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Knowledge  

Knowledge of problems involved, e.g. historical and social context, specialist litera-
ture on the topic. Evidence of capacity to gather information through a wide and 
appropriate range of reading, and to digest and process knowledge. 

    x 

Analysis & Interpretation  

Demonstrates a clear grasp of concepts. Application of appropriate methodology and 
understanding; willingness to apply an independent approach or interpretation 
recognition of alternative interpretations; Use of precise terminology and avoidance 
of ambiguity; avoidance of excessive generalisations or gross oversimplifications. 

    x 

Structure & Argument 

Demonstrates ability to structure work with clarity, relevance and coherence. Ability 
to argue a case; clear evidence of analysis and logical thought; recognition of an 
arguments limitation or alternative views; Ability to use other evidence to support 
arguments and structure appropriately. 

    x 

Presentation & Documentation  

Accurate and consistently presented footnotes and bibliographic references; accuracy 
of grammar and spelling; correct and clear presentation of charts/graphs/tables or 
other data. Appropriate and correct referencing throughout. Correct and contextually 
correct handling of quotations. 

   x  

 

ECTS Mark: 

 

F UCL Mark: 25 Marker: Marián Sloboda 

Deducted for late submission:  Signed:  

Deducted for inadequate referencing:  Date: 12 June 2015 

 
MARKING GUIDELINES 

A (UCL mark 70+):  Note: marks of over 80 are given rarely and only 
for truly exceptional pieces of work. 
Distinctively sophisticated and focused analysis, critical use of 
sources and insightful interpretation. Comprehensive understanding 
of techniques applicable to the chosen field of research, showing an 
ability to engage in sustained independent research. 
B/C (UCL mark 60-69):   

A high level of analysis, critical use of sources and insightful interpre-
tation. Good understanding of techniques applicable to the chosen 
field of research, showing an ability to engage in sustained inde-
pendent research. 65 or over equates to a B grade.

D/E (UCL mark 50-59): 

Demonstration of a critical use of sources and ability to engage in 
systematic inquiry. An ability to engage in sustained research work, 
demonstrating methodological awareness. 55 or over equates to a D 
grade. 
F (UCL mark less than 50): 

Demonstrates failure to use sources and an inadequate ability to 
engage in systematic inquiry. Inadequate evidence of ability to en-
gage in sustained research work and poor understanding of appro-
priate research techniques. 
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Constructive comments, explaining strengths and weaknesses (at least 300 words): 

The strength of the thesis by Barabara Chudoba is in the extracts from the interviews conducted specifically for this 
study, i.e. this is an original contribution of the author and apparently an interesting source of information. Unfortu-
nately, the interviews are not provided (e.g. in the form of transcripts) in full and are extremely few in number. Their 
inclusion in an appendix could have been very useful for other researchers. There are no other strengths to the thesis. 

The thesis suffers from serious methodological flaws (see below) which have resulted in superficial treatment and su-
perficial familiarity with the topic researched, in overgeneralizations and in a number of erroneous and inadequate 
statements (see below). For the most part, the thesis presents the work of other authors, who carried out research on 
different communities in different parts of the world (e.g. on Vietnamese or Mexicans in the US). Chudoba projects 
their findings on the Vietnamese in the Czech Republic and uses these studies to replace missing information on the 
Vietnamese in the CR, as if social, cultural and economic context would not matter. This is an inadequate way of work-
ing with specialized literature. Moreover, no meaningful comparison between these studies and Chudoba’s occurs, as 
her thesis rests on mere anecdotic evidence that the poor data collected for this study yield. The result is a piece of 
impressionist journalism (characterized also by the corresponding language style)1 rather than an academic work. 

