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BOHMISCH GASSE, SCHILLERSTRASSE, TITOVA, SKOLNI —
ONE STREET, MANY NAMES. URBANONYMY IN THE
CZECH BORDERLANDS DURING THE 20™ CENTURY

This paper focuses on urbanonyms (street names) in the Czech borderland town of
Jesenik in the context of 20%-century history. In the Middle Ages the town of Jesenik
(part of the Olomouc Region of the Czech Republic) was settled by Germans who
became a majority of the population (thus most names were of German origin). This
changed after 1945, when the Germans were expelled from the Czech borderlands
and the town was resettled by Czechs from other regions, Slovaks, and returning
émigrés. As a Czechoslovak town, Jesenik was part of the Eastern bloc until 1989.
Street names are dependent on (political) developments in the society, therefore they
were quite unstable and developed in a specific way in the Czech borderlands; in the
post-1945 period this process involved Czechization and renaming. Currently just
16% of the original (pre-war) urbanonyms have been preserved (from the semantic
point of view). This is especially due to the frequent use of street names for com-
memorative purposes during the post-1945 period; indeed, commemoration become
the main motive for street naming. In the Czech borderlands, commemorative names
(honouring important national figures) also appear on the outskirts of communities;
this may be due to the fact that they are losing their commemorative function.
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1. Introduction

This paper explores the current situation and historical development of urba-
nonymy' in the Czech borderland town of Jesenik primarily from the perspective
of the political and social changes that occurred there during the course of the
20™ century. I will focus solely on the names in the central part of the Jesenik area —
i.e. in the town of Jesenik itself and in the adjoining spa resort of Lazn¢ Jesenik.
The paper will not address urbanonymy in other communities that are administra-
tively incorporated into the town (Bukovice, Détfichov).

Urbanonymy in Czech (Czechoslovak) towns and cities has been described quite
thoroughly. In addition to a number of synchronic and diachronic studies (J. Da-
vid, B. Dejmek, M. Harvalik, M. Majtan and others, the volumes of proceedings

The urbanonyms analyzed in this study are the names of streets, squares, housing estates and
parks. The research does not include oikonyms, anoikonyms, chrematonyms and the names
of other point objects (cf. Sramek, 1990, pp. 70-71; David, 2017), even if they are located
within the administrative boundaries of the town.
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Urbanonymia [1988] and Urbanonyma v kontexte historie a sucasnosti [1996],
as well as dissertations, e.g. Vaculik 2014), there also exist publications exploring
the origins of street names in various towns and cities (including Prague, Brno,
Ceské Budgjovice, Hradec Kralové, Ostrava, Opava and others). However, most
of these works do not focus in any detail on communities in the Czech borderlands
(i.e. areas with a majority of German population in the pre-war era); exceptions are
formed by the works of J. Matsova (cf. Matisova, 1988; 1989), which analyze
urbanonyms in the borderland towns of Vrchlabi and Jilemnice.

The borderlands of today’s Czech Republic underwent a different course of
historical development than the rest of the country, particularly due to the popu-
lation movements in the borderland areas; this factor had a strong influence over
the development of toponyms. Historically, these borderlands were not primarily
settled by Slavs, who instead settled “interior” areas further from the borders where
the soil was more fertile. The mainly mountainous borderlands were colonized later,
from the end of the 12 century onwards, primarily by German-speaking settlers;
this process was known as the “outer colonization” (cf. Schwarz, 1934, p. 525;
Semotanova, 2002, pp. 143—-161). German-speakers formed a majority in many
areas (especially the northern, western and south-western borderlands), making
up over 90% of the population in some places. Most toponyms in these areas were
of German origin; some older Slavic names (e.g. hydronyms) were Germanized.
A turning-point in the development of this toponymy came in 1918 when Czecho-
slovakia gained its independence; the German population became a minority in the
new state and German was classified as a minority language. Language legislation,
passed in the 1920s, stipulated that Czech and German place names were to be
used alongside each other in areas with mixed Czech/German populations; where
the German community made up less than 20% of the total population, only Czech
names were to be used (see Zakon ¢. 122/1920 Sb.; cf. David, 2011, pp. 107-108;
Matasova, 2015, pp. 146—148). In 1938 the borderlands (known in German as the
Sudetenland) became part of Nazi Germany, and the German names became the
only permitted variants. In the aftermath of the Second World War, the German
inhabitants of the borderlands (the Sudeten Germans) were expelled from Czech-
oslovakia and the region was settled by Czechs from other regions, Slovaks, and
returning émigrés. As part of the general “de-Germanization” of Czechoslovakia,
toponyms also underwent a process of “Czechization”. Czechoslovakia then be-
came part of the Eastern bloc. The next political milestone came in 1968 when
Warsaw Pact forces launched an invasion of Czechoslovakia to halt the process
of gradual liberalization that had spread throughout the country during the 1960s
(known as the “Prague Spring”); a hardline government was then installed, which
instigated a political crackdown known as the “normalization”. Two decades later,
in 1989, the communist regime collapsed, the borders were opened and a democratic
system was reinstated.
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This paper traces the course of development of urbanonyms in the borderlands
during the 20" century, focusing primarily on linguistic aspects and the motivating
factors behind the changes. A particular attention is paid to renaming and the pre-
servation of the commemorative motive?, which is a typical feature of Czech urba-
nonymy (and also European urbanonymy in general; see David, 2011, pp. 169-170).
For the sake of clarity, the results are summarized in graphs and maps (using the
“My Maps” function of Google Maps). The final section of the paper compares
urbanonymy in the borderlands with the situation in the other areas of the country.

