPOBOI
OpraH13aLOHHON KyNbTypbl, UCMONb30Ba-
HUS CneunanbHbIX TEXHONOTWIA BbIABIEHMS
«TOKCUYHbIX» KaHAWAATOB Ha 3Tane npuema
Ha paboTy ¥ B Mepuop WCMbITaTeNbHOro

CpoKa, GOPMMPOBAHIA COOTBETCTBYIOLINX
HaBbIKOB Y PYKOBOAMTENEIA, @ YBOSIbHEHME
«TOKCMYHBIX» COTPYAHMKOB pPaccMaTpuBa-
10T TO/IbKO B KAQUeCTBE KpaiiHei Mepbl.

METO/1bl YIPABNIEHNA
«TOKCUYHbIM» NEPCOHAJIOM

B KOHTeKCTe 0603HaUY€EHHbIX BbiLLE NPo-
6nem 1 pesynbTaToB UCCNEOBaHUIA Mano-
ybenuTenbHbIMU NPeACTaBATCA A0BOAbI
0 HeOOXOAMMOCTU CO3AaHusA GnaronpuaT-
HOW paboueit aTMOChepbl B KOMNEKTMBE,
YNYYLEHUN B3aMMOOTHOLIEHUA  MeXay
PYKOBOAUTENAMM W NOJUNHEHHBIMY, YCW-
NIEHUW BHUMAHWA K HYXfaM COTPYLHUKOB,
MOCKOMbKY rMaBHbI BONPOC COCTOUT B TOM,
KaK €o3aTb B KOMMaHWM 3aluUTHblE Gapb-
epbl U MEXaHW3Mbl CHUMKEHVA HEFATUBHOTO
BAVAHUSA «TOKCUYHOTO» MepcoHana, npe-
XIe YeM ObHapyxaTca paspyluuTenbHble
NoCNefCcTBMA ANA OpraHM3auun u pabora-
IOLLMX B HEW Ntofei.

MepBoouepeaHas 3afjada CoOCTOUT B
MUHUMM3ALMN BO3MOXHOCTU NMPUHATAA Ha
PaboTy «TOKCMYHOTO» COTPYAHWKA, XOTA,
KaK NpaBu/o, Takne Noan peLKko npossns-
I0T CBOW HEraTVBHbIE KauecTBa B X0[ie oLie-
HOYHbIX MEPOMPUATUIA, HA0OOPOT, OHU BCe-
MW CMNaMK MbITAlOTCA NPeACTaBUTb cebs B
BbIrogHOM cBeTe. OfHaKo, COrnacHo nccne-
nosaHuto M. Housman, D. Minor HapeXHbl-
MW VHAWKATOPaMM MOTEHLMANIbHON «TOK-
CNYHOCTW» ABNAIOTCA CAMOYBEPEHHOCTb 1
CaMOHAIeAHHOCTb KaHMaaTa B COYETaHNM
¢ ybexaeHHOCTbIo B HE06X0[MMOCTU BCer-
Ja CNefoBaTh NpaBKIam, NpuyeM, Mo oLeH-
Kam aBTOpPOB, 0Kono 25% Takux KaHaupa-
TOB 6y[yT YBONEHbI UMEHHO 3@ HapyLUeHWe
KoprnopaTueHbIX NpaBun [12]. Tem He meHee
OT HaMa «TOKCUYHBIX» COTPYAHMKOB He 3a-
CTpaxoBaHa HU OfjHa OpraHu3aums.

VpeHTudunumpoBaHHble K HacTosLemy
BPEMEHU METOAbl YNPaBNEHUA «TOKCWY-
HbIM» NEPCOHANOM LENATCA Ha METOAbI «ae-
TOKCUKALMM» W <AMMYH3ALAN>,

Memoo0el «<demokcukayuu» nepcoHana
BK/OYAIOT, BO-NEPBbIX, LENCTBUSA MO BblsiB-
NIEHNIO «TOKCVMYHOTO» NEePCOHana v NpuYmH

Puc. 3. MeTtoabl pelueHust npobaemM «TOKCUYHOro» NepcoHaAa (Mo oLeHKaM PeCcroHAEHTOB)
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% and the reasons behind their harmful
behaviour: discontent with their job, col-
leagues, supervisors or personal life (family
problems, health issues, etc.); and, second,
transforming destructive behaviour into a
healthy way of acting [12; 16].

