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Research problem

The strategy of research into the dissertation object is based on four criteria. First,
it is a study of a phenomenon and its development. Second, the study is not confined to
the present territory of the Republic of Lithuania. Third, the research problem and
questions raised are interpreted in a broader light of examples from the European
historiography, which enable to contextualise past features of the local social reality and
search for similarities and/or differences as well as common points in the development of
the phenomena which existed in different regions. Fourth, the object under analysis is
perceived as a phenomenon with a multifaceted structure. Therefore, an attempt is made
to look for new theoretical approaches rather than limit oneself to a traditional historical
narrative.

Historiography has seen attempts to disclose the development of society, uneven
social structure, its specific features, etc. through the analysis of one phenomenon.
However, this is only possible by looking at that phenomenon from different
perspectives and analysing it as a product of different spheres of social reality, because
focusing on a single aspect of the phenomenon limits the possibilities for interpretation
which would reveal the multifunctional nature of the phenomenon and uneven
trajectories of its development.

The phenomenon of the castle is one of those problems which has not been
analysed systematically and consistently. The existing historiography has mostly
perceived the castle as unrelated to the social environment or political circumstances
and, therefore, it was frequently presented as a military or architectural object.

The origin and development of the castle in Western European historiography
have been evaluated in the context of changes in socio-political circumstances and,
therefore, seen as an integral part of social reality for a long time. In his article published
in 1938, the French historian Roger Auben adjusted the traditional position of
historiography concerning the formation of castles by drawing attention to the
relationship between the evolution of the castles in the 10th — 11th c. France and its
regions and the genesis of feudalism. Therefore, since then the development of the castle
has been interpreted taking into account the socio-political heterogeneity of different
territories and local conditions. Though Lithuanian historiography identified the

territorial heterogeneity of Grand Duchy of Lithuania (hereinafter GDL) at the end of the
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19th c., it lacks studies which would analyse a certain phenomenon, legal institute or
social group in its integral heterogeneity.

A qualitatively new perspective to the study of castles in European historiography
was given by one of the publications in the series published by the Constance Work
Group for Medieval History, devoted to the significance of castles and their legal and
structural history. In this fundamental two-volume collection of articles the phenomenon
of the castle is analysed in a multi-layered perspective and the introductory article
written by the Austrian historian Herwig Ebner reveals and provides arguments
supporting the multifunctional and multifaceted (political-military, sociological,
economic-administrative, judicial, religious) nature of the castle which had hardly been
discussed in historiography until then. At the same time the analysis of the castle is
divided according to regions/areas in this way reflecting the diversity of the development
of castles in different territories.

The research problem of the dissertation is shaped by this particular tradition in
Western European historiography. At the same time the examples from Western
European historiography provide opportunities to see the drawbacks of Lithuanian
historiography and to develop new approaches toward uninvestigated or insufficiently
investigated GDL phenomena. It becomes obvious that the phenomenon of the castle in
the GDL is neither perceived nor explained systematically, its multi-functionality and
heterogeneity are not taken into account. On the other hand, there are no attempts to
interpret this phenomenon in the context of GDL territorial (structural) and social
heterogeneity. Besides, the castle has not yet been explained in its direct relationship
with the socio-political processes in the GDL or its society, i.e. local GDL societies. It is
not clear what development trends and forms the castle exhibited in different GDL lands,
what relationships with the castle were maintained by local societies, what policy the
grand duke was implementing with regard to the castle depending on a particular
territory. The subordination and status of the castle, which varied depending on the GDL

lands and their role in the state, are not known either.

Research object
The research object of this dissertation is the castle as a qualitatively variable

phenomenon, depending on the socio-political circumstances. The castle is perceived as

6



a spatial, social, symbolic, legal and representative phenomenon of the medieval and
early modern society, whose development in the GDL was not even and depended on
local (legal, social, political) conditions. At the same time the castle is seen as an integral
part of social reality which is interpretable only in relation to society, its transformations
and activities, and changing geopolitical circumstances.

The castle can validly be considered the most representative phenomenon of the
Middle Ages. Its dynamic development and changing multifunctional nature represent
the changes of the whole medieval epoch and its society. According to Georges Duby,
‘in any case the new social structure is forming around the fortified building, i.e. the
castle’. It means that the castle represents the formation of a new social structure and
configurations of the changing power, i.e. executed and implemented policy.

