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1) Zahajeni

VojtiSek: Privital pfitomné a pfipomnél planovany program jednani. Program byl nasledné
odsouhlasen pfitomnymi ¢leny senatu.

(7 pro, 0 proti, 1 se zdrzel)

2) Smérnice FSS €. X/2025 Pravidla sestavovani rozpoc¢tu Fakulty socialnich studii
Masarykovy univerzity pro kalendarni rok 2025

Balik: Podékoval za vstficnost s posunutim terminu jednani senatu. Omluvil pani tajemnici, jez
navrh pfipravovala, z ddvodu planované dovolené. V navrhu nedoslo k vyznamnym zmé&nam.
Pred péti lety se fakulta vratila k logice sestavovani rozpoctu stejné jako pfi jeho vzniku —
pfejimame univerzitni logiku.

Pfipomnél, Ze finance se nerozdéluji podle posledniho pocitaného roku, ale s vahami
za predchozi tfi roky. Rozdélil se také jeden z plvodnich ukazatell (polet cizojazyénych
zavéreCnych praci, zavedlo se tfileté okno, nové indikator s vahou 1 %, pocet studentd
v celouniverzitné vyu€ovanych pfedmétech).

Nebylo pfistoupeno k Zadnym dramatickym zménam — pravidla jsou diskutovana kazdy rok, je
v8ak samoziejmé& mozné, ze se nyni narazi na néjakou nedokonalost.

VoijtiSek: Otevrel rozpravu, do které se nikdo nepfihlasil. Sam poté vznesl dotaz na €l. 3, odst. 4
(Prispévek na vzdélavaci ¢innost odpovidajici navySeni z vymény za sniZzenou institucionalni
podporu na DKRVO se rozdéli pracovistim, na které je rozdélovana DKRVO dle ¢l. 4 téchto
Pravidel. Kritérium pro rozdéleni je totozné s Kritériem pro rozdéleni DKRVO uvedeném tamtéz.)

Balik: Vysvétlil, Ze se musime chovat jinak k financim ze 1111 (provozni pfispévek) a DKRVO,
které musi mit jasné propojeni na védu. Vysvétlil mechanismus prevodu prostfedku.

VojtiSek: Pfebirame pravidla z univerzitni urovné, liSi se v8ak pasaz o kooperovanych
kreditech.

Balik: Drzime logiku rozdélovani dle oducené vyuky. Nejsme nuceni ke kooperovanym
kreditim ve chvili, kdy pouzivame kreditobod a kdy mohou studenti studovat na jinych nez
kmenovych katedrach. Neni potfeba pfichazet se specialnim pfispévkem, tento dava smysl
mezi fakultami.

Doplnil, Ze koncept kooperovanych kreditt byl typicky pro situaci fakulty informatiky, ktera
neméla katedru matematiky, ale kontraktovala si ji z pfirodovédecké fakulty. Aby to davalo
smysl, pfislo se s timto konceptem.

Pelikan: Ocenuje snahu drzet soulad mezi logikou univerzity a fakulty. Vedl debaty s kolegy
z katedry za financovani za publikace — jedna se o velmi nepfehledny terén, ve kterém se tézko

orientuje. Mgr. Blanka Farkasova z knihovny v této orientaci dost pomaha.

Balik: Je to otazka toho, jak pfistupujeme k rozpoctu. Nechceme jen rozsypat penize na fakultg,
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podle néjakého jednoduchého vzorce, ale chceme podnécovat kvalitu vyuky i védy. Nefunguje
to samo o sobé. Kreditobod musi na katedrach vyjadfovat to stejné, jako zakladni ménova
jednotka. Stejné tak se divame na rozdélovani pfispévku DKRVO, aby nebyl jen technicky, ale
povzbuzoval kvalitu.

NasSe pravidla jsou dlouhodobé stabilnéjsi a trosku pfisnéjSi nez univerzitni. At uz u monografii,
kapitol (vy€et je uzSi nez univerzitni), tak u databazi, které se pocitaji. Skrze rozpocet chceme
motivovat pracovisté k tomu, aby sméfovala vys. Dosud se to vyplaci — ve vSech hodnocenich
jdeme nahoru, a to rychleji nez univerzita, i za cenu toho, Ze tam muzZe byt né&jaka
nespravedlnost. Napf. hodnoceni M17 zajimaji jiné véci nez hodnoceni v rozpoc&tu univerzity.
Univerzita ted prochazi velkym pétiletym hodnocenim, zcela odpojenym od pravidel
univerzitnich, vychazi to z rady pro védu, vyzkum a inovace. Velmi zalezi na tom, zda skonCime
s hodnocenim A, B, C. Dosud to bylo A, pokud budeme jako B, bude to ztrata nékolika miliard.
Zalezi to na scientometrickém hodnoceni vici ostatnim univerzitam.

Nedivame se na to, co univerzita zahrnuje v rdmci vSech fakult, mifime co nejvys. Rozumi, Ze
to muzZe vypadat zvlastné, ale vedeni fakulty ma indicie, Ze by se tento pfistup mohl vyplatit.
Upozornil, Ze pracovi§té samotna mohou zohledrnovat dalSi okolnosti, maji prostor k ocenéni
dalSich skutecnosti.

Pelikan: Terén je nepfehledny. Ze své praxe — Q1 se objevil jako Q4, poté D1, jsou to velmi
rozdilné penize. Nikdo se v tom moc nevyzna, ptame se pani FarkaSové. Neni v8ak prostor
k tomu to vSe vyjasnit a komunikovat?

Balik: Pozadal prodékana pro vyzkum a doktorské studium Tomase Rihac¢ka a prodékana pro
strategii a rozvoj Davida Smahela, aby si toto téma vzali za své, pfipravili napf. workshop
pro pracovniky fakulty, i za u€asti Blanky FarkaSové.

Vyzval, aby nebyl bran ohled pouze na kvartily, ale aby byla vedena debata na oborech — co
vam pfinasi prestiz, kde chcete, aby to nékdo Cetl, i za cenu, Ze by to byla Q3. Scientometrismus
nékdy dava smysl, ale ne kdyz se prezene.