According to the participants of our
ffffff survey, the most useful methods for detect-

2 ing toxic employees (Fig. 3) are:

, B Ii -:, Toxicity 1) monitoring employees’ behaviour

Medium

High

Low level

[l Wholesale and retail trade, taxi and cleaning services
[J Public catering enterprises, companies of the housing and utilities sector
B Telecommunications companies, medical clinics

Fig. 2. Percentage of toxic employees in the companies under consideration

are not always ready to overcome the relat-
ed difficulties. The respondents pointed to
the development of pessimistic attitude to-
wards work, tension and conflicts between
co-workers, an increase in the number of
cases of concealed sabotage after a new
dedicated employee joins the company.
In fact, managers found themselves con-
fronted with a difficult choice: whether to
deliver high performance of a company or
maintain a comfortable atmosphere in the
workplace.

The respondents also proposed a num-
ber of measures to combat toxic employees
(Fig. 3).

Representatives of all the companies
are convinced of the necessity of creating
a healthy corporate culture, utilizing special
techniques for identifying toxic candidates
at the stage of hiring and during the pro-
bation period, developing the appropriate
skills by managers, and regard dismissal of
toxic employees as a last resort.

METHODS FOR MANAGING
TOXIC EMPLOYEES

In the context of the abovementioned
problems and research results, we believe
that the arguments in favour of creating
a friendly atmosphere in the workplace,

Periodic performance review

Managers monitor and control the behavior of employees

Economic sanctions (bonus cancellation)

Using special techniques for identifying toxicity of job applicants
and supervising them during the probation period

Cultivating a healthy corporate culture

strengthening the relationships between
managers and subordinates and paying
more attention to the needs of employees
sound not entirely convincing. In our view,
the main question is how to build protec-
tive barriers and mechanisms in a company
for diminishing the negative impact of tox-
ic employees before it leads to devastating
consequences for the organization and its
employees. The primary task is to minimize
the possibility of hiring a toxic employee,
although such individuals, as a rule, try
not to demonstrate their negative quali-
ties in the course of the evaluation proce-
dure, but on the contrary, strive to show
off. However, according to Housman and
Minor [12], if a candidate is overconfident,
self-regarding and convinced that rules
are always made to be followed, this is s
reliable indicator of latent toxic behaviour.
At that, they estimated that such workers
have 25% greater hazard of being fired for
actually breaking the rules. Nevertheless,
not a single organization is immune to hir-
ing a toxic employee.

The methods of managing toxic em-
ployees identified to date fall into two
groups - detoxification and immunization.

Methods for staff detoxification em-
brace, first, identifying toxic employees

Firing toxic employees

“360-degree” feedback

in day-to-day work

(deviations from standards, non-compli-
ance with regulations, disciplinary viola-
tions, communication skills when interact-
ing with colleagues, the quality of client
servicing; complaining about behaviour of
their colleagues, including those from re-
lated business units);

2) evaluating the work done during the
reporting period (failure to fulfil individual
and collective plans and tasks, breaking the
project timelines), “360-degree” surveys in-
cluded.

Riot Games [17], an American video
game developer, follows quite an interest-
ing practice of detecting toxic employees.
The company looked at the preceding 12
months of League of Legends gameplay
of every employee and discovered that
25% of employees who had been laid off
in the previous year posted snarky com-
ments in the chat and used authoritative
language, sometimes using their authority
as a Riot employee to intimidate or threat-
en others. With the help of this method,
the company identified the 30 most toxic
employees who were categorized into two
groups: those who need a stern warning,
and those who should leave Riot, because
their in-game chat was unusually toxic.
Such an approach is widely applied in the
recruiting process: the company requests
a candidate’s nickname and analyses his/
her potential toxicity.

The standard direct feedback procedure
is recognized as the most effective way of
modifying the toxic behaviour of employ-
ees. It helps to explain the consequences
of antisocial conduct if it persists further

0 20

Fig. 3. Methods for dealing with toxic employees (according to the respondents’ estimates)
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BO3HVKHOBEHWS «TOKCMYHOrO» nosege-
HUA B KOMMaHWUW: HEJOBONLCTBO PaboTol,
Konneramu, MeHegKMEHTOM WIn JIMYHON
XW3HbIO (cemeliHble Npobnembl, Hapylue-
HUA 300POBbA 1 T.N.), U, BO-BTOPbIX, METObI
nepeBofa HeKOHCTPYKTUBHOIO nosefeHus
B «3gopoBoe» [12; 16].