As has been mentioned, the phenomenon of the castle has not yet been
systematically studied in Lithuanian historiography. On the other hand, there is an issue
of the origin of the castle, its development and relation to society. To put it
metaphorically, the castle could be considered a prism and a pencil of rays directed at it
could be seen as society, while the breaking waves (colours) of light could be perceived

as different forms of social life with their characteristic structure and content.

Research aim and objectives
The aim of this research is to disclose the development of the castle as a
phenomenon in the GDL in the period of the 14th — the first half of the 16th c. in the
context of socio-political transformations.
Research objectives:
1. To define the concept of the castle as a phenomenon.
2. To formulate the territorial model of the castle and describe the development
of the castle taking into account different GDL territories and societies.
3. To identify different levels of the castle territory.
4. To analyse the internal (micro) and external (macro) social environment of the
castle and their changes.
5. To name the official character (e.g. administrative) of the castle and discuss
social categories of the castle in their relation to the castle territory and its

economic mechanism.



6. To identify the subordination of the castle (sovereign, dynasty, dukes, nobility,
etc.) depending on the lands constituting the GDL and changes in the 14th —
the first half of the 16th c.

7. To reconstruct the status of the castle (e.g., office-bound, mortgage, etc.) in
different GDL territories.

8. To identify the nature of the castle as a judicial and legal object and its relation
to other structures.

9. To identify the development of the castle as regalia and the licence to
crenellate in the GDL.

Research methodology

The castle as one of the main territorial-structural components of medieval society
is to be understood in relation to different local social environments. Therefore, the
castle and its space is a direct expression of socio-political relations and conditions. As
the French sociologist Henri Lefebvre has aptly observed, ‘every society is creating its
own space with its specific features and specific groups in which the concept of society
can generally be perceived’. The phenomenon of the castle in the GDL is to be evaluated
in the light of this idea on the assumption that social environments (local societies) of
separate lands of the state could be characterised by different traditions of socio-political
and legal development which determined the evolution of the castle, transformations and
the relationship with the castle itself. Thus, the castle can be seen as one of those
phenomena whose development reflects the GDL structure.

In one of his articles on space and time, the German historian Reihart Koselleck
treats both categories as conditions of possible history. However, space is given
exclusive attention because, according to the historian, ‘space has its own history [...] It
is perceived in history because it changes socially, economically and politically’. In this
case the GDL space cannot be perceived monolithically, it is rather to be evaluated as a
state composed of several territories characterised by uneven development which differ
from each other (e.g. with respect to subordination, status, law), therefore, the castle as a
phenomenon acquires different development trajectories and forms. Here Koselleck’s
metaphor of simultaneity of the non-simultaneous (die Gleichzeitigkeit des

Ungleichzeitigen) which presupposes multi-layered time would be appropriate. In the
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case of the castle it is clearly expressed in different trajectories of the development of
this phenomenon depending on the GDL territories and the existing social environment.

The latter theoretical position is expanded by the methodological position of the
differences in  development and the balancing of development (die
Entwicklungsunterschiede und Entwicklungsausgleich) expressed in the seminal article
of the German medievalist Peter Moraw and illustrated with such phenomena of
common European history as church organisation, formation of towns, and universities.

Methodologically the castle is to be interpreted as a certain structure (territorial —
social — power) whose perception requires a certain specific approach to source texts, i.e.
by trying to connect the messages from the sources distant from each other in time and
space into one meaningful chain, therefore, as was aptly pointed out by Koselleck,
‘events can only be narrated, structures can only be described’, because empirical
material in this kind of work very rarely has a plot and individualised characters, on the
contrary, it is static and provides an arena or a stage where the action is taking place.
Therefore, the methodological division between the research strategies of ‘structure’ and
‘event” is formulated. The latter assumes that the event is ‘evoked’ by particular
individuals (subjects) and their actions, while the structure is above the individual and is
to be perceived from the perspective of multifunctional causality. That is why the
reduction of the explanation of the structure to the actions of individuals or their groups
simplifies the existing complexity of the phenomenon and its environment and prevents
the disclosure of its development and conditions. On the other hand, the structures
themselves are recognizable only in relation to the events in which they are articulated
and identified.