It is not true that “not much research was conducted into the Vietnamese minority in the Czech Republic” (p. 4). The 
author simply ignored specialized literature written in Czech, including even two book-length studies.2 In addition, 
student (BA, MA) theses on this topic abound in recent years. Had the author considered this research, the occurrence 
of many erroneous or imprecise pieces of information might have been prevented. Most importantly, Chudoba would 
have noticed that the integration of the first generation is mainly done in three ways: (1) by investing in the education 
of their children (either in Czech schools, so-called international schools or a study abroad), (2) by the well-developed 
system of mediating services (known as dịch vụ) and (3) by way of friends, relatives or acquaintances who are able to 
communicate in Czech. Chudoba only mentions the first one in a certain connection, but fails to see it as a way of inte-
gration into Czech society. The other two seem to have entirely escaped her attention. Trivial conclusions such as the 
one that limited contact with Vietnamese (p. 34) or the time of arrival (p. 30f.) are factors in language shift from Viet-
namese or just stating that ideologies can also be a factor without really identifying ideologies involved in this particu-
lar case, or at least making an effort to do so (see p. 33f.), are provided instead. 

Last but not least, the research question (“how does heritage language preservation impact integration of Vietnamese 
ethnic minority into Czech society?”) remains virtually unanswered. The thesis arrives at a misleading, unsubstantiat-
ed, conclusion that the Vietnamese language preservation hindered the integration of the first Vietnamese generation 
(p. 58), while the reason was, in fact, a different one: the insufficient knowledge of Czech, not the preservation of the 
of Vietnamese, hindered the integration. (The author seems to assume that heritage language preservation is a priori 
at the expense of integration in the host society, but this need not to be the case.) Other alleged conclusions of the 
thesis (p. 58) do not follow from the thesis itself, but are deduced from other studies and projected on the Vietnamese 
in the CR. Namely, we are told that have seen that “heritage language preservation improves academic and cognitive 
performance and creates economic opportunities for the individual – all of which helps create individuals that are ... 
better integrated into the host society,” while in fact, we have not seen this. This idea was taken from a different 
study. Interestingly, the thesis suggests a contradictory evidence: Vietnamese ethnic businesses, creating environment 
favourable to Vietnamese language preservation, hinder integration. Concerning the other alleged conclusions, the 
thesis does not provide any information on the Vietnamese speakers’ “academic or cognitive performance” and on 
their “economic opportunities” that would integrate them into Czech society. Needless to say, the concluding section 
should formulate a clear answer to the research question. 

The fundamental problem with this thesis, from which other shortcomings follow, is in the poor data the author col-
lected and its under-analysis (if we can talk about any analysis here at all). The author failed to make use of the availa-
ble quantitative data or uses some of it in an incorrect way (see below) and ignored substantial portion of research on 
the topic. The idea that it is possible to conduct fieldwork and collect valid data without the knowledge of any lan-
guage of your researched group is fundamentally mistaken. The way the data is used in this thesis (i.e. as mere illustra-
tions of findings from research in other (!) communities, displaying author’s insensitivity to contexts of her study ob-
ject) also worsened the situation. As a result, the thesis fails to provide an answer to the research question but a hand-
ful of fragments about the situation, some of which are incorrect, some others trivial, and missed much of the phe-
nomenon under study. The data should have become subject to real qualitative analysis or, alternatively, a more fo-
cused or another research question should have been chosen. 

                                                 
1 Cf., for one example: „In late April I interviewed a young Vietnamese woman named Tien; during the interview her friend Bao rec-
ognized her and came over to our table at the Vietnamese restaurant where we were having lunch. The three of us began to talk 
about the Vietnamese community in Prague and he told me...“ (p. 17f.). How is this relevant? 



Methodology: 

The use of interviews in the number of 6 is obviously insufficient to cover the experiences of a heterogeneous (as 
Chudoba rightly acknowledges on p. 6) group of 60 thousand people. It is insufficient for an analysis of the phenome-
non of language shift in the community for which large scale data or long term fieldwork are necessary. (I doubt 
Chudoba’s fieldwork really lasted the whole period of nine months.) 