Mo MHeHMI0 y4aCTHUKOB HaLlero onpo-
ca, Hanbonee nonesHble MeTofbl BbiABNE-
HWA «TOKCMYHOTO» NepcoHana (pwc. 3) cne-
ayoue:

a) HabnofeHne 3a noBefeHWeM CO-
TPYAHWNKOB (OTKNOHEHUA OT CTaHAapToB,
HecobnofeHNe pernaMeHToB, HapyLleHNs
TPYAOBOW AWUCLMNANHBI, KQYeCTBO KOMMY-
HUKaLWI C Konneramu, KNNeHTCKNI CepBIC;
*anobbl Ha NOBeAEHWe KONNEr, B TOM Uncie
13 CMEXHbIX NOApPasaeneHunii);

6) oueHKa pe3synbratoB paboTbl 3a OT-
YeTHbIl nepuop (HeBbINOAHEHWE WHAK-
BUAYaNbHbIX W KOMNEKTUBHbIX MNAHOB U
3aflaHni, HapyLIeHne CPOKOB peanv3aumnu
npoekTa), BKMoyaa onpocbl 360 rpagycos.

VHTepecHa npakTuKa BbIABNEHWA «TOK-
CMYHbIX» COTPYLHUKOB B aMepUKaHCKOM
KomnaHuu Riot Games [17], cneunannsunpy-
loLeiica Ha pa3paboTke Bugeourp. B xoge
aHanm3a nosefeHnA COTPYAHWNKOB BO Bpe-
msa urpbl «<League of Legends» Ha npoTaxe-
HUM 12 mecAaueB 6blNo YCTaHOBNEHO, YTO
25% yBOMMBLUIMXCA B Mpegpblayliem rogy
OCTaBAAAM B YaTe NPUANPYMBbIE KOMMEH-
Tapuu, OKasblBann MCUXONOrNYECcKoe AaB-
NleHne Ha ApYyrux, NPOABAANAM arpeccus-
HOCTb B CYXAeHuAX 1 T.n. Wcnonbsya 3ty
TEeXHOMOrMI0, KOMMNaHWA BbiABMMA 30 cambIx
«TOKCUYHBIX» COTPYAHMKOB, KOTOPbIX pas-
JenVnn Ha [fBe rpynnbl: TeX, KTO MOXeT
0CTaTbCA B KOMMaHWW, €C CKOPPEKTUPY-
eT CBOe MOBefAeHe, U TeX, C Kem cnegyet
paccTatbca. [JaHHbIM nogxon akTWBHO WC-
Nonb3yeTcA BO BPEMA PeKpyTWHra: 3anpa-
WIMBAETCA HUKHEM KaHAuaaTa 1 aHanm3u-
pyeTcs ero npodunb B Urpe Ans BbiABNEHNA
NOTEHLNANbHOW «TOKCUUYHOCTUY.

OcobeHHO 3PPEKTUBHBIM  CMOCOOOM
M3MEHEHMA MOBeAEHUA «TOKCUYHOIO» CO-
TPyAHWKa NpW3HaHa CTaHAapTHaa Mnpo-
uefypa npAaMon ob6paTHOM CBA3W, MNO-

3BONAIOWAA Pa3bACHUTb NOCNeACTBUA OT
NPOJOMKEHNA TOKCMYHOTO MOBEAEHNA B
B/AE BO3MOXHbIX NOTEPb NpemmanbHbIX
BbINAAT, NPOABWXKEHNA NO cnyxbe n faxe
paboTbl, @ Take Ha 0CHOBE 0OBEKTUBHbIX
KpuTepueB onpefenuTb YeTkue unMepu-
Mble Lenu 1 pa3paboTaTb nnaH ynyyleHus
ero feATenbHoOCTH.