At the same time the methodological position is based on a certain imperative
recorded in a fragment of Marc Bloch’s notes which could be interpreted as one of the
main features of the historiographical concept of the Annales School that ‘the concept
event is to be substituted by phenomenon. An event is an ensemble of facts whose only
common denominator is that everything falls into the same category. A phenomenon
derives from the analysis of events’.

This work follows the historiographical traditions of the history of structures and
social history. One of the first historians to propose the concept of the history of

structures (histoire des structures) was Fernand Braudel, who explained it as an analysis
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of long-term (longue durée) structures and conditions. The characteristic features of this
model of explanation (in historiography quite often considered as an approach or a
methodological position) is that particular relations and circumstances of historical
reality, processes above the influence of the individual, development of phenomena
become the main object of research leaving separate events and historical personalities in
the background. Phenomena and different areas of social reality become the subject
matter of this descriptive study. Studies in social history focus on the problems of social
groups and their relationships. The heterogeneity of social relations is emphasised and a
particular social group is analysed and interpreted at different levels of social reality (e.g.
legal, political, etc.) trying to avoid disciplinary isolation.

It should be noted that the position of the history of structures provides an
opportunity to construct a generalising typological interpretational model without
ignoring separate entities. On the other hand, the social history approach as part of the
history of structures studies social groups, their relationships and development.
Therefore, this work combines both approaches and tries to disclose the heterogeneity of

the phenomenon under analysis in the greatest possible detail.

Research methods

The research methodology of the dissertation presupposes the choice of methods.
In order to reveal the complexity and multi-functionality of the phenomenon of the
castle, i.e. the diversity of intermingling and overlapping functions in the phenomenon,
an encounter with the structuralist method is unavoidable. As an object of research the
castle is divided into its components-functions which are interpreted and evaluated in
their mutual relationship within the object; thus, the castle is perceived as a whole in its
internal relationship of different functions. In short, a systemic-structural analysis is
necessary in order to investigate an object as a whole, i.e. by dividing the object into
integral logical units which, however, should be evaluated and interpreted without
separating them from the whole, i.e. without reducing them to their own autonomy.

The application of the comparative method is motivated by the territorial and
social structure of the GDL and regionalism of European development and should be
divided into two levels: synchronic and diachronic. This method takes into account the

‘diversity’ of the castle development in the GDL and allows for the interpretation of
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castle development in the contexts of Central and Eastern as well as Western Europe
(which would provide a better understanding of the castle development in the GDL) by
helping to identify common trends, differences, analogies and processes causing that
development. In this case the synchronic approach focuses on simultaneous
transformations of the phenomenon and processes taking place in their context, though in
different regions or development trends. On the other hand, the diachronic approach
stresses the possibility of comparing societies distant in time, but existing on a similar
level of social development.

The retrospective method allows for interpreting a period which has not been
sufficiently described by historical sources on the basis of chronologically succeeding
sources. This extrapolation of sources to earlier epochs may prove useful in the
investigation of slowly or slightly changing territorial structures of separate castles and

attached territories (manors, villages, etc.).

Theses to be defended

1. The castle is a phenomenon with a complex structure which could be
explained only in its relationship with society and taking into account specific
socio-political conditions and transformations. The castle is a multi-layered
phenomenon exhibiting different spheres of social reality, including territorial-
spatial, administrative-economic, political-governing, symbolic-
representational-social, legal-judicial.

2. The development of the castle in the GDL was uneven and exhibited different
trajectories of development in different regions (Lithuania propria, Samogitia,
Ruthenian lands).

3. The castle and its spaces are identified on three levels: internal castle territory
(micro), external castle territory (macro), castle regions.

4. The castle as an object of subordination was unequally subordinate to the
following subjects: the sovereign, dynasty, dukes, nobility, church, and gentry.

5. The status levels of the castle were of different nature and changeable:

nominal (the highest), real, fief-office-bound, and mortgage.
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6. Depending on the territory, the (local) castle society was formed by the
internal (micro) and external (macro) social environments of the castle which
consisted of different social groups characteristic of agricultural society.

7. The castle had some official characteristics, including administrative and
economic functions, which were carried out by certain officials.