VoijtiSek: Uzaviel rozpravu a zahgjil hlasovani.

Usneseni: AS FSS MU projednal a schvalil Pravidla sestavovani rozpo¢étu FSS MU
pro kalendaini rok 2025.

(8 pro, 0 proti, 0 se zdrzelo)

v rv

3) Navrh na rozsireni DSP Psychologie a Psychology

Balik: Z pohledu dékana se jedna o kosmetickou zménu, neni vSak kosmeticka dovnitf oboru.
Fakulta reaguje na déni v oborové komunité: dlouho bylo dulezité mit zvlast akreditované
jednotlivé subdiscipliny, ted specializace. Za€alo se od toho ustupovat, hranice se stiraji,
spousta lidi pracuje napfi¢ obory. Specializace se ma fesit skrze Skolitele a téma.

PfedloZen je tedy navrh s Cisté jednooborovymi studijnimi plany pro Cesky i anglicky studijni
program. Pfedal slovo garantovi studijnich programd.
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Macek: Upozornil na dllezitou praktickou véc — jedna se o navrh na rozsifeni. Nyni ma fakulta
akreditované programy Psychologie/Psychology a Klinicka psychologie, tato bude koncit. Je
nutna pragmaticka véc, slou€eni — studenti, ktefi studuji program Klinicka psychologie, se
zacleni do profilace do nové rozSifeného programu Psychologie. | z praktickych davodua je
dulezité, aby to probéhlo do konce akademického roku, aby vtom pfistim mohli stavajici
studenti prejit a nové nastupujici nastoupit jiz do rozsifeného studijniho programu.

Balik: Samotnych studentl se to nijak nedotkne, do budoucna by to mélo byt pfehledné;jsi, coz
odpovida i strategickému zaméru univerzity zpfehlednit nabidku studijnich programu.

VojtisSek: Oteviel rozpravu.

Dovala: Jak se to bude vyvijet na ostatnich univerzitach? Bude to pfehledné pro uchazece
z jinych kateder a z jinych univerzit?

Macek: Ano, bude to pfehlednéjsi nez dosud. Ma za to, Ze uz i FF UK pfechazi na tento model
programu psychologie. Trend mit psychologii jako jeden vnitfné diferencovany program je
jednodussi a pro studenty pfehlednéjsi a atraktivnéjsi.

Program Kklinicka psychologie byl navenek hodné atraktivni, nikde nebyl pfili§ k dispozici.
Na druhou stranu uchazeci velmi malokdy odpovidali pozadavkim. Z hlediska transparentnosti
a jasnosti je podle né&j lepsSi moznosti tento zpusob.

VojtiSek: Uzavfel diskuzi a zahgjil hlasovani o obou navrzenych usnesenich spole¢né, proti
¢emuz pfitomni senatofi a senatorky neméli namitky.

Usneseni: AS FSS MU souhlasi s navrhem rozsireni studijniho programu Psychologie
(doktorsky, prezenéni a kombinovany, v ¢eském jazyce) o jednooborové studijni plany
Psychologie (prezenéni a kombinovany) predlozenym dne 17. 1. 2025 dékanem FSS MU
a doporucuje jej Védecké radé FSS MU ke schvaleni.

Usneseni: AS FSS MU souhlasi s navrhem rozsSireni studijniho programu Psychology
(doktorsky, prezenéni a kombinovany, v anglickém jazyce) o jednooborové studijni plany
Psychology (prezenéni a kombinovany) predlozenym dne 17. 1. 2025 dékanem FSS MU
a doporucuje jej Védecké radé FSS MU ke schvaleni.

(8 pro, 0 proti, 0 se zdrzelo)

4) Souhlas s novym €lenem Disciplinarni komise FSS MU

Balik: Studentska ¢lenka Disciplinarni komise FSS MU, nyni jiz absolventka FSS, Barbora
Kalinova oznamila, ze bude ukon&ovat studium. Byla studentkou oboru sociologie, obratil se

proto na vedouciho katedry, ktery nominoval studenta na za¢atku studia, Bc. Ondreje Vodicku.

VoijtisSek: Ondfeje Vodi¢ku na zasedani zval, omluvil se, jelikoz neni v Brné. Otevrel rozpravu.
Do diskuze se nikdo nepfihlasil, zahaijil proto hlasovani.
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Usneseni: AS FSS MU bere na védomi zanik mandatu ¢lenky Disciplinarni komise FSS
MU Barbory Kalinové. Souhlasi, aby dékan FSS MU jmenoval novym €lenem Disciplinarni
komise FSS MU Bc. Ondreje Vodiéku (UCO 512271).

(7 pro, 0 proti, 1 se zdrzel)

5) Navrh realizace Strategického zaméru FSS MU na rok 2025 — na védomi

Balik: Uved|, Ze tento bod jednani vychazi z domluvy s pfedminulym senatem na konci roku
2020, kdy fakulta pfijimala Strategicky zamér fakulty na Iéta 2020-2028 a dékan slibil, Zze bude
jednotlivé ro¢ni plany predkladat k nahlédnuti ¢lenim senatu, ackoliv to zakon nevyzaduje.
Logika je stejna jako v pfedchozich letech. Vedeni rozpracovalo jednotlivé body s prioritami,
kterym se chce v tomto roce vénovat.

Plan se tvofil v roce 2020, o pét let pozdéji jsme nékde jinde, napf. co se tyka struktury grantu.
V akademickém svété je pét let hodné dlouho.

VoijtiSek: Oteviel rozpravu.

Pelikan: Ocenil, ze vedeni doplnilo realné kroky. Neni to dokument pro dokument, ale je to
realna ¢innost.

VojtiSek: Oceriuje, Ze dékan dodrzel, co slibil. Je pro né&j dulezité mit kontrolu k tomu, co se
bude dit na fakulté.

Balik: Je podle néj nelogické, Ze strategicky zamér neprojednava senat, ale projednava jej
védecka rada fakulty. Pokud by bylo na ném, zafidil by to opacné.