Memodsi «ummyHuzayuuy. KomnaHus
TalentSmart [9] no pesynbtatam uccnepo-
BaHWA CBblle MWMNMOHA YenoBek fenaet
BbIBObI O TOM, 4TO 90% Hanbonee npoayk-
TVBHbIX Nt0Ael IMEIOT HaBbIKW HeNTpanu3a-
LMW «TOKCWUYHbIX» COTPYAHWKOB, MOCKONbKY
ob6nafatoT CnocobHOCTbLIO YNPaBNATL CBOU-
MW 3MOLMAMM, UCMONb3YIT 3GGeKTUBHbIE
€nocobbl KOMMYHUKaLMIA 1 METOAbI CHATUA
HanpAXeHWA, Nony4yaeMoro npy KoHTaKTe
C TaKUMW KOMMeramu, YTo MMeeT NpAmyio
CBA3b C pe3ynbTatamu pabotbl. B cnyvae
Korga «TOKCUYHOEe» NoBefeHNe OTAENbHbIX
pabOTHWKOB BbIXOAUT W3-NOJ KOHTPONS,
npeanaraeTca OTKPbITO 06CyKaaTb BO3HU-
Kalollyto npobnemy c Konneramm u pyko-
BOAMTENEM, a He 3alMILaTbCA B OAMHOY-
Ky; [OKyMEHTMpOBaTb (GaKTbl NPOABNEHNS
«TOKCUYHOCTU» B MPUCYTCTBAU COTPYAHU-
KOB, B TOM UMC/e COXPaHATb NEKTPOHHYI0
nepenucky n T.n. [21].

Jpyroi BapuaHT «MMMyHM3aLmMn» Noa-
pa3ymeBaeT K30AMPOBaHNE «TOKCUYHBIX»
COTPYLHWKOB OT CBOEl KoMaHabl: du3mnye-
CKOe yaaneHue, Hanpumep nyTem nepecta-
HOBKU Mebenn unn ysenmuyeHna o6bemMoB
yfianeHHol paboTbl, COKpaLleHMe yyacTus
B BbIFOAHbIX NPOEKTax NMbO YBONbHEHNeE.
OpHako MMeHHO nocnegHAA Mepa CBA3aHa
C cambIMy 60nbLLMMK NPOBAEMaMK: N0 AaH-
HbiM KPMG 20% KoMnaHuin noTpaTuiu rog
unu Gonblue, YTo6bl 3aCTaBUTb YeNoBeKa
yiiTI, B 4% cnyyaeB Ux BooOLe He NPOCAT
06 yBONbHEHWM, onacafch ele HGOMbLIMX
noTepb, CBA3aHHbIX € CyAebHbIMK pa3bupa-
TeNbCTBaMU 1 KoMneHcaumsamum [18].

OpHako nepeuncieHHble Bbille MeTogbl
ABNAOTCA TOMbKO Crocobamu pearnpoBa-
HUA Ha ye NPOABMBLLYIOCA KTOKCUYHOCTbY
nepcoHana, NpeofosieHe Xe ee B NepByio
oyepefb CBA3aHO C pPa3BUTMEM 3[OPOBON

OpraHu3aLMOHHOW KYNbTYpbl, Hanpamyio
BNUAIOWIEN Ha MOBefAeHWe W Crnocobbl
KOMMyHUKaLuy, dopmmpoBaHue obpasa
MbILIEHNA U NPEANOYTUTENbHBIX MOAENeN
NoBeAEeHNA NepcoHaa B paMKax Koprnopa-
TUBHbIX LIEHHOCTE, a TakXKe C NCMoMb30Ba-
HMEM CUNIbHOW, arpPecCBHOW 1, BO3MOXHO,
KECTKON TaKTUKW COLMANbHOTO BAVSIHUA
Ha «TOKCWYHbIX» COTPYAHUKOB CO CTOPOHDI
konner [13].