2. The town of Jesenik

The town of Jesenik® was founded some time before 1267 (the first written
document states that Vriwald gained town status in 1296; Hosak — Sramek, 1970,
p- 225). Thanks to its mineral wealth (gold and iron ore), the town became a min-
ing centre. However, mining eventually went into decline, and from the end of the
17" century textile production became the mainstay of the local economy. Eco-
nomic growth was held back somewhat by the Thirty Years’ War which ushered
in a period of backwardness; the region became notorious for its witch trials. The
Silesian Wars led to the partition of the Duchy of Neisse (Nysa), of which Jesenik
was part —and this cut the town off from its natural markets to the north (in today’s
Poland). It became a borderland town, isolated from the rest of the Habsburg Mo-
narchy by the imposing massif of the Jeseniky mountains. Textiles remained the
basis for the local economy; the Regenhart & Raymann company played a major
role in the development of the industry. Another important figure in local life was
Vinzenz Priessnitz, who in the early 19" century established a medicinal spa in the
village of Gréafenberg (now Lazné Jesenik). The spa — which is still popular today —
attracted visitors from many different countries, making a major contribution to
the town’s prosperity. In the second half of the 19% century the town developed as
a centre of tourism (especially thanks to the efforts of local businessman Johann
Ripper) and later as a winter sports resort.

In the first half of the 20™ century, Jesenik was a relatively prosperous commu-
nity thanks to its agriculture, light industry, tourism and spa. However, at the end
of the Second World War the German population was expelled and the process of
resettlement was a slow one; compared with the flatter, more fertile parts of the
borderlands, Jesenik represented a less attractive prospect for potential new set-
tlers (cf. Capka — Slezak — Vaculik, 2005, p. 199, note 733). The town’s economy
stagnated, and attempts to kick-start it by establishing heavy industrial plants

2 On the commemorative motive see David, 2011, pp. 33-36.

3 On the history of Jesenik see Growka, 2008; 2017; Zuber, 1966; 1972.
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proved unsuccessful. In the 1970s Jesenik was the scene of large-scale demolition
projects, which — along with the construction of concrete housing estates and pre-
fabricated wooden houses — altered its character decisively. Even since the open-
ing of the borders in 1989, the town has continued to face numerous social prob-
lems — high unemployment, poor accessibility and transport infrastructure, and
a persistent “drain” of young people away from the town seeking employment
opportunities in larger cities (see Wilam, 2004).

3. Urbanonymy in the town of Jesenik

From the Middle Ages onwards, the dominant German community determined
the town’s urbanonymy (and its toponymy in general). The oldest urbanonyms in
Jesenik were documented in the 16" century. They were motivated by the loca-
tion of the street (Obergasse, Niedergasse),* its direction (Lindewiesenerstrasse,
i.e. a street leading to the neighbouring village of Ober/Nieder Lindewiese, today
Lipova-l1azng), a certain characteristic feature of the street or its inhabitants (Neu-
gasse; Bohmischgasse), or a building which was situated in the street (Postgasse,
Bréuhausgasse, Kirchgasse etc.). The commemorative motive began to appear
in the 19" century. Initially these commemorative urbanonyms were deanthropo-
nymic as the figures after which they were named were closely connected with the
town’s past and present: Raymannstrasse (after the textile factory owner Adolf
Raymann), Priessnitzgasse (after the spa entrepreneur Vinzenz Priessnitz), Rudolfs-
platz (probably after the local businessman Rudolf Jung), or Elisabethgasse (after
Elisabeth of Bavaria, the wife of Emperor Franz Joseph I, who visited the town and
had a hospital — the Kaiserin Elisabeth Krankenhaus — built there). Later — from
around the turn of the 20™ century — streets began to be named after important
figures who had no direct connection with the town.