Quantifying statements, like “most of” or that something was “predominant”, in relation to as few as 6 interviews 
should be avoided, as they have no informative, representative, value and can thus be misleading. 

The paper does not include any information about how the semi-structured interviews were structured and why semi-
structured rather than standardized or non-standardized interviews were selected. 

The conducting of interviews in more languages has also its advantages (contra the argument on p. 5, which sounds to 
me rather as an excuse for not doing so).3 This relates to the notion of triangulation, well-known in social research 
methodology (not considered here). 

The participant observation is only very briefly described on p. 4. The information provided is insufficient: how was it 
actually carried out and how much time did it take precisely? The effectiveness of participant observation without the 
knowledge of the languages used in the situations observed (i.e. Czech and Vietnamese) is doubtful: how can the re-
searcher make a valid conclusion from such observation when he/she does not understand what is going on? This re-
mains a question, since we cannot assess the successfulness of this method in Chudoba’s research, because there is 
only one short passage in the thesis that is obviously based on an observation (the communication exchange with the 
priest at the Christian mass). I was not able to find any other traces of participant observation in the text (it heavily 
relies on the 10 interviews) and suspect the reason is the inability of the researcher to really approach the experiences 
of the researched group members. Being just present in a situation and listening to unintelligible sounds does not 
qualify as participant observation in social research. 

The Methodology section claims Facebook pages and internet blogs were used, but I failed to see any evidence of this 
in the thesis. Legal documents are referred to via, or quoted from, mostly secondary sources, from which several inad-
equacies stem (see below). 

The thesis fails to make use of the available quantitative data, which is usually important for the study of the process 
of language shift and for the study of larger, trans-local, communities, such as the Vietnamese in the CR. 

The use of theory: 

Various theoretical frameworks are presented at various places in the thesis. While the concept of ethnic economies is 
introduced at the beginning, it is entirely abandoned in the second half of the thesis. Language management theory is 
introduced in the middle of the paper in the section on the 1.5 and later generations, but had not been used before (in 
the section on the first generation). Its relevance to integration is unclear. Several other theoretical frameworks and 
concepts (e.g. the Ethnolinguistic Identity Theory, the concept of language ideologies) are mentioned here and there 
but their potential is not really used. The thesis lacks a theoretical framework, resulting in unexpected shifts in focus, 
in questions brought about by the theoretical frameworks remaining unanswered and in incoherence. 

The definition of language shift used in the thesis (p. 3) does not represent the typical understanding of this term as a 
change from the habitual use of a language to that of another (U. Weinreich and subsequent work). 

The author acknowledges that the Vietnamese community in the CR is internally diversified, but assumes that lan-
guage shift occurs “in the community as a whole” (p. 6). This contradicts other research (e.g. by Sherman and 
Homoláč) on language shift taking place not only from Vietnamese to Czech but also from Czech to Vietnamese in 
some sub-groups of Vietnamese in the CR. 

The meaning of the term “sociolinguistic landscape” is unclear (apparently used in a non-terminological sense; note 
that “linguistic landscape” is a specialized term in sociolinguistics). 

The stages of assimilation described on p. 13 (bottom) have not been considered in describing the assimilation of Viet-
namese in the CR, while the employment of the distinctions could have indeed brought more light on this phenome-
non among the Vietnamese in the CR. It is unclear why they were just introduced and quickly abandoned. 

Most importantly, the author failed to apply theories of integration (presented on p. 16f.) to frame her research and 
study. This is a serious flaw, since integration is the main topic of the thesis. 

                                                                                                                                                                  
2 Friedingerová, T. (2014). Vietnamci v Česku a ve světě: migrační a adaptační tendence [Vietnamese in the Czech Republic and in 
the World: Migration and Adaptation Trends]. Praha: SLON; Černík, J. et al. (2006). S vietnamskými dětmi na českých školách [With 
Vietnamese Children in Czech Schools]. Praha: OS Klub Hanoi. 
3 See, e.g., Nekvapil, J. (2003). Language biographies and the analysis of language situations: on the life of the German community in 
the Czech Republic. International Journal of the Sociology of Language 162, 63-83; Nekvapil, J. (2001). From the biographical narra-
tives of Czech Germans: Language biographies in the family of Mr and Mrs S. Journal of Asian Pacific Communication 11 (1), 77-99. 