VojtiSek: Dotazal se na body tykajici se Ph.D. studia: sdélil, ze nevi, jak to je na fakulté
nastaveno. Skolitelé zfejmé nejsou finanéné hodnoceni za to, Ze plni svou roli prib&zné.
Na univerzité, pokud praci dokondi v€as, ziska finanéni hodnoceni. Existuje Uvaha i nad touto
oblasti? Dusledné hodnotit, Ze Skolitelé aktivné komunikuji se svymi doktorandy atd.?

Balik: Jedna se o sloZité téma. Oborové rady jsou hodné autonomni, role fakulty je slaba. Pokud
by oborova rada fekla, ze do toho fakulta nema co mluvit, ma na to pravo. Nechavaji proto
rozhodnuti na katedrach. Nékde jsou odmériovani mési¢né, nékde za v€asné dokonceni.
Aktualné pocet doktorandUl klesa. Bude otazka prestize, pokud nékdo bude mit doktoranda,
pfiblizné za dva roky to tak bude v3ude.

Ze svého pohledu by to s finanénimi pobidkami neprehanél. Skolitelstvi je soudasti
docentury/profesury, predpoklada se soudnost, ze toho je kdo schopny a ze je v tom dobry.
Predpoklada to, Ze se ozvou i doktorandi, pokud by to nefungovalo.

Fakulta nechysta centralizaci véci. Uverejiiuje se statistika UspéSnosti Skolitell, prestoze vi, ze
to postihuje jen malou ¢ast Skolitelstvi. Respektuje se autonomie oborovych rad.

Macek: Oborové rady nemaji pravomoc Skolitele odménovat. Provadi hodnoceni, ale je to véc
vedoucich kateder, jak Skolitele hodnoti i nehodnoti.
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Rihaéek: Existuje trend formulovat pozadavky na $kolitele. Bude nas to éekat z RMU, bude to
prostfedek, jak vnaset tlak, motivovat Skolitele jinak nez finan¢né.

Balik: Jdeme smérem, Ze Skolitelstvi je prestiz. Ne kazdy ma byt a ma na to byt Skolitelem
(zkuSenost s FeSenim projektu, dobré publikace atd.). Spi$ pljdeme smérem nastaveni kritérii
pro to, kdo muze byt Skolitelem, aby to byla zaruka kvality (a napf. i komunikace).

Pelikan: Souzni s tim vytvaret standardy. Je dulezité, aby se pfipadné doktorandi ozvali. Trva
to ale nékolik let, nez se doktorand zorientuje, jak jeho Skolitel pini roli, jak ji pIni jini... Formulace
je podle ngj dulezita.

VojtiSek: Uzaviel rozpravu a zahgjil hlasovani.

Usneseni: AS FSS MU vzal na védomi dokument Navrh realizace Strategického zaméru
FSS MU na rok 2025 ve znéni, které tvofri prilohu zapisu.
(8 pro, 0 proti, 0 se zdrzeli)

6. Razné
a) Neakceptovatelné chovani akademika FSS MU

Balik: Dékan reflektoval feSeni pfipadu nevhodného chovani ¢lena akademické obce.
Kauza zac&ala v srpnu, vyvrcholila v prosinci odchodem ¢lena akademické obce fakulty.
Dotyény nezvladl své chovani vici studentkam. Neslo o nasilni chovani, nebylo ale ani
jednorazové. Jednalo se o nevhodné chovani vici studentkam, paralelné s tim Slo
o nezvladnuti nadfizeného postaveni.

Podnét byl bezodkladné po obdrzeni pfedan ombudsmance. Spojila se se zu€astnénymi
osobami, dotyCny obvinéni v zadsadé potvrdil. V pfitomnosti dalSich osob se dékan
s dotyCnym setkal, domluvili se na ukonéeni pracovniho poméru dohodou, bez
finan&niho vyrovnani.

Cela zalezitost jej hodné mrzi. Hodné ho zasahlo to, co i dale zazniva — spousta lidi
dékanovi sdélila, Ze o situaci vi, ze bylo napf. nepfijemné k dotyénému chodit. Mrzi ho,
Ze nebylo nastaveno prostfedi, kdy by to nékdo nahlasil, a to ani ve studentskych
anketach. Pfemysili, co s touto situaci mize udélat.

Dékan se setkal s celou katedrou. Poté nasledovalo setkani pro vSechny pracovniky
fakulty. Na zaCatku semestru se uskuteCni setkani se studenty v daném studijnim
programu. Tohoto setkani se zuCastni také ombudsmanka, aby pfipomnéla, jaké jsou
mechanismy v podobnych situacich. Tato setkani se budou konat kazdoro¢né. Jsou tu
studenti, ktefi nezaZili obdobnou kauzu pfed tfemi lety a nemusi znat patfi¢né postupy.
Pevné doufa, Ze cela situace bude poucenim dovnitf fakulty a povzbuzenim pro ty, ktefi
si prochazi né€im podobnym, aby neméli strach.

Ve spolupraci s univerzitou se podafilo udrZzet ochranu prav tak, aby nedoslo k odhaleni
osobnich udaju €i detailnich skute€nosti. Pravé proto, abychom garantovali vSem,
studujicim i pracujicim, divéryhodnost tohoto procesu.

Mrzi ho, Ze se jednalo o dlouholetého spolupracovnika a sam to neodhalil. Sokovani byli
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i nadfizeni dotyéného. Dékan uvedl, ze mozna ne€eka, ze lidé tyto véci délaji, mozna je
v tom naivni. Nemél jediny signal. Prvni moment dékan zaznamenal v srpnu, to se vSak
jednalo o opakované lhani.

Velicka Zapletalova: Doplnila, ze setkani s ombudsmankou MUNI JUDr. Evou
Janovi€ovou je planovano na stfedu 5. 3. 2025, v atriu fakulty. Zu€astni se jej také PhDr.
Katefina Samalova, Ph.D., ombudsmanka Univerzity Karlovy v Praze. Re¢ bude také
o samotném konceptu ombudsosoby. Setkani by mélo byt podobné jako obvyklé fakultni
debaty moderovano studentkou/studentem. Dodala, ze vSichni jsou na setkani srde¢né
zvani.