3.1 The development of urbanonymy in Jesenik
in the context of 20"-century historical upheavals

During the inter-war period, the town of Jesenik had 50 urbanonyms of which
the large majority (48) had two variants — Czech (listed first) and German (data
from 1934). Streets and other public places were named by the municipal council
which had to comply with Act no. 266/1920. This legislation made the following
stipulations: “It is not permitted to use the previous names of streets and public
places if these names are at variance with the history and foreign relations of the

4 All the names were excerpted primarily from maps of the town of Jesenik held at the Jesenik

Public District Record Office (Statni okresni archiv Jesenik); I also used materials collected
for the Master’s thesis written by L. Zetochova (2005).
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Czechoslovak nation; this especially applies to names commemorating persons
who demonstrate a hostile attitude towards the Czechoslovak nation or an allied
nation, or which commemorate an event against the state” (Zakon ¢. 266/1920 Sb.,
Section 7). Only S streets in Jesenik were renamed in the post-1918 period (21 re-
mained the same, and 26 new names were created); these changes represented the
municipal council’s response to the change of political circumstances and the
above-cited legislation. Elisabethgasse was renamed Masarykova trida | Masaryk-
strasse (after T. G. Masaryk, the first President of Czechoslovakia), Franz-Josef-
Strasse was renamed Priessnitzova alej | Vinzenz-Priessnitz-Alee (after the local
spa entrepreneur Vinzenz Priessnitz), and one newly-built street was named Anton
Svehla-Strasse (after Czechoslovakia’s Prime Minister).

After the 1938 Munich Agreement (which allowed Germany to annex Czecho-
slovakia’s borderlands), maps of the town contained only German urbanonyms.
In almost all cases, the Czech variant of the name was removed, leaving only the
German variant; in two of the above-mentioned cases the names had to be changed
as they no longer reflected the current political situation. Anton Svehla-Strasse was
renamed Hans-Kudlich-Strasse (after an Austrian politician of Silesian origin)
and Masarykova trida | Masarykstrasse became Konrad Henlein-Strasse (after
the Governor of the newly created Reichsgau Sudetenland). The new regime had
no objection to the other commemorative names as they commemorated regional
figures or German artists.

After the liberation in 1945, urbanonyms in the borderlands underwent a process
of Czechization. The first wave of renamings in Jesenik took place in a largely
improvised, unorganized manner. The situation in the case of urbanonyms differed
from that of other toponyms. With relatively major place names, changes were sub-
ject to certain rules and had to be approved by several institutions; in such cases the
entire process took longer (for a general account cf. Matisova, 2015, pp. 165-167).
However, with minor place names, changes attracted less attention and these names
were generally among the last to be changed (after the names of places, their
subdivisions, and urbanonyms). The responsibility for changing urbanonyms lay
with the administrative committees of the local councils; these bodies announced
their decisions to higher-level (district or provincial) councils. In November 1946
the Ministry of the Interior issued a decree on the renaming of streets and other
public spaces to commemorate the Czechoslovak President and important figures
from foreign countries: “In order to honour these persons, it is desirable to choose
streets and public spaces whose size and appearance guarantee that their names
[...] will express genuine respect for the person” (SOkA Jesenik, 1946). If a mu-
nicipality wanted to rename a street or public place in this manner, it had to gain
the Ministry’s approval for the change.

In August 1945 the local administrative committee in Jesenik drew up a list
of new street names. All German urbanonyms were removed and replaced by
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new Czech names; in all cases these were commemorative names. This situation
reflected the fact that the post-war renamings were not merely governed by prag-
matic considerations (the need for a change in language due to the arrival of new
— Czech — settlers); they also had a strong political and psychological subtext.
Although the entire renaming process may at first sight appear quite random,
in some cases the new names did display a certain logic (cf. also Matisova, 1988,
p. 88). For example, Schulgasse was renamed after Comenius (Jan Amos Komen-
sky), a world-renowned Czech educational theorist, while Gerichtsgasse and the
parallel Dittrichsteinstrasse were renamed after the first and second presidents of
Czechoslovakia (T. G. Masaryk and Edvard Benes) to become Masarykova trida
and T¥ida presidenta Benese (today they are both named Dukelska after the Battle
of the Dukla Pass, part of the Soviet offensive against Nazi Germany in 1944).
Berggasse was renamed after the Czech poet Josef Hora; the appellative meaning
of the surname Hora (meaning ‘hill” or ‘mountain’ in Czech) thus alluded to the
identical meaning of the appellative Berg.