Coherence: 

The text lacks logical coherence (e.g., between the first and the second paragraph on p. 14; between the last and last 
but one paragraph on p. 17; on p. 19 bottom; the sentence on Czech citizenship does not seem to fit in its context on 
p. 26; and so on). 

The general textual strategy used in this thesis is to alternate between (1) a description of a theoretical concept, (2) a 
description of results of another study and (3) a statement that phenomenon X can also be found in one or two inter-
views of Chudoba, accompanied by an extract or two as illustrations. Results of real data analysis are absent. This 
strategy has not produced a coherent study. 

Section 3 entitled “The first generation of Vietnamese migrants” presents several theoretical concepts and information 
about 1.5 generation or the Vietnamese community as such, instead of discussing the integration of the first Vietnam-
ese generation. The reason might be that only one respondent out of the 7 Vietnamese respondents (Phạm Hữu Uyển) 
belongs to this generation (but was apparently interviewed about other topics). 

The relationship between national minority rights (5.1) and integration policies (5.2) remains unclear: how does the 
enjoyment of the right to minority language education and minority language development influence integration (in-
tegration policies) and vice versa? 



Local errors and inadequacies: 

p. 2: Right at the beginning (the second sentence), the thesis claims that the Vietnamese became “officially entitled to 
certain rights” in 2013. This is incorrect from the legal point of view: the CR does not have any legal or official proce-
dure for the “recognition” of national minorities and, hence, their entitlement to minority rights. 

p. 2 note 2: Chudoba failed to realize that members of “national minorities” are de jure only citizens of the CR, which is 
why the information on the numbers of citizens of Vietnam in the CR in note 2 is misleading. 

p. 10: Immigration in the 1990s did not lead to urban concentrations (see also the systematic settlement of Vietnam-
ese along the Czech-German border in rural areas). Here, a general description from another study was used to de-
scribe the situation of the Vietnamese, but that description does not fit the reality. 

p. 11: Unclear claim that Vietnamese suffered income decreases in the 1990s – on the contrary, they profited from the 
price differences on the German and Czech sides of the border precisely in the 1990s, when these differences were 
huge and before the D5 motorway connecting the Czech Republic with Germany was finished (thus, enabling some 
German visitors not to drive past and stop at Vietnamese markets in the borderlands). 

p. 15: It is not true that the level of assimilation should not be attributed to differences in family income. Some rich 
Vietnamese parents pay their children’s study fees at private English-language “international schools”, private univer-
sities which attract more international students (such as Metropolitní univerzita Praha) or even at universities abroad. 
In contrast, families without such income send their children to Czech-language public secondary schools and Czech 
public universities. The possible connection between family income and the level of assimilation should have not been 
dismissed based just on an impression. 

p. 16: The formulations here suggest that assimilation of Vietnamese to Czechs cannot occur due to the anthropologi-
cal, visual, differences. This is an incorrect conclusion. Assimilation of young Vietnamese is occurring beyond doubt. 
The author should have used, e.g., the model of the stages of assimilation she herself introduced earlier to describe 
the nature of (partial) assimilation among the Vietnamese in the CR, but she failed to do so. Needless to say, infor-
mation on intermarriage is obviously relevant (cf. p. 13), but missing here, in a study on inter-ethnic integration. 

p. 19f.: A paper about Vietnamese in Slovakia (Williams and Baláž 2005) was used to describe the situation in Sapa, 
Czech Republic. As a result, the claim about the Chinese competition in business does not fit reality. 