VojtiSek: Podékoval. idealni by bylo, kdybychom tuto zalezitost nemuseli vabec fesit.
Ze své pozice vSak vnima, ze vedeni fakulty postupovalo nejlep§im moznym zpusobem.
Neni to bohuzel samoziejmosti. Mohli jsme si zvyknout, Ze u tohoto vedeni tomu tak je,
¢ehoz si ceni.

Polak: Bavil se o situaci se studenty. Vnimal dojem toho, Ze fakulta FeSi takové véci
a ze, byt je to nestastné, posililo to divéru mezi studenty, zZe tu tento bezpeény prostor
je. Je rad za planovani dalSich setkani a za to, Ze se studenti mohou na fakultu obracet
se svymi problémy.

Pelikan: Je dllezité, Ze se pfidavaji také navazné kroky. Nemluvilo se o tom, nyni se
o tom mluvi, je to vyraz davéry. Je zajem ze strany vedeni, existuje ombudsmanka...
V poslednich letech je téchto kauz vic. Kultura pracovidté neni hordi nez jinde, pravé
naopak. Kultura je dle néj na fakulté na velmi dobré urovni.

Nezna kauzu, ani obsahové, ani prabéh. Dotazal se na odchod formou dohody. Néktefi
pracovnici v takovych situacich odeSli formou dohody a velmi rychle po nich sahli
z jinych pracovist. Chape pravni roviny, ale z hlediska prevence téchto udalosti jinde se
dotazal, zda neslo postupovat jinak.

Balik: Slo postupovat jinak, pokud by dotyény nepfistoupil na dohodu, obdrzel by
vypoveéd. Vysledek by vSak byl stejny. | kdyby odeSel s vypovédi, dékan nemuze sdélit
divod vypovédi. Je to pod ochranou pracovniho prava a je to tak dobfe. Kolega, ktery
obdrzel vypovéd z pracovniho poméru pfed tfemi lety, pokracuje v akademické draze,
presto, Ze byl pfipad medializovan a byly sdileny podrobnosti. Pro nékteré univerzity to
neni pfekazka.

Dohoda je pro fakultu nejjednodussi feSeni pravé z davodu pfipadnych pravnich spora.
Jako dékan feSil okamzité zastaveni jednani, také ale musel hlidat medialni obraz
fakulty a univerzity. V pfipadé vypovédi by hrozil soudni spor. To, co se odehralo v ramci
tydne, by se délo v mnoha vinach probiranych v médiich.

Proto se postavil k dohodé, pfed svédky. Nepfistoupil by na smlouvani. Neumél by to
zdtvodnit pfed sebou ani fakulté (odstupné, pozdéjsi odchod). Sel by do vypovédi
i za cenu soudniho sporu.

Navratilova: Projevila se na tato udalost na Dni otevienych dvefi fakulty?
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b)

Velicka Zapletalova: Ne, nebyl zadny dotaz na tuto kauzu. Na zakladé fakultniho
shromazdéni byli vystupujici informovani o této moznosti, nemuseli vSak reagovat,
jelikoz nebyl zadny dotaz.

Studentska Ph.D. komise

VoijtiSek: Predlozil vahu otevienou jiz na poradé vedeni v pondéli 10. 2. 2025 — Bc.
studenti maji zastoupeni v programovych radach, doktorsti studenti zastoupeni
v oborovych radach vSak nemaji. Dékan v dobré vali vysvétlil, ze kvuli odliSnému
fungovani to neni mozné.

Navrhl proto, aby senat zfidil komisi, ktera by sdruzovala jednoho studenta za kazdy
studijni obor, a byla by moznost sdilet, co funguje i nefunguje...

Dodal, Ze toto téma muze byt pfipadné diskutovano na dal$im jednani senatu.

Fridrichova: Uvedla, Zze Ph.D. studium se feSi stale. Dotazala se, zda se planuje (napf.
v ramci novely o vysokoskolském studiu) mit takovou zpétnovazebni véc? Existuje
néjaka moznost kromé& ustanoveni komise? Neexistuje néjaky pfirozengjsi
mechanismus?

Balik: Vysvétlil, Ze novela VS zakona, ktera se nyni vratila ze senatu do snémovny,
s ni¢im takovym nepocita. Oborova rada projednava osobni zalezitosti student(, osobni
data, proto neni mozny studentsky Clen. Zakon to nepfinasi, univerzita o ni¢em
podobném neuvazuje. NavrZzena mySlenka se mu libi. Pokud senatofi chtéji néco
relativné rychlého, toto by byla vhodna cesta.

Macek: Dotazal se, zda by se jednalo o jednu komisi napfi¢ studijnimi obory? Jakou by
to mélo roli? Podle jeho nazoru by bylo lepSi zfidit komisi na jednotlivych oborech,
podobné jako programové rady.

Vojtisek: Uvaha byla dvoji, inspiroval se systémem programovych rad. Sdruzuji lidi
napfi¢ programy, buduji se znalosti apod. Spole¢né setkavani je uziteCné, i kdyz jsou to
ridzné obory, studenti feSi podobné problémy. UzZite€né také v jiném ohledu, komisaF pro
Ph.D. psychologie je ten pomyslny hromosvod, styény dustojnik, ktery jde za pfedsedou
oborové rady, feSi problémy studentl. Studenti si sami mohou vybrat jednoho &lovéka,
ktery je bude reprezentovat.

Smahel: Souhlasi, Ze u studentti Ph.D. vnima informaéni mezeru. Prodékan Rihacek
pfipravil setkani pro védu a vyzkum, studenti se jej ale nezulastnili. Kdyby si
za oborovou radu zvolili studenta a nékteré z debat byly se studenty, informace by se
Sifily efektivnéji a pfirozenéji.

