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2. Ruzné

jednani dle bodli programu

1. Projednani a schvaleni stanoviska k podani k Etické komisi

e Komise se zabyvala schvéalenim stanoviska Etické komise ve véci podani, kterym se komise zacala
zabyvat 29.6. 2021 a nasledné na svych jedndnich i béhem zafi a fijna. Podani se tykalo jednani
osob v ném uvedenych, které bylo predmétem zajmu médii (véetné socialnich médii) a které podle
podani tak mohlo poskodit dobré jméno CZU.

e  Etickd komise pro své stanovisko mohla vyuzit pouze texty publikované v médiich (véetné verejné
pristupnych socidlnich médii) a Ustni narativy zainteresovanych osob, které zaznély na jednani
etické komise. Nemohla napftiklad vyuzit zaznamy ze sluzebnich zafizeni, které se mohly tykat
komunikace osob dotéenych projednavanym pripadem a které by pfipadné mohly poskytnout jiny
pohled na eti¢nost jedndni, nez je ten, na zakladé kterého komise rozhodla. Dostupné podklady,
na zikladé kterych komise jednala, se tykaly pfipadu vztahu pedagoga/pedagozky CZU a
studenta/studentky CZU, kdy jednani spojené s timto konkrétnim vztahem mélo ohrozit dobré
jméno C€ZU. Pied projednanim Etickou komisi €ZU byly okolnosti zminéného vztahu a jednéni s nim
spojeného i naplni trestniho fizeni vedeného pred soudem. Etickd komise vSak neméla pfistup ke
kompletnimu trestnimu spisu, ktery se vztahuje k tomuto pripadu, a nedostala k dispozici ani
rozhodnuti, jimz byl tento pfipad, resp. trestni fizeni pravomocné ukonceno. Z verejné dostupnych
zdroji  vyplyvd, Ze na zdkladé soudniho rozhodnuti byla doty¢nd osoba v pozici
pedagozky/pedagoga CZU zprosténa trestné pravni viny. To viak neznamena, Ze se nelze vyslovit k
eti¢nosti jednani, které tvofi naplfii pojednavaného pripadu Etickou komisi €ZU. Etika resi otazky
spravného jednani ve vztahu k pozadavkdm formulovanym urcitym spolecenstvim. Komise pohlizi
na dotyénou osobu pedagozku/pedagoga jako na osobu, které soud v daném ptipadé neprokazal
vinu, protoze, jak uvadi média, podle soudu ,nelze s jistotou uzavfit, Ze se skutek stal zpiisobem,
jakym ho popisuje obzaloba.” Zaroverni také komise nepohlizi na doty¢nou osobu
studenta/studentku jako na osobu védomé se dopoustéjici kfivé vypovédi, i kdyz, jak uved! podle
médii soudce, vérohodnost této osoby ,soud vnima jako podstatnym zplsobem oslabenou”. | pfes
trestné pravni povahu oblasti pisobnosti soudl je patrné, Ze v tomto pfipadé se soud vyslovoval i
k jednani, které ma jiz rovnéz etickou dimenzi (napr. zalezitost vérohodnosti). Proto Eticka komise
CZU povazuje opatieni, kterd byla na Grovni €ZU a jejich soucasti ptijata ve vztahu k dotéenym
osobdam za eticky spravnd, protoze jejich cilem bylo pfedchazet moznosti opakovaného neetického
jedndni. Samotné stanovisko Etické komise musi byt vedeno postuldtem, Ze komise ma konat
dobro, ne zlo. Stanovisko komise se opira o ¢lanek 1, bod 3 Etického kodexu CZU, jmenovité o odkaz
k imperativu zodpovédnosti za vlastni Ciny, a o definici moralné Spatného jednani, které znamena



