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presence and non-presence of the displaced Germans is revealed in the sources. The

central focus of her analysis is on interpretation of the material nature of the sources

used. The author uses the term “phantom” to describe this multilayered (non-)pre-

sence of Czech Germans at the time.

“ A G A I N S T  T H E  G E R M A N S  A N D  T H E I R  S PA S ” .  

L U H A Č O V I C E  I N  T H E  D I S C O U R S E  O F  T H E  C Z E C H

N AT I O N A L  M O V E M E N T

Katrin Nagovnak

In 1901, a Czech stock company bought the Moravian spa resort, Luhačovice. The

Czech press keenly reported on the subsequent changes applied to the architectural

design of the resort and frequently labelled it a “national spa” using images and argu-

ments widely known since the national movement had emerged. The press con-

structed an antagonistic relationship between Luhačovice and the Bohemian spa tri-

angle, which was regarded as “German”. It praised the Moravian town not only as a

retreat for ethnic Czech people, but also as a meeting place for artists and as more

conducive to one’s health, quieter and more affordable than Karlsbad and Marien-

bad. The press coverage is an outstanding example of a nationalistic way of dis-

course. This approach is analyzed by the author using Beatrice Dernbach’s agenda

model and also the concept of “imagined territories”. Everyday life in Luhačovice

however, with its almost complete lack of tensions between Czechs and Germans,

was not well reflected in the scenarios drawn up by the press.

N AT I O N A L  C L A S S I F I C AT I O N  P O L I T I C S  I N  S TAT E

C E N S U S E S .  T H E  B O H E M I A N  L A N D S  1 8 8 0 - 1 9 3 0

Pawel Kladiwa

The study opens with a methodological examination of concepts of nationality and

ethnicity and goes on to compare national classification in the Bohemian Lands

under two different political and ideological systems – the Habsburg monarchy

(1867-1918) and the First Czechoslovak Republic (1918-1938). The author focuses

on how those two regimes sought to determine the ethnic composition of their ter-

ritory, whereby he seeks to answer the following questions: What does it mean when

a census defines nationality by means of “language of daily use”? What were the

advantages and the limits of determining, in the Habsburg monarchy, nationality in

this way, and, on the other hand, of directly asking a person’s nationality, as in the

First Republic? Why did the Habsburg authorities elect to collect data for language

of daily use, not family language or directly nationality as perceived by each respon-

dent? Did this correspond to the rationale of a supranational state? On the other

hand, what caused Czechoslovak state organs to ask respondents for their ‘national-