VojtiSek: Na jedno setkani v souvislosti s novym opatfenim dékana byli zvani studenti,
avSak nedorazili. Mozna je to tim, Ze neni nikdo, kdo by pfebiral zodpovédnost za tyto

diskuze.

Rihaéek: Napad podporuje vSemi deseti. Komunikace dle n&j zr@iznych davodu
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neplyne. Toto FeSeni mu pfijde neformalni natolik, aby to mohlo fungovat, sam je
pfiznivcem téchto mékcich cest. Mohl by to byt nastroj oboustranné komunikace.
Ocerniuje i to, ze to bude napfi€ obory. Bude vétsi tlak na to, aby se vytvarela spole¢na
kultura. Studenti po tom sami volaji.

Pelikan: Neni si jisty, jakou cestou jit. Pfijde mu skvéla snaha propojit jednotliva
pracovisté. Kazdé funguje jinak. Na KES je to vyzva jesté z dob covidu. Kazdy krok
podpory mu pfijde skvély a stoji podle né&j za to to zkusit.

VojtiSek: Vnima pozitivni ohlasy, na pfisti zasedani ve spolupraci s vedenim pfipravi
navrh.

Navrh na zruSeni zasedani AS FSS MU dne 24. 2. 2025

VojtiSek: Z davodu absence agendy projednani navrhl zruSit nasledujici zasedani.
S navrhem pfitomni €lenové senatu souhlasili. Pfedseda senatu podékoval a ukondil
zasedani.



Pfijata usneseni:

2025-02-10/1

Usneseni: AS FSS MU projednal a schvalil Pravidla sestavovani rozpo¢étu FSS MU
pro kalendaini rok 2025.

(8 pro, 0 proti, 0 se zdrzelo)

2024-02-10/2

Usneseni: AS FSS MU souhlasi s navrhem rozsireni studijniho programu Psychology
(doktorsky, prezenéni a kombinovany, v anglickém jazyce) o jednooborové studijni plany
Psychology (prezenéni a kombinovany) predlozenym dne 17. 1. 2025 dékanem FSS MU
a doporucuje jej Védecké radé FSS MU ke schvaleni.

(8 pro, 0 proti, 0 se zdrzelo)

2024-02-10/3

Usnheseni: AS FSS MU bere na védomi zanik mandatu élenky Disciplinarni komise FSS
MU Barbory Kalinové. Souhlasi, aby dékan FSS MU jmenoval novym ¢lenem Disciplinarni
komise FSS MU Bc. Ondreje Vodi¢ku (UCO 512271).

(7 pro, 0 proti, 1 se zdrzel)

2024-02-10/4

Usneseni: AS FSS MU vzal na védomi dokument Navrh realizace Strategického zaméru
FSS MU na rok 2025 ve znéni, které tvofri prilohu zapisu.

(8 pro, 0 proti, 0 se zdrzelo)

d-% W\/

Mgr. Tomas Vojtisek Mgr. Jitka Navratilova, Ph.D. Jergus Dovala
predseda senatu mistopredsedkyné senatu mistopfedseda senatu

Zapsala: Mgr. Jarmila Brhelova
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Translated with www.DeepL.com/Translator (free version)

Academic Senate of the Faculty of Social Studies of Masaryk University
Minutes of the 249th meeting 10 February 2025

Present (in alphabetical order):

° Jergu$ Dovala

° Mgr. Katefina Fridrichova, Ph.D.
° prof. PhDr. Petr Macek, CSc.
° Bc. Jan Micek

° Mgr. Jitka Navratilova, Ph.D.
° Mgr. Vojtéch Pelikan, Ph.D.
° Vit Polak

° Mgr. Tomas VojtiSek
Excused:

° Irena Kasparova, M.A., Ph.D.
° Emma Konecéna

° PhDr. Pavel Horak, Ph.D.
Guests:

prof. PhDr. Stanislav Balik, Ph.D.
prof. Mgr. Toméa$ Rihacek, Ph.D.
prof. PhDr. David Smahel, Ph.D.
Mgr. et Mgr. Veronika Velicka Zapletalova, Ph.D.

Agenda:

1) Opening

2) FSS Directive No. X/2025 Rules of budgeting of the Faculty of Social Studies of Masaryk
University for the calendar year 2025

3) Proposal for the expansion of the DSP Psychology and Psychology

4) Approval of a new member of the Disciplinary Committee of the FSS MU

5) Proposal for the implementation of the FSS MU Strategic Plan for 2025 - noted

6) Miscellaneous

The agenda was approved by the present members of AS FSS MU.
1) Opening

Vojtisek: He welcomed the attendees and recalled the planned agenda. The agenda was
subsequently approved by the Senate members present.

(7 for, 0 against, 1 abstention)

2) FSS Directive No. X/2025 Rules of budgeting of the Faculty of Social Studies of Masaryk
University for the calendar year 2025

Balik: Thanked for the helpfulness in postponing the Senate meeting date. He excused the
Faculty Bursar who prepared the proposal due to a planned vacation. There were no significant
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changes to the proposal. Five years ago, the faculty returned to the same budgeting logic as
when it was created - we are adopting the University's logic.

He reminded that funding is not distributed based on the last year calculated, but with weights
for the previous three years. Also, one of the original indicators (number of foreign language
theses, three-year window introduced, new indicator with 1% weighting, number of students
in university-wide courses) has been split.

No dramatic changes have been made - the rules are discussed every year, but it is of course
possible that some imperfection will now be encountered.

VojtiSek: He opened the floor for debate, to which no one spoke. He then raised a question
about Article 3, paragraph 4 (The contribution to educational activities corresponding to the
increase from the exchange for reduced institutional support for the DKRVO shall be distributed
to the departments to which the DKRVO is distributed according to Article 4 of these Rules. The
criterion for distribution shall be the same as the criterion for the distribution of the DKRVO set
out therein.)

Balik: He explained that we need to treat 1111 (operating allowance) and DKRVO funding,
which must have a clear link to science, differently. He explained the mechanism for transferring
funds.