to jednani, jez jde proti stanovenym povinnostem, nejsou-li tyto povinnosti v rozporu s obecnymi
principy lidstvi. Pro vSechny ¢leny a ¢lenky akademické obce, jakoz i pro ostatni zaméstnankyné a
zaméstnance plati (tj. jedna se o jejich povinnosti), Ze svymi aktivitami (i mimo aktivity vzdélavaci
a tvaréi) neohrozuji dobré jméno CZU (€lanek 2, pismeno 10 & pismeno 6 Etického kodexu). Analyza
obsahu komentard vefejnosti spojenych s medidlnim pokrytim pFipadu vazaného na projednéavané
podani (pfi plném védomi, Ze se nejedna o reprezentativni komentare poskytujici Uplny pohled na
danou problematiku), zfetelné ukazuje, Ze obé zainteresované osoby svym jednanim poskodily z
etického pohledu predevsim dobré jméno vysokogkolského prostiedi v CR, kam patiii CZU. Komise
proto konstatuje, Ze jednani obou zicastnénych osob, bylo ve vztahu k univerzité a jejim principiim
neetické, protoze nejenze narusilo osobni ¢est a dobrou povést samotnych zicastnénych, ale také,
a predevsim, dobré jméno celé CZU a vysokoskolského prostredi v CR, a to tim vice, byla-li jedna
z téchto osob v pozici pedagozky/pedagoga, tedy osoby, u které se predpoklada vysoce mravni
pusobeni formujici vzory etického jednani. Komise neposuzovala individualni rozmér daného
jednani, ktery by mél byt reflektovan svédomim obou zucastnénych ve vztahu k zodpovédnosti za
své ¢iny, ale dosah tohoto jednani na povést CZU a dobré jméno celého vysokého $kolstvi v CR.
Pravé v této roviné konstatuje komise neeti¢nost jednani zucastnénych, které neni v souladu s
vseobecné pfijimanymi hodnotami ve vztahu pedagog/pedagozka — student/studentka a nemuze
tedy v Zadném pripadé slouzit jako kdnon etického jednani, ktery by byl hodny ndsledovani, coz je
dilezitym vzkazem i do prosttedi akademické obce CZU. Eticka komise CZU proto v této souvislosti
vyzyva vSechny Cleny a ¢lenky akademické obce, zaméstnankyné a zaméstnance, aby pti svém
jednani neustale zvaZovali, jak kazda jejich ¢innost (i mimo Cinnosti vzdélavaci a tvaréi), mize
dopadat na povést CZU a vysokého skolstvi v CR. V pfipadé jakychkoliv pochybnosti ¢ otazek
ohledné ¢innosti ¢lentl a ¢lenek akademické obce, zaméstnanct a zaméstnankyri CZU je Eticka
komise CZU ochotna formou konzultaci pomoci véem zajemclim a zajemkynim, jak jiz ostatné i
nékolikrat v minulosti ucinila, protoze naplini jeji ¢innosti je prispivat k formovani obecného dobra
a takového jedndni, které bude slouzit jako vzor pro akademické spolecenstvi. Ve vztahu k dotéené
pedagoZce/pedagogovi a studentce/studentovi Etickd komise oba vyzyva, aby se zdrZeli z obou
stran jakékoliv pfimé i nepfimé komunikace (vedené i prostrednictvim elektronickych medii) mezi
sebou, s tim, e zaméstnavatel (v tomto piipadé CZU) ma pravo (minimalné etickou povinnost)
monitorovat p¥ipadnou komunikaci, probiha-li s vyuZitim sluzebnich zafizeni CZU. Zaroven Eticka
komise €ZU navrhuje provéfit, zda jiz nedoglo k pouZiti univerzitnich komunikaénich systém(
k takové komunikaci, kterd ve vysledku podporuje neetické jedndni mezi zainteresovanymi
osobami v tomto podani.

Véichni pritomni ¢lenové Etické komise (tj. nadpolovi¢ni vétsina viech ¢lent Etické komise CZU) s
timto vyjaddienim souhlasili. Vyjadfeni bude nasledné formou tohoto zapisu zaslano predkladateli
podani (tj. rektorovi), predsedovi akademického senatu €ZU a zainteresovanym osobam. Zaroven
bude takto zvefejnéno na webovych strankach CZU. Vyjadreni v predchozim bodé bude prelozeno
do anglického jazyka, pficemz vyjadreni v jazyce Ceském jsou prioritni (a na jejich zakladé budou
probihat jakékoliv dalsi jednani) a anglicky preklad je pouhou laickou translaci z ceStiny do
anglictiny.