3AKJ/TIIOYEHUE

HeraTBHOe BNUAHME «TOKCUYHOMO»
COTPYAHMKA Ha [eATeNbHOCTb KOMNEeKTMBa
M OpraHM3aLum CIWWKOM BeNuKo, YTo6b
paccmaTpmBaTh ero NpoABMEHNA Kak YacT-
HbIl Cnyyail HeypauHoro nogbopa uwnu
HEeCnocobHOCTN pyKoBOAUTENA HanaauUTb
OTHOLUEeHUA B KonnekTuee. WccneposaHue
NPaKTUKM KOMMNaHWii oTpaxaeT obulee
BOCMPUATHE «TOKCUYHOO» PabOTHMKA Kak
yenoBeKka, CrnocobHOro paspywutb 6na-
FOMPUATHBIA NCUXONOrMYECKN KNMMaT B
nofApasaeneHuy, NopoauTb LIMHWYHOE OT-
HOLIEHMe K paboTe M yKazaHUAM PYyKOBO-
AnTens, 6NoKNpoBaTh Nyyllrie HauMHaHuA
B komnaHuu. Mo oueHKam paboTtogatenei,
LeATeNbHOCTb «TOKCUYHbIX» PabOTHUKOB
He TONbKO MeHee 3QPeKTUBHA B CpaBHe-
HUM C KOMMEeramm, HO 1 Kaxgblii Mecal,
npMBOANUT K HEeOoH6OCHOBaHHbIM YObITKaM,
CBA3aHHBIM C UCNPaBNEHMEM [ONYLIEHHbIX
HapyLUeHWl, Henpou3BOAWTENbHBIMUA 3a-
TpaTamu pabouero BpemeHu U noTepen
KnneHToB. [1na 3G deKkTBHOrO ynpasneHus
«TOKCWYHbIM» NEPCOHANIOM CNefyeT yUunTbl-
BaTb, UTO €r0 KOHLIEHTPALIMA B KOHKPETHON
KOMMaHWUN 3aBUCKT OT chepbl ee feATeNb-
HOCTW 1 cneunduKn Ncnonb3yemoro nep-
COHana, Npu 3Tom BbIGOP MeTOA0B ynpas-
NIEHNA [JOMKEH OCHOBBIBATbCA Ha OLEHKe
MHTEHCMBHOCTN HEraTMBHOMO BO3AENCTBUA
«TOKCMYHOrO» MepcoHana M ero nocnep-
CTBWIA ANA KONMEr U OpraHn3aumm ¢ y4eTom
BO3MOXHbIX 3QPEKTOB «AETOKCMKALMUN»
NN <UMMyHU3aLny». ll
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(i.e. possible bonus cancellation, difficulties
in getting a promotion or even job loss), as
well as to establish clear measurable goals
on the basis of objective criteria and formu-
late a plan for improving employees’ perfor-
mance.

Methods for staff immunization. Tal-
entSmart [9] has conducted research with
more than a million people and found that
90% of top performers are skilled at neu-
tralizing toxic people since they are good at
dealing with their emotions to remain calm
and in control, utilize effective ways of com-
munication and have well-honed coping
strategies that they employ to keep toxic
people at bay. All of this is directly related to
their work performance. If toxic behaviour
of some workers goes out of control, Web-
ber [21] suggests discussing the problem
with colleagues and boss rather than de-
fending oneself alone, documenting facts
of toxicity (including who witnessed the
incident) and keeping e-mails and notes.

Another way to keep staff immune is
to isolate toxic employees from the rest of
the team: physical distancing, for example,
by rearranging furniture or increasing the
amount of remote work, reducing their
involvement in lucrative projects or even
firing them. However, this is the issue of

dismissal that most businesses are strug-
gling with: according to KPMG [18], a fifth of
companies said it took a year or more to get
a toxic individual to leave, while in 4% of
cases, they are never asked to go because
no company wants to end up with an unfair
dismissal claim and pay considerable sums
of compensation.

Nonetheless, the aforementioned
measures are only ways of responding to
the existing, but not latent, toxicity of em-
ployees. Overcoming it is primarily associ-
ated with cultivation of a healthy corporate
culture which exerts a direct effect on be-
haviour and ways of communication; for-
mation of a specific mindset and preferred
behavioural models of employees within
the framework of corporate values, as
well as a hardball, aggressive and perhaps
heavy-handed tactic applied by co-workers
to shape behaviour of toxic employees [13].

CONCLUSION

The negative influence of toxic em-
ployees on the entire team and the com-
pany is too great to consider it only as an
exceptional case of poor recruitment or in-
ability of the manager to establish harmo-
nious relationships between co-workers.
The study of practices of several compa-

Labour e Cadres e Education economics

nies reflects the following general percep-
tion of a toxic employee: this is an indi-
vidual capable of destroying a favourable
psychological climate in the department,
creating a cynical attitude to work and in-
structions of the manager and ruining the
company’s best initiatives. Employers esti-
mated that toxic workers are less efficient
in comparison with their non-toxic peers
and monthly cost their companies con-
siderable sums spent on correcting their
mistakes, compensating for unproductive
work time and winning back lost clients.
To manage toxic personnel efficiently, we
should bear in mind that its concentration
depends on the area of activity of a par-
ticular company and the specifics of its
staff. At that, management methods are
chosen according to the degree of a nega-
tive influence of toxic employees and its
consequences for fellow workers and the
company taking into account the possible
results of detoxification and immuniza-
tion.m
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