Vojtisek: We are adopting the rules from the university level, but the passage on cooperative
credits is different.

Balik: We are keeping the logic of distribution according to coursework taken. We are not forced
to have cooperative credits when we use credit and when students can take courses
in departments other than the tribal department. There is no need to come up with a special
allowance; this makes sense among faculty.

He added that the concept of cooperative credit was typical of the situation of the faculty of
informatics, who did not have a math department but contracted from the science faculty.
In order to make sense, they came up with this concept.

Pelikan: He appreciates the effort to keep the logic of the university and the faculty in line. Has
had discussions with department colleagues for funding for publications - it is a very opaque
terrain that is difficult to navigate. Mgr. B. FarkaSova from the library is very helpful in this
orientation.

Balik: It's a question of how we approach the budget. We don't just want to spread money
around to faculty according to some simple formula, but we want to encourage the quality of
teaching and scholarship. It doesn't work on its own. The credit point has to reflect the same
thing in departments as the basic unit of currency. The same way we look at the distribution of
the DKRVO contribution so that it is not just technical but encourages quality.

Our rules are more stable and a bit stricter than the university's in the long run. Both for
monographs, chapters (the list is narrower than the university one) and for databases that count.
Through the budget we want to motivate departments to aim higher. So far it's paying off - we're
going up in all the rankings, and faster than the university, even at the cost that there may be
some inequity. For example, the M17 assessment is interested in different things than the
university budget assessment.

The university is now going through a big five-year assessment, completely disconnected from
the university rules, it comes out of the Science, Research and Innovation Council. It very much
depends on whether we end up with a grade of A, B, C. So far it's been A, if we end up as B it
will be a loss of several billion. It depends on the scientometric rating against other universities.
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We don't look at what the university encompasses across all faculties, we aim as high as
possible. They understand that this may look strange, but the faculty management has
indications that this procedure could pay off.

He pointed out that the departments themselves may take other circumstances into account;
they have room to appreciate other facts.

Pelikan: The terrain is unclear. From my experience - Q1 appeared as Q4, then D1, those are
very different money. Nobody knows much about it, we ask B. FarkaSova. But isn't there room
to clarify and communicate all this?

Balik: He asked the Vice-Dean for Research and Doctoral Studies, Toma$ Rihaéek, and the
Vice-Dean for Strategy and Development, David Smahel, to take this topic in their stride, to
prepare, for example, a workshop for faculty members, also with the participation of Blanka
FarkaSova.

He called for not only quartiles to be taken into account, but for a debate to be held on the
disciplines - what brings you prestige, where do you want someone to read it, even at the cost
of Q3. Scientometrism sometimes makes sense, but not when it is overdone.

VojtiSek: He closed the debate and opened the vote.

Resolution: The FSS MU AS discussed and approved the FSS MU budgeting rules for the
calendar year 2025.

(8 for, 0 against, 0 abstentions)
3) Proposal to expand the DSP Psychology and Psychology

Balik: From the Dean's perspective, this is a cosmetic change, but it is not cosmetic within the
discipline. Faculty are responding to what is happening in the disciplinary community: for a long
time it was important to have separate accreditation for each sub-discipline, now specializations.
This has started to be abandoned, the boundaries are blurring, many people are working across
disciplines. Specialization is supposed to be addressed through the supervisor and the topic.
So a proposal is put forward with purely single-discipline curricula for both the Czech and
English degree programmes. He gave the floor to the guarantor of the study programmes.

Macek: An important practical point - this is a proposal for expansion. Faculty now have
accredited programmes in Psychology in Czech and in English and Clinical Psychology; this
one will be ending. There is a pragmatic thing needed, a merger - students who are in the
Clinical Psychology programme will be integrated into the profiles in the newly expanded
Psychology programme. Also for practical reasons, it is important that this be done by the end
of the academic year so that in the next one, existing students can transfer and new students
can already enter the expanded programme.

Balik: The students themselves will not be affected, but it should be clearer in the future, which
is in line with the university's strategic intention to make the study programmes clearer.

Vojtisek: He opened the debate.

Dovala: How will this develop at other universities? Will it be transparent for applicants from
other departments and other universities?

Macek: Yes, it will be more transparent than it has been. He thinks that even the Faculty of Arts
of Charles University is already moving to this model of the psychology programme. The trend
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of having psychology as one internally differentiated programme is simpler and more
transparent and attractive for students.

The clinical psychology programme was very attractive externally, it was not available anywhere
very much. On the other hand, applicants very rarely matched the requirements. From the point
of view of transparency and clarity, he thought this was a better option.

VojtiSek: He closed the discussion and called for a vote on the two proposed resolutions
together, to which the senators present had no objections.

Resolution: The AS FSS MU agrees with the proposal to extend the study programme
Psychology (full-time doctoral and combined, in Czech language) by the single-subject study
plans Psychology (full-time and combined) submitted on 17 January 2025 by the Dean of the
FSS MU and recommends it to the Scientific Board of the FSS MU for approval.

Resolution: The AS FSS MU agrees with the proposal to extend the Psychology (PhD, full-time
and combined, in English) study programme with the Psychology (full-time and combined)
single-subject study plans submitted on 17 January 2025 by the Dean of FSS MU and
recommends it to the Scientific Board of FSS MU for approval.

(8 for, 0 against, 0 abstentions)
4) Approval of a new member of the FSS MU Disciplinary Committee

Balik: A student member of the FSS MU Disciplinary Committee, now a graduate of FSS,
Barbora Kalinova announced that she will be graduating. She was a student of Sociology, so
the Dean turned to the head of the department who nominated a student at the beginning of his
studies, Bc. Ondfej Vodicka.

Vojtisek: Ondfej Vodi¢ka was invited to the meeting, but he apologized as he is not in Brno. He
opened the debate. No one joined the discussion, so he opened the voting.

Resolution: The AS FSS MU takes note of the expiry of the mandate of the member of the
Disciplinary Committee of the FSS MU, Barbora Kalinova. Agrees that the Dean of the FSS MU
should appoint a new member of the FSS MU Disciplinary Committee, Bc. Ondfej Vodigka (UCO
512271).