English translation: The Ethics Committee could use for this statement only the texts published in
mass-media (incl. publicly accessible social media), and oral narratives of persons involved in the
case which were pronounced during the meetings of the committee. On the other hand, the
committee was not able to utilise the records from university devices which might inform about
the communication of the persons involved in the case. Such records could, eventually, provide
another view on ethics of behaviour different from the view formed by available materials.
Available materials used by the committee concerned the case of the relation between a teacher
and a student when the activities linked to this relation were supposed to threaten good name
(reputation) of the Czech University of Life Sciences (CZU). Before the case was addressed by Ethics
Committee, the context and issues linked to these relations and activities between the student and
the teacher, formed the content of legal proceedings at court. The Ethics Committee did not have
access to complete court records dealing with this case. The committee did not have at its disposal
also the legal decision of the court legally ceasing this case (legal proceedings at court). Publicly
available sources indicate that that the person in the position of a teacher was acquitted on
charges. However, it does not imply the committee cannot address the ethics of behaviour of
persons concerned, which is the nature of the case dealt by the committee. The ethics is about
proper behaviour in relations to the requirements formed by certain community. The Ethics



Committee considers the teacher as a person who was not declared by the court guilty, because,
as media report: according to court decision in cannot be concluded with certainty that the case
happened in the way as it is described by prosecution. At the same time, the Ethics Committee
does not consider a student as a person who intentionally provided false accusation, albeit,
according to media, the judge said the court considers the credibility of this person as weakened
in a significant way. Although the courts are dealing with legal issues, it is evident that in this case
the court also addressed the behaviour which has it an ethical dimension (for instance, the issue
of credibility). That is why Ethics Committee considers the measures imposed at CZU and
addressing concerned persons as ethically correct because their aim was to prevent the repetition
of unethical behaviour. The statement of Ethics Committee is guided by the postulate that the
committee must act toward common good and not to create wrongs. The statement is
underpinned by the Section 1, point 3 of the Code of Ethics of CZU, namely the reference to the
imperative to be responsible for own actions and deeds. It is also backed by the defining immoral
behaviour as such behaviour which goes against required obligations unless such requirements are
not in contradiction with general principles of humanity. For all members of academic community
and other CZU staff must be their duty that they do not threaten good name (reputation) of CZU
(section 2, point 10 or point 6 of Code of Ethics CZU) in their activities (including activities going
beyond education or research). The analysis of public comments in media covering the case (fully
acknowledging they are not representative comments providing complete view on the issue)
clearly demonstrate that both persons in their activities damaged from ethical point of view the
reputation (good name) of Czech tertiary education landscape where also CZU belongs to. The
committee states that the behaviour of both persons in relation to CZU and to its principles was
unethical because it not only invaded personal honour and good reputation of both involved
persons but, above all, it violated the reputation of CZU and the reputation of Czech higher
education landscape. Moreover, if one of the persons was in the position of the teacher — that
means the person expected to conduct highly ethical behaviour shaping the patterns of ethical
standards. The committee did not reflect individual dimension of the behaviour which must be
reflected by the conscience of both persons in relation to their responsibly for their activities. The
committee reflected the impacts of this behaviour on the reputation of CZU and on the reputation
of Czech tertiary education system, as the whole. This is the level in which the committee declares
unethical behaviour of both persons concerned. Such behaviour is not in line with generally
acceptable values in the relation between a student and a teacher and cannot be considered, in
any way, as the code valued to be followed. It is an important message for the CZU academic
community and other CZU staff. Ethics committee asks all its members and other CZU staff to
consider always in their activities how these activities (behaviour), including activities outside
education and research, might impact the reputation of CZU and the reputation of higher
education in Czechia. In a case of any doubts or questions concerning activities of the members of
academic community and other CZU staff, the Ethics Committee is willing to consult all interested
persons, as it has been already proved in the past. It is because the mission of the committee is to
contribute in forming common good and shaping such behaviour which will serve as a pattern to
be followed by the academic community. In relation of a student and a teacher involved in this
case, the Ethics Committee asks both to abstain from any direct or indirect communication
between them (incl. communication through electronic media) with acknowledging that the
employer (CZU) has the right (or at least ethical obligation) to monitor eventual communication if
university communication systems are used for such communication. That is why Ethics Committee
suggests to examine if university communication systems were not used for such communication
which resulted in unethical behaviour.
2. Rhazné
e Nebyly vzneseny zadné body.

zavér jednani

Pfedseda podékoval pfitomnym za ucast.
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