In the following year (1946), the town’s urbanonyms underwent another wave
of changes — this time as part of a more organized process. These renamings served
two purposes. Firstly, they partially mitigated the uncoordinated changes that had
been made in the immediate aftermath of the war, restoring several names from the
pre-war period; this brought back some names which reflected the reality on the
ground (e.g. 1934 Kostelni/Kirchgasse > 1938 Kirchgasse > 1945 Sramkova > 1946
Kostelni; the Czech name is derived from the word kostel — ‘church’). Secondly,
they removed some commemorative names which were considered inappropriate —
i.e. incompatible with the pro-Soviet direction in which Czechoslovakia’s political
scene was moving at the time. The reasoning behind these post-war name changes
is not always clear. Some were governed by the above-mentioned rule requiring
that there should be a connection between the commemorated person and some
feature of the street’ (1945 Wolkerova tiida, after the Czech communist poet Jiii
Wolker > 1946 Husova, after the Czech religious reformer Jan Hus — there is
a Lutheran church in the street). In 1946 the names derived from oikonymic and
choronymic names conferred in 1945 were removed (Ulice Lezdky [‘Lezaky Street’,
after a Czech village wiped out by the Nazis in 1942] > Vodni [*Water Street’],
Polska ulice [‘Polish Street’] > Vaskova [after the surname Vasek], etc.). However,
other renamings appear to be entirely random. A number of streets were also re-
named at the end of the 1940s, or at the beginning of the 1950s, mainly as a con-

5 Sometimes, urbanonyms may display “a certain mediated connection between the comme-

morated person and a building in the street (Komenského [named after the Czech educational
theorist Comenius/Komensky], if there is a school in the street, or Tyrsova [named after Miro-
slav Tyrs, the founder of the Soko/ gymnastics movement], if there is a sports hall in the street).”
(Matasova, 1989, p. 131; cf. also David, 2012, p. 232).
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sequence of political developments following the communists’ seizure of power
in February 1948: (1938 Schillerstrasse > 1945 Trida marsala Tita [‘Marshal Tito
Avenue’] > 1946 Titova [Tito Street’] > 1949 Skolni [*School Street’], and 1938
Uferstrasse > 1945 Hillarova ulice [‘Hillar Street’] > 1946 Nabrezni [‘Riverside
Street’ or ‘Embankment Street’] > 1952 Gottwaldovo nabrezi [*Gottwald Embank-
ment’, after Czechoslovakia’s first communist president Klement Gottwald]).

The next milestone came in the 1960s. In 1961, the decree no. 97/1961 was
issued, forbidding the practice of naming streets and other public places after “out-
standing figures in domestic or foreign public life who are still alive” (Vyhlaska
€. 97/1961 Sb., Section 4). This was a response to criticism of the former Stalinist
cult of personality (cf. Harvalik, 2004, p. 31; David, 2017). The urbanonymy of
Jesenik changed very little during this decade: Stalinova was renamed Lipovskd,
and Ndamesti Rudé armady (‘Red Army Square”) became Ndamésti Miru (‘Peace
Square’). The square was renamed again following the Warsaw Pact invasion of
1968 which put an end to the relatively liberal political climate of the “Prague
Spring”; it once again became Namesti Rudé armady (today it is Masarykovo na-
mesti, after Czechoslovakia’s president during the inter-war period).

The most recent political milestone came in 1989, when the communist regime
collapsed. Although this was a regime change comparable to that which occurred
in 1945, it did not trigger a similar wave of renamings in Jesenik. There were some
changes, but they were part of a relatively slow process. Some names that were
directly connected to the former regime were changed in 1991 (Nameésti Rudé
armady [“Red Army Square”] > Masarykovo nameésti [*Masaryk Square’], Nabrezi
Klementa Gottwalda [ Klement Gottwald Embankment’] > Ndbrezni [‘Riverside
Street’ or ‘Embankment Street’]). However, others persisted until 1996: Leninova >
Dittersdorfova, Marxova > Schubertova.

3.2 Historical name changes

In view of the frequent renamings of streets and public places in connection
with regime changes, I analyzed the extent to which urbanonyms have retained
their motivational base — and can thus act as witnesses to the town’s history. As the
baseline for the analysis I chose the situation following Czechoslovakia’s indepen-
dence in 1918 when Czech variants came into use alongside their German equiv-
alents (independence brought only minimal changes in the motivational base of
urbanonyms compared with the pre-independence era, mostly related to a change
in the street’s defining features). The second half of the 20™ century saw the con-
struction of many new streets which had to be given new names; in most cases
these streets had no direct predecessors whose names could have served as a basis
for the new names (though older minor place names could perform this function;
cf. Harvalik, 2004, p. 34). These urbanonyms were not incorporated into the final
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analysis (see graph no. 1); I only analyzed those names which had the opportunity
to draw on a pre-war (i.e. pre-1938) name.