p. 25: The use of the words “babička” (granny) and “teta” (aunt) for nannies does not need to reflect close relationship 
between the Vietnamese child and the Czech nanny, but the fact that, in Vietnamese, the term (pronoun) for an older 
lady coincides with the term for grandma (bà) and aunt (cô, bác), depending on age. 

p. 28: The impression that most of Vietnamese mothers in the CR do not speak with their infant child is doubtful and is 
based on weak evidence (note that the respondent Jiří Kocourek speaks about the “traditional” Vietnamese family). 
Using a case of Mexican Americans in support of this claim is incorrect (what are the connections between Mexicans in 
the US and Vietnamese in the CR?). 

p. 43: The claim that children who are third-country national do not receive support for Czech language education in 
public schools is based on outdated, no longer valid, data. 

p. 46: The use of the quote from the work by Dorian does not make sense in the given context. 

p. 46: Not only after 1968, but also in the interwar period, the Czechoslovak Republic recognized national minorities, 
which was influenced by international commitments (the 1919 treaty of Saint-Germain). 

p. 47: The CR ratified the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities in 1997 (what the formula-
tion with “by 2001” means is unclear). Ratification, not just signing the treaty, is the crucial point in the process. These 
first two paragraphs of section 5.1 are messy. 

p. 48: The Copenhagen Criteria concerned national minorities; it is unclear what Chudoba means by the document’s 
“influence” on the country’s “openness” towards migrants. 

p. 49ff. (section 5.3; also p. 46): The understanding of national minorities as a group of migrants is incorrect: Germans 
as well as the Roma immigrated in larger numbers in the 13th century already, Croats in the 16th century, many other 
ethnic groups in the interwar period, Poles have been living in the Czech territory from time immemorial. To label na-
tional minorities as “migrants” shows a significant gap in the knowledge of the history and culture of Central Europe. 

p. 50: The naturalization procedure has changed since 2014. The information presented here is outdated. 

p. 52 (note 44): The Government Council for National Minorities was not established under the Framework Conven-
tion, but under the Minorities Acts. 

p. 53: Calling national minorities rights as “privileges” is inadequate (why not “compensations”?). 

p. 55: What Chudoba means by “council budget” is unclear: only ministries and the Government Office provide subsi-
dies in support of the national minorities at the national level, not the Government Council for National Minorities 
which is a mere advisory body that uses its budget to cover its operation costs only. The formulation shows misunder-
standing of the system of state subsidies for national minorities in the CR. 



Specific questions you would like addressing at the oral defence (at least 2 questions): 

1. How does the preservation of the Vietnamese language influence the integration of Vietnamese into Czech 
society? Be more specific about the nature and criteria of their integration. (This is the research question of 
this thesis and should be answered in the first instance.) 

2. How exactly was the participant observation carried out and, most importantly, what were the results of the 
participant observation (except for the finding that one particular Catholic priest used to live in the US)? 

3. You claim that ethnic businesses, which contribute to heritage language preservation, are losing the competi-
tive edge (p. 20). What is the situation of ethnic businesses of the Vietnamese in the CR and how it impacts 
on Vietnamese language preservation? 

4. Which “patterns or trends” that you mention on p. 6 have you identified in your 6 interviews? 

5. You claim that the 1.5 generation of Vietnamese is much more commonly exposed to Czech than to Vietnam-
ese (p. 22). How did you arrive at this quantitative conclusion? Provide an argument with evidence. 

6. How, when, how often and with whom, the Vietnamese or Czech languages are employed within the 60 
thousand Vietnamese community? (On p. 6 you claim to have witnessed this.) 

7. How did you learn that “many of” the 1.5 generation are making conscious effort to speak in Vietnamese “as 
much as possible”? (p. 29) Provide or refer to quantitative evidence. 

8. In what sense is the Dragoun/Dragon market in Cheb comparable to Sapa? (p. 19) (This claim contradicts my 
own knowledge of the two places. Your answer will lead to the a better assessment of the meaning of Sapa 
for Vietnamese and Vietnamese language preservation in the CR.) 

 


