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  Even if an employee sub-
jectively believed he was ex-
periencing a sexually hostile 
work environment, the court 
under Title VII must apply a 
reasonableness standard, 
examining whether the har-
assment is of such quality 
or quantity that a reason-
able employee would find 
the conditions of employ-
ment altered for the worse. 
  To have a claim of con-
structive discharge, a former 
employee must show that 
the employer deliberately 
made the employee’s work-
ing conditions so intolerable 
that the employee was 
forced to resign involuntar-
ily. 
  A constructive discharge 
lawsuit cannot be based on 
the employee’s dissatisfac-
tion with his assignments or 
because his work was being 
unjustly criticized or be-
cause a supervisor was 
making work difficult or un-
pleasant.   
  The court must be able to 
find that a reasonable per-
son in the employee’s 
shoes would feel compelled 
to resign. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, 
NEW YORK, 1999. 

I n 1996 the patient’s brother obtained a 
court-appointed guardian for his sister, 

an adult who was incapable of managing 
her own affairs due to schizophrenia. 
        The court order gave the guardian 
authority to consent or to refuse “generally 
accepted routine or major medical or dental 
treatment.” 
        In 1999 the patient had to be admitted 
involuntarily to a psychiatric hospital due 
to decompensation from medication non-
compliance and lack of follow-up with com-
munity mental health resources. 
        In the hospital she refused to take anti-
psychotic medications.  The hospital wrote 
to the judge who signed the 1996 order ask-
ing for clarification.  Did the court order 
giving the guardian authority to consent to 
medical treatment include authority to con-
sent to forced administration of anti-
psychotic medications?  The judge wrote 
back that it did not, but without a hearing 
signed an amended order giving the guard-
ian that specific power. 
        The New York Supreme Court, West-
chester County, threw out the judge’s 
amended order.   

Anti-Psychotic 
Medication Forced 
Upon Patient:  

Sexual Harassment: Court 
Recognizes Female vs. Male 
As Grounds For A Lawsuit, 
But Dismisses The Case. 

T he U.S. District Court for the Eastern 
District of New York applied the same 

general legal principles of male vs. female 
sexual harassment to a male former em-
ployee’s lawsuit against his former em-
ployer alleging he was sexually harassed 
by a female supervisor. 
         As is true in many women’s lawsuits 
claiming sexual harassment by a male su-
pervisor, the court in this case ruled the 
alleged harassment consisted of only is o-
lated incidents which were not sufficiently 
severe to give grounds for a lawsuit. 
         The court ruled that since the alleged 
sexual harassment was not sufficiently se-
vere or pervasive for a successful Title VII 
discrimination lawsuit, the male employee 
was not justified in claiming constructive 
discharge.  That is, he was not forced to 
resign his position.  He quit voluntarily. 
         The employee in question was a male 
hospital central services worker.  His female 
supervisor bumped against him inadver-
tently, put her hand on his shoulder inten-
tionally, used crude language in his pres-
ence and jokingly asked him two or three 
times what color underwear he was wear-
ing. 
         However, according to the court, men 
and women often bumped against each 
other innocently in this department, putting 
a hand on a shoulder carries no overt sex-
ual innuendo, this employee himself used 
foul language on the job and he was known 
to joke with other male and female employ-
ees about sexual subjects.   
         The court threw out his lawsuit.  The 
court ruled this employee was not and 
could not have been offended by his su-
pervisor’s conduct to such an extent that 
the “workplace was permeated with sexual 
intimidation, ridicule and insult” which is 
the established legal standard for a hostile-
environment sexual harassment claim.  Lu-
cas v. South Nassau Communities Hospi-
tal, 54 F. Supp. 2d 141 (E.D. N.Y., 1999). 

  A general guardian’s 
authority to consent to medi-
cal treatment does not in-
clude the authority to con-
sent to administration of 
psychotropic medication 
over the patient’s objection. 

NEW YORK SUPREME COURT, 

        A psychiatric patient is entitled to a 
hearing on the specific issue of forced ad-
ministration of anti-psychotic medication 
and is entitled to court-appointed legal 
counsel.  In re New York Presbyterian 
Hospital, 693 N.Y.S.2d 405 (N.Y. Sup., 1999). 
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