As has been noted above, the Nazi occupation brought relatively few changes
of street names. The first widespread renaming came in 1945. The urbanonyms
changed their form (from German to Czech) but their motivational base could
theoretically remain the same, if those responsible for the new names chose to
return to the pre-war Czech variants (or if they translated a German appellative
name that had not previously had a Czech equivalent). This was the preferred
practice when changing local names (oikonyms), in order to retain the historical
continuity of the names (at least in terms of their motivation);® completely new
names were only used if it was not possible to apply either of the two processes
mentioned above (i.e. the restoration of the former Czech name or the translation
of the former German name into Czech).” However, in the case of Jesenik’s street
names, the municipal council made only minimal use of these two processes
(cf. also Mattsova, 1989, p. 182); following the uncoordinated renaming that oc-
curred in the immediate aftermath of the war, none of the town’s street names had
any motivic connection with their pre-war names. This situation was somewhat
mitigated by the subsequent wave of renamings that took place in 1946, which
drew on pre-existing Czech names (from the inter-war period). Naturally, comme-
morative names were replaced by new names (e.g. 1918 Trida Frantiska Schuber-
ta | Franz Schubert-Strasse > 1938 Franz-Schubert-Strasse > 1945 Picassova > 1946
Dvordkova), but these renamings also affected names with an appellative base,
which thus theoretically offered the option of translating the former German name
into Czech (e.g. 1918 Strelecka trida / Schiitzen Strasse > 1938 Schiitzenstrasse >
1945 Wolkerova > 1946 Husova). Similar results were found by J. MatiiSova who
analyzed the development of urbanonymy in the borderland town of Vrchlabi
(Mattsova, 1988, pp. 88-89). In the subsequent years the municipal council in
Jesenik drew only minimally on pre-war names when renaming streets.

This trend towards the creation of new names continued after the fall of the
communist regime in 1989. A return to the former German names is now unlike-
ly,® though options do exist for drawing on the motivational base of these names.
The pre-war names have not been revitalized and the current trend in the town’s
urbanonymy does not indicate a return to these names (see Graph 1); when creating
new urbanonyms, the municipal council primarily chooses commemorative names

Minor place names underwent a similar process of Czechization (the restoration of a pre-
vious Czech name was only possible in exceptional cases but translations were often used;
cf. Matisova, 1989, p. 184).

This frequently happened if a toponym was derived from an anthroponym (often a surname).
There has been a certain revitalization of original German names e.g. in chrematonymy or in
the linguistic landscape of tourist areas (cf. Klemensova, 2017).
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(see below). Just 16.3% of all current names (including the newly created names)
retain their pre-war motivational base. These names are concentrated particularly
in the vicinity of the town centre or on the outskirts of the town (see Figure 1).

3.3 The commemorative motive and the extent
of its occurrence in urbanonymy

The low percentage of names retaining their pre-war motivation is closely con-
nected with the growth in the occurrence of commemorative names. These names
are relatively unstable because they are vulnerable to changes as a consequence
of political developments. At the turn of the 20™ century just 9 of the town’s 30
urbanonyms were commemorative (i.e. 30%); most of the commemorated figures
had some connection with the town of Jesenik or the wider region (Elisabethgasse,
Rudolfsgasse, Priessnitzgasse, etc.). However, this situation changed markedly
during the course of the 20™ century.

Following Czechoslovakia’s independence in 1918, the number of commem-
orative names in the town’s urbanonymy grew (21 names, i.e. 42%; e.g. Engels-
bergova tiida | Engelsberg-Strasse, Ulice Rehoie Mendla | Gregor Mendel-Gasse,
Lenauova ulice | Lenaugasse) though names with different motivation were still
prevalent (e.g. V priiseku / Hellenweg, Tovarni ulice | Fabriksgasse, Soudni ulice /
Gerichtsgasse). After the German annexation of the borderlands in 1938 the num-
ber of names grew and the new names had a commemorative base. The two groups
of names (commemorative and non-commemorative) reached approximate parity;
commemorative names accounted for 51.5% of the total number (34 urbanonyms).
The liberation in 1945 triggered a full-scale renaming, after which 100% of urba-
nonyms had a commemorative base. However, this situation was short-lived and
there was another wave of renamings in the following year. Nevertheless, even
after this second wave, commemorative names still made up a majority of the total
(71%, i.e. 37 names). The new names created in the 1980s did not all have comme-
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Map data ©2019 Google

Figure 1: Urbanonyms retaining their historical (pre-war) motivational base, marked
on a map (black). The pre-war extent of the built-up area is depicted in grey outline.

OBROVNIK

Figure 2: The current situation in Jesenik’s urbanonymy (2017) with regard to motivation
— commemorative names are marked in black, names with different motivation in grey.
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morative motivation which led to a fall in the overall percentage of commemora-
tive names. Of 11 new urbanonyms created in this decade just 4 were commemo-
rative, celebrating Czech writers and composers (Erbenova, Sladkova, Janackova,
Smetanova), while the remaining 7 were based on the physical reality of the town
(e.g. Rudna, Prima, Na Strani —respectively meaning ‘Ore Street’, ‘Straight Street’
and ‘On the Slope”). One of the new names could be classified as a marketing
urbanonym — RuZova, meaning ‘Rose Street’ (cf. David, 2011, p. 202). In 1992,
59.5% of all urbanonyms in Jesenik were commemorative. However, by 1996
just 3 of the 19 newly created urbanonyms were non-commemorative (Lucni,
Priichodni and Za Podjezdem — respectively referring to meadows, a passageway
and a nearby underpass); this indicates a gradual rising trend in the overall use of
commemorative urbanonyms. Currently (as of 2017) 67% of urbanonyms are
commemorative (66 names). Graph 2 shows the changing proportion of urbano-
nyms with a commemorative base.