(7 for, 0 against, 1 abstention)

5) Proposal for the implementation of the FSS MU Strategic Plan for 2025 - noted

Balik: Said that this action item was based on an agreement with the previous Senate at the
end of 2020, when the Faculty was adopting the Faculty Strategic Plan 2020-2028 and the Dean
promised to make the individual annual plans available for Senate members to review, although
this is not required by law.

The logic is the same as in previous years. Management elaborated on each item with the
priorities they want to address this year.

The plan was created in 2020; five years later we are somewhere else, e.g. in terms of grant
structure. In the academic world, five years is a long time.

VojtiSek: He opened the debate.

Pelikan: He appreciated that the management added real steps. It is not a document for
a document, but it is real action.
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VojtiSek: Appreciates that the Dean followed through on what he promised. It is important for
him to have control to what will happen in the faculty.

Balik: He finds it illogical that the Strategic Plan is not discussed by the Senate, but by the
Faculty Scientific Board. If it were up to him, he would arrange it the other way around.

VojtiSek: He asked about the points concerning Ph.D. studies: he said that he did not know how
it was set up at the Faculty. Apparently, supervisors are not financially evaluated for fulfilling
their role on an ongoing basis. At the university, if they complete the work on time, they get a
financial evaluation. Is there consideration of this area as well? Consistently evaluate that
supervisors are actively communicating with their PhD students, etc.?

Balik: It's complicated. The disciplinary boards are very autonomous, the role of faculty is weak.
If the doctoral board says that the faculty has no say in it, they have a right to do so. So they
leave the decision up to the departments. In some places they are rewarded monthly, in others
for timely completion. Currently, the number of PhDs is declining. It will be a question of prestige
if someone has a PhD, in about two years it will be like that everywhere.

From his perspective, he would not go to far with financial incentives. Supervising is part of
being an associate professor/professor, it assumes judgment that one is capable of it and that
one is good at it. It assumes that the PhD students will speak up if it doesn't work out.

Faculty are not going to centralize things. It publishes statistics on the success rate of
supervisors, even though it knows that it affects only a small portion of the supervisors. The
autonomy of the disciplinary councils is respected.

Macek: Doctoral boards do not have the authority to reward supervisors. They do conduct
evaluations, but it is up to the department head how they do or do not evaluate the supervisor.

Rihagek: There is a trend to formulate requirements for supervisors. We will be expecting this
from RMU, it will be a means to bring pressure, to motivate supervisors other than financially.

Balik: We are moving in the direction that being a supervisor is a prestige. Not everybody has
to be and has the qualifications to be a supervisor (project experience, good publications, etc.).
Rather, we will move in the direction of setting criteria for who can be a supervisor, so that it is
a guarantee of quality (and e.g. communication).

Pelikan: He agrees with creating standards. It's important that PhD students speak up. But it
takes a few years for a PhD student to find out how his supervisor fulfils the role, how others
fulfil it... Formulation is important, he says.

VojtiSek: He closed the debate and opened the vote.

Resolution: The AS FSS MU took note of the document Proposal for the implementation of the
FSS MU Strategic Plan for 2025 as attached to the minutes.
(8 for, 0 against, 0 abstentions)

6. Miscellaneous

a) Unacceptable behaviour of an FSS MU academician

The Dean reflected on the handling of a case of inappropriate behaviour by a member of the
academic community.

The case started in August and culminated in the departure of the faculty member in December.
The person in question failed to manage his behaviour towards female students. It was not
violent behavior, but it was not a one-time occurrence either. It was inappropriate behavior
toward female students, and it was a parallel failure to manage a superior position.
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The complaint was referred to the Ombudsperson immediately upon receipt. She contacted the
persons involved and the allegations were substantially confirmed by the accused person. In
the presence of other persons, the Dean met with the person concerned, and they agreed to
terminate the employment by mutual agreement immediately, without financial compensation.
He is very sorry about the whole matter. He was very affected by what was also said - many
people told the Dean that they knew about the situation, that it was, for example, unpleasant to
go to the office of the person concerned. He is sorry that an environment has not been set up
where someone would report this, even in student surveys. He wonders what he can do about
the situation.

The Dean has met with the entire department. This was followed by a meeting for all faculty. At
the beginning of the semester, there will be a meeting with students in that degree programme.
The Ombudsperson will also attend this meeting to remind the faculty what the mechanisms are
in similar situations. These meetings will be held annually. There are students who have not
experienced a similar case three years ago and may not be familiar with the proper procedures.
He sincerely hopes that the whole situation will be a lesson from within the faculty and an
encouragement to those going through something similar not to be afraid.

In cooperation with the university, they were able to keep rights protected so that no personal
information or details were revealed. It is precisely to guarantee the trustworthiness of the
process to everyone, students and colleagues.

He was sorry, this person was a long-time colleague, he didn't reveal it himself. Even his
superiors were shocked. The Dean stated that maybe he doesn't expect people to do these
things, maybe he is naive about it. He did not have a single signal. He noted the first moment
himself in August, but that was a repeated lie.

Velicka Zapletalova: She added that a meeting with MUNI Ombudsperson JUDr. Eva
Janovicova is scheduled for Wednesday, March 5, 2025, in the atrium. It will also be attended
by PhDr. Katefina Samalova, PhD, Ombudsperson of Charles University in Prague. The debate
will also be about the concept of the ombudsperson itself. The meeting should be moderated
by a student, similar to the usual faculty debates. She added that all are cordially invited to the
meeting.

VojtiSek: Thank you. It would be ideal if we didn't have to deal with this issue at all. However,
from his position, he perceived that the faculty management proceeded in the best possible
way. Unfortunately, this is not a given. We could get used to that being the case with this
administration, which he appreciates.

Polak: He talked about the situation with the students. He perceived positive feedback on the
faculty addressing such things and that, while unfortunate, it has reinforced the confidence
among students that there is this safe space. He is glad that more meetings are being planned
and for the fact that students can approach faculty with their concerns.