In terms of location, commemorative names are concentrated mainly in the town
centre; the area surrounding the centre has names with mostly different motiva-
tion (both historical and ahistorical). Commemorative names are also prevalent in
the more recently built parts of the town which date from the second half of the
20" century (in the areas built in the south-east of the town during the 1980s the
numbers of commemorative and non-commemorative names are approximately
equal, while commemorative names predominate in the more recently built areas —
in the north and south central parts of the town). Both commemorative and non-
-commemorative names can be found on the outskirts of the town. The proportions
are again roughly equal in the industrial part of the town; commemorative names
predominate in the west of the town and non-commemorative names form a majo-
rity on the south side of the main road running to the south-west of the town (see
Figure 2). In the 1990s a themed group of (commemorative) urbanonyms was cre-
ated — Moravskda, Slezska and Beskydska (referring respectively to the historical
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provinces of Moravia, Silesia and the Beskydy mountains)’, next to which is Hor-
ska (‘“Mountain Street’); this practice is not unusual in contemporary urbanonymy
(cf. David, 2017).

The names of famous Czech writers and other artists are commonly found in
the names of streets on the outskirts of the town, streets of the housing estate in
the town, or other streets that are relatively small or unimpressive in appearance. '’
It is debatable whether these names still perform a genuinely commemorative func-
tion (celebrating the commemorated figures) or whether they are now perceived
by the local population as merely a typical feature of the town’s urbanonymy —
similarly to the Czech topoformants -ov or -ovic(e) which have lost their original
possessive meaning and are now perceived as typical suffixes of place names (-ov
for towns, -ovic(e) for villages; see Sramek, 1990, p. 73; cf. David, 2011, p. 145).
When naming new streets, the municipal council chooses the names of important
figures who (as in the post-war renamings) lack any connection with the town;
e.g. the approval (in 2011) of the street name Vachalova (after the painter Josef
Vachal). In a way, these commemorative names are desemantized; they no longer
genuinely commemorate the person, becoming instead a mere symbol (type) of
urbanonymy whose original function has faded and is no longer perceived as gen-
uinely commemorative by the local population (which may also be due to a lack
of interest in the motivation of the names).!!

J. David has described how commemorative (depersonal) urbanonyms function
as brands; he points out the formal manifestations of this — e.g. the inappropriate
use of adjectival instead of nominal declination (Smetanova > Smetanova; David,
2010, p. 136) —and the unclear motivation of urbanonyms commemorating figures
who are relatively insignificant from a national perspective (typical of the outskirts
of communities, e.g. the names of members of the proletarian movement — cf.
David, 2010, p. 136; David, 2011, p. 168). However, street names on the outskirts
of Jesenik predominantly commemorate major artists and scientists of national
significance; regional figures are represented only minimally (Priessnitzova, Dit-
tersdorfova, Raymannitv park).'> Even in the latter cases, the commemorated name

Although these urbanonyms represent a case of “false motivation”, I classify them as com-
memorative names (see David, 2010, p. 135, note 15).

The commemorative motive is often associated with larger, grander streets and public places:
“Names motivated by commemoration cannot be used for any urban space but only for those
spaces that fulfil certain criteria of size and appearance.” (David, 2010, p. 132)

Alack of public interest in the motivation of standardized street names was found by J. David
and J. Davidova Glogarova (2015, p. 342).

However, anthroponyms of important local figures are quite numerous in the names of tourist
attractions or non-standardized names (e.g. the Schroth—Priessnitz trail, the V. Priessnitz trail,
Ripperova promendda [the ‘Ripper Promenade’], U Vincka [‘Vincek’s house’], Vila Ernsta
Regenharta [the ‘Ernst Regenhart villa’], etc.).
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is sometimes degraded in common usage (though most likely not deliberately but
rather because the depersonal name is no longer seen as genuinely commemorating
a person, but is perceived as a brand instead) — cf. the non-standardized version
of Smetanovy sady (‘Smetana Gardens’, after the Czech composer) > Smetdky
(smetak is a slang term for a waste dump).

The fact that deanthroponymic toponyms do not necessarily represent genuine
celebrations of the commemorated individual is also exemplified by other cases
of non-standardized urbanonyms that still remain in common use.'® In some cases,
the non-standardized urbanonymy includes formerly standardized names which
no longer feature among the official street names and which can thus now be
classified as non-standardized — e.g. Leninka (the abbreviated form of the former
Leninova ulice, i.e. “Lenin Street”, today Dittersdorfova) or analogously Stalinka
(Stalinova ulice, today Lipovska). This usage is typical mainly among the middle
and older generations; younger people tend to have just a passive knowledge of
these names. Extracts from three interviews illustrate this:

“And now it’s Stalinka, isn’t it? That’s ... Stalinka is now called [...] Lipovskad
Street, yes. It was Stalinova and nobody says ‘we’re going to Lipovska’ — we say
‘we’re walking along Stalinka’. [...] Leninka [ ...] That’s Dittersdorfova nowa-
days. [...] It used to be Leninka, Leninova. And now people say... But nobody
says ‘we’re going to Dittersdorfova’ — we say ‘we’re on Leninka’.” (female
respondents, age 66, 66 and 66)

“That school is still called Gottwaldovka — even though it’s actually called the
Nabrezni primary school, it’s still Gottwaldovka. [...] Those are the old names.
Leninka isn’t as common as it used to be — people have started calling it Dit-
tersdorfka. Now, it’s called Dittersdorfova but before it was Leninova, but you
don’t... I don’t hear that anymore.” (male respondent, age 71, female respond-
ent, age 70)

“Leninka — people still call it Leninka, which is Dittersdorfova [...] It’s becau-
se that’s where the main nursery school was, so people used to go to Leninka.”
(male respondent, age 61).

The continuing use of these names — which still persist in the town’s living urba-
nonymy although no longer officially extant — is a consequence of the frequent
renamings which have brought a lack of stability to the urbanonymic situation.
The use of names such as Leninka does not glorify the commemorated person —
though originally, when first applied, the names did certainly perform that function.

13" For more on living (non-standardized) toponyms see David — Méacha, 2014, pp. 18-23. The field
research for the non-standardized urbanonymy of Jesenik was conducted in the summer of
2017.
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4. Comparison of urbanonymy
in the Czech borderlands and the rest of the country

The development of urbanonymy in the Czech borderlands followed essentially
the same course as urbanonymy in the rest of the country, i.e. the “interior” areas
further from the borders (cf. Harvalik, 2004, pp. 29—34; David, 2011, pp. 166—185).
Important milestones in Czechoslovakia’s political history — described in the pre-
vious sections — were 1918, 1938, 1945, 1968 (or the 1960s in general) and 1989.
However, social changes were more dynamic in the borderlands, including both
linguistic and demographic shifts — to a lesser extent after 1918 and to a dramatic
extent after 1945. The latter year was the main turning-point for urbanonymy in the
borderlands as most historical names were abandoned and the commemorative
motive began to play a major role.

The commemorative motive also played the primary role in the “interior” areas
of Czechoslovakia following the Second World War, though after 1989 it gave
way to primarily non-commemorative names. In the 1990s, urbanonymy in Cze-
choslovakia (as well as in other post-communist countries of Central and Southern
Europe; cf. Odalos, 1996, p. 81) began to exhibit a tendency towards de-schema-
tization (accompanied by depersonalization and a decline in commemoration) and
nationalization (linked with process of traditionalization and theization). Although
in the borderlands (at least in the town of Jesenik) the 1980s brought a certain
decline in commemorative names, the commemorative motive staged a revival
in the 1990s (though this trend in Jesenik is at variance with the trend found by
J. MatuSova in two other borderland towns, Jilemnice and Vrchlabi —see Matisova,
1988, p. 89; 1989, p. 182; it would therefore be useful to carry out research in other
borderland towns, or in other towns with former majority German populations).
J. David (2011, p. 167) likewise does not consider this trend to be a major feature
of present-day urbanonymy; commemorative names were found to make up around
44% of all names in Czech towns and cities though in some places the figure reach-
es 70% (David, 2011, p. 168). Jesenik (67% commemorative names'?) is close to
this upper boundary; in this regard it is similar to the new towns or large housing
estates created in the post-war period (e.g. Havifov, Ostrava-Poruba) or former
villages which became industrial towns during the 19" century (Kladno, the Pra-
gue district of Liben, Ostrava-Vitkovice; for both types see David, 2011, p. 176;
cf. also David — Davidova Glogarova, 2015, p. 349). Unlike these communities,
Jesenik can trace a continuous history back to the Middle Ages but the dramatic
upheaval of 1945 — combined with the arrival of new settlers and extensive sub-
sequent demolition and rebuilding — meant that the town shared many common
features with the communist-era new towns.