Pelikan: It's important that follow-up is added as well. It wasn't talked about, now it's talked
about, it's a vote of confidence. There is interest from the management, there is an
ombudsperson... There have been more of these cases in recent years. The workplace culture
is not worse than elsewhere, quite the opposite. According to him, the culture at the faculty is
at a very good level.

He doesn't know the case, neither the content nor the course. He asked about leaving by
agreement. Some staff in such situations have left by agreement and very quickly been picked
up from other workplaces. He understood the legalities, but in terms of preventing such incidents
elsewhere, he asked if there was another way to proceed.

Balik: It could have been done differently, if the person concerned had not accepted the
agreement, he would have received a termination notice. But the result would have been the
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same. Even if he left with a notice, the Dean cannot give the reason for the termination. It's
under the protection of employment law and that's just fine. A colleague who received
a termination notice three years ago is continuing his academic career, despite the fact that the
case was publicized and details were shared. For some universities this is not a barrier.

A settlement is the easiest solution for faculty precisely because of potential litigation. As dean,
he dealt with the immediate cessation of negotiations, but he also had to guard the media image
of the faculty and the university. In the event of termination, there would be the threat of litigation.
What happened within a week would be discussed in many waves in the media.

That's why he stood for the agreement, in front of witnesses. He would not have agreed to
a bargaining. He wouldn't be able to justify it to himself or the faculty (severance pay, later
departure). He would have gone to the termination notice even at the cost of a lawsuit.

Navratilova: Did this event reflect on the faculty Open Day?

Velicka Zapletalova: No, there was no inquiry about this case. Based on the faculty meeting,
the speakers were informed of this possibility, but they did not have to respond as there was no
inquiry.

b) Student Ph.D. Committee

Vojtisek: He presented a consideration already open at the management meeting on Monday
10 February 2025 - Bc. students have representation on programme boards, but PhD students
do not have representation on doctoral boards. The Dean explained in good faith that this is not
possible due to the different functioning.

Therefore, he suggested that the senate set up a committee that would bring together one
student from each field of study, and there would be an opportunity to share what works and
does not work...

He added that this topic could possibly be discussed at the next senate meeting.

Fridrichova: She stated that Ph.D. studies are still being addressed. She asked if there are plans
(e.g., as part of the undergraduate degree amendment) to have such a feedback thing? Is there
any possibility besides establishing a committee? Is there not a more natural mechanism?

Balik: He explained that the amendment to the Higher Education Act, which has now returned
from the Senate to the Chamber of Deputies, does not foresee any such thing. The doctoral
board discusses students' personal matters, personal data, so there is no possibility of a student
member. The law does not provide for that, the university is not considering anything like that.
He likes the proposed idea. If senators want something relatively quick, this would be the way
to go.

Macek: Asked if it would be one committee across programmes of study? What would be the
role of that? He thought it would be better to establish a committee on individual disciplines,
similar to the programme boards.

VojtiSek: The reasoning was twofold, inspired by the system of programme boards. They bring
people together across programmes, build knowledge, etc. Meeting together is useful, even if
they are different disciplines, students are solving similar problems. Also useful in another way,
the commissioner for the Ph.D. psychology is that imaginary lightning rod, a liaison officer who
goes to the chair of the doctoral board, solves student problems. The students themselves can
choose one person to represent them.

Smahel: Agrees that he perceives an information gap with Ph.D. students. Vice-Dean Rihacek
prepared a meeting for science and research, but students did not attend. If they had elected
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a student as a disciplinary council and some of the discussions were with students, information
would be disseminated more effectively and naturally.

VojtiSek: Students were invited to one meeting in connection with the Dean's new measure, but
they did not attend. Perhaps it is because there is no one to take responsibility for these
discussions.

Rihagek: He supports the idea. He feels that communication is not flowing for various reasons.
This solution seems informal enough to him to make it work, he himself is a fan of these softer
ways. It could be a tool for two-way communication. He also appreciates that it will be across
disciplines. There will be more pressure to create a common culture. The students themselves
are calling for it.

Pelikan: He is not sure which way to go. He thinks it's a great effort to connect the various
workplaces. He thinks it's a good idea. At KES, it's a challenge from the covid days. He finds
every step of support great and thinks it is worth a try.

Vojtisek: He sees the positive feedback and will prepare a proposal for the next meeting in
cooperation with the management.

c) Motion to cancel the AS FSS MU meeting on 24 February 2025
VojtiSek: Due to the absence of an agenda, he proposed to cancel the next meeting. The senate
members present agreed with the proposal. The Senate Chair thanked and closed the meeting.

Resolutions Adopted:

2025-02-10/1

Resolution: The AS FSS MU discussed and approved the Rules of Budgeting of the FSS MU
for the calendar year 2025.

(8 for, 0 against, 0 abstentions)

2024-02-10/2

Resolution: The AS FSS MU agrees with the proposal to extend the Psychology (full-time and
combined, in English) study programme to include the Psychology (full-time and combined)
single-subject curriculum submitted on 17 January 2025 by the Dean of the FSS MU and
recommends it to the Scientific Board of the FSS MU for approval.

(8 for, 0 against, 0 abstentions)

2024-02-10/3

Resolution: The AS FSS MU takes note of the expiry of the mandate of the member of the FSS
MU Disciplinary Committee, Barbora Kalinova. Agrees that the Dean of the FSS MU shall
appoint a new member of the FSS MU Disciplinary Committee, Bc. Ondfej Vodicka (UCO
512271).

(7 for, 0 against, 1 abstention)

2024-02-10/4

Resolution: The AS FSS MU took note of the document Proposal for the implementation of the
FSS MU Strategic Plan for 2025 as attached to the minutes.

(8 for, 0 against, 0 abstentions)
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Mgr. Tomas Vojtisek
Chair of the Senate

Mgr. Jitka Navratilova, Ph.D.
Vice-Chair of the Senate

Jergu$ Dovala
Vice-Chair of the Senate

Written by: Mgr. Jarmila Brhelova
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