14" The situation is similar to that in another borderland town — Novy Jigin, where 70% of names
are currently commemorative (Dobesova, 2018, p. 67).
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Besides the large proportion of commemorative urbanonyms and the low number
of historical names, a further typical feature of borderland towns such as Jesenik
is the use of commemorative names celebrating figures of national stature even at
locations on the outskirts of the town (in Jesenik e.g. Thamova, Raisova, Purkyrio-
va, Janackova). This does not mirror the general tendency in areas further away
from the borders, where “the ideological value of commemorative names chosen
for streets on the outskirts of towns and cities is always lower” (David, 2011,
p. 168). The situation in Jesenik seems to be connected either with the above de-
scribed weakening of the celebratory function of commemorative names (when
commemoration comes to be viewed as the only possible way of naming streets in
a town), or on the other hand with an attempt to boost the prestige of a street by
attaching a commemorative name to it. Only further research in different locations
will reveal whether this is a specific feature of Jesenik, or whether it is in fact
a common feature in other borderland towns; the results for Jesenik are somewhat
at variance with the results for small borderland towns (Vrchlabi and Jilemnice)
found by J. Matasova (1988, p. 86; 1989, p. 181). In her view, a typical feature of
this category of town is the predominant use of names derived from the reality on
the ground (buildings, natural features), followed by the use of commemorative
names which celebrate regional (rather than national) figures. However, in Jesenik
there are very few such names. Research into the current urbanonymic situation in
other borderland towns (including graphic representations of motivational bases)
would help to either generalize or negate these conclusions.

5. Conclusions

After the Second World War, the borderland towns in today’s Czech Republic
experienced an artificial disruption in their demographic and linguistic continuity —
and thus also in their place memory and urbanonymy. The towns’ former German
history was pushed aside to be replaced with a new Czech future — and changes of
place names were one way in which this process was to be accomplished. Today’s
urbanonymy draws only minimally on that of the pre-war era. In the location under
investigation — the North Moravian town of Jesenik — just one-sixth of all current
urbanonyms can be traced to their historical roots. The main motivation for the
current urbanonyms is commemorative; the number of commemorative names
continues to rise (tendencies towards traditionalization and revitalization of urba-
nonyms were not observed). In this regard, the urbanonymy of borderland towns
resembles that of the new towns built during the communist period (after 1945).
The current situation — with a predominance of commemorative motivation and
ahistorical names — thus supports the frequently voiced stereotypical views of the
essentially rootless nature of the population in the Czech Republic’s borderlands,
their loss of identity (cf. Cidlinova, 2013).
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The example of the town of Jesenik also indicates that commemorative names
are losing their genuinely commemorative (celebratory) function and are becoming
a typical desemantized feature of urbanonymy instead; this is to a certain extent
revealed in the common usage of these names among local people. However, when
naming streets and other public places, commemoration need not be viewed as the
only available (or the only appropriate) option — though in some cases this may
indeed be so. The high proportion of national figures commemorated in Jesenik’s
urbanonymy (at the expense of local figures), even on the outskirts of the town, may
be due to an attempt to boost the prestige of the town (or the street) by attaching
a renowned and respected name to it.
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BOHMISCH GASSE, SCHILLERSTRASSE, TITOVA, SKOLNI —
JEDNA ULICE, MNOHO JMEN. URBANONYMIE CESKEHO POHRANICI
V PRUBEHU 20. STOLET]

Studie se zabyva urbanonymii (uli¢nimi nazvy) pohrani¢niho mésta Jesenik, a to na
pozadi historického vyvoje 20. stoleti. Mésto Jesenik (Ceska republika, Olomoucky
kraj) bylo v dobé stfedoveku osidlovano némeckym etnikem, které se stalo majoritou
(vétsina jmen tedy byla némeckého ptivodu). To se ovsem zménilo po roce 1945,
kdy bylo némecké obyvatelstvo odsunuto; Jesenik byl znovu osidlen Cechy z vnitro-
zemi, Slovaky, reemigranty atd. Do roku 1989 byl Jesenik jako mésto Ceskoslovenska
soucasti vychodniho bloku. Uli¢ni nazvy, které jsou zavislé na (politickém) vyvoji
spolecnosti, proto byly v pohrani¢i nestabilni a mély — ve srovnani s vnitrozemim —
svuj specificky vyvoj (to se tyka napt. bohemizace po roce 1945 a piejmenovani).
Do soucasnosti se zachovalo pouze 16 % ptvodnich (pfedvalecnych) urbanonym
(z hlediska motivacni baze). Tento stav je piedevsim vysledkem castého uzivéani
honorifika¢niho motivu v povaleéné dob&. Honorifikace se stala hlavnim motivem
pii pojmenovani ulic. V pohranic¢i se honorifikaéni jména (oslavujici vyznamné na-
rodni osobnosti) objevuji také na periferii, coz muze byt dano tim, Ze ztraceji svou
honorifika¢ni funkci.
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