8. The castle had exceptional judicial (court, administration of justice,
courtroom) and legal (relationship with the town, jurisdiction) functions which
directly expressed and symbolised the castle as a ‘source’ of power and justice
related to the sovereign’s person.

9. The castle belonged to the group of the so-called sovereign regalia
(monopolist rights). However, the regalia (licence to crenellate and manage) of
the castle (any fortification) have never been monolithic or belonged only to
the sovereign, but changed depending on political circumstances and existing

social situation.

Dissertation structure

The dissertation consists of an introduction, four parts, conclusions, a list of
sources and literature, and appendices. All sections and their subsections express the
structuralist approach toward the problem under analysis which is perceived and
interpreted in the comparative perspective of the whole study.

The first part attempts to formulate a definition of the castle phenomenon as
manifold and changing in time and describe the concept in the European context.

The second part constructs the model of the castle territory. It presents the
conception of different constituents of the external territory of the castle. This model is
based on the examples of European historiography devoted to the problem of the castle.
The relationship of the castle with other territorial structures (e.g., village, manor) is
analysed in this part as well.

The third part investigates the office-bound character of the castle, its (local)
society, social groups which belonged to the castle (e.g., unfree peasants, peasant
performing military service such as barciai, keliuociai, etc.). The social characteristics of
the castle (e.g., administration, economy) is analysed from the perspective of the GDL

regionalism and in relation to the castle territory.
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The fourth part analyses the subordination-dependency problem of the castle.
Different forms of subordination-dependency are identified (nominal, real, fief, office-
bound, mortgage) depending on the socio-political circumstances and their changes are
explained. Besides, the typology of castle subordination-dependency is provided by
distinguishing the sovereign (state) (a), dynasty (b), church (c), dukes (d), nobility (e),
gentry (f).

Research chronology

An attempt is made in this work not to limit oneself to formal temporal landmarks
which are usually seen as certain dates marking the beginning and the end of a particular
epoch. The research chronology in this dissertation was determined by several motives.
First, a long-term phenomenon is investigated, therefore, its development and changes
are revealed only through the relationship of facts, actions, socio-political circumstances
and a particular situation. Second, in dealing with the castle we deal with one of the
structural elements of power (state) whose development can be appreciated only in a
long-term perspective. Third, the castle itself should be perceived as a (social, territorial)
structure whose development is an expression of socio-political transformations. Fourth,
different GDL lands could be characterised by an uneven development of the castle
phenomenon, therefore, there cannot be a universal model or a research chronology,
because what was characteristic of one territory at a particular time might not be
characteristic of another.

Chronological landmarks of the study:

o the formation of the GDL as an early feudal monarchy in the 14th c., which
marks the emergence of new political and social organisations.

e the structures of the castles emerging in Lithuania propria and Samogitia
at the juncture of the 13th — 14th centuries are attributable to the
establishment of one ruling dynasty.

e integration of regional GDL principalities in the 15th c. and the first

attempts at the centralisation of the state.
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e the phenomenon of homogial oaths as the start of the transformation of the
old organisation of Ruthenian territories and principalities in the late 14th —
early 15th c.

e manifestation of the decline and/or transformation of wooden castles in
Lithuania propria in the late 14th c.

e internal power changes. The rise of the GDL nobility in the juncture of the
15th — 16th centuries and the associated emergence of castles in their land
holdings.

e technological changes (of artillery) in the first half of the 16th c. as well as
the changing architectonics, function and purpose of castles: from castle to
palaces.

e the valakas land reform (Wallach Reform) and administrative-judicial
(pavietas) (powiat) reform in the 16th c. which changed the old territorial

and social structures of local societies.

The Concept of the Castle

From the object to the structure

One of the many problems encountered by a historian investigating ancient
societies is their anachronistic interpretations and concepts which determine them and
are used in order to name the social reality of a distant epoch. It is obvious that any
theory or model are only as valid as systematically the concepts used as means of
analysis are articulated, because each theory is a system of clearly and consistently used
concepts and categories, which is not derived directly from sources but enables to
identify, describe and interpret reality. The system of concepts is an instrument;
however, the concepts used are not adequate for a particular previous social reality and
its phenomena. On the contrary, research concepts are formulated in order to ’bring
closer’ the distant society and its phenomena to modern times.

In general, there is a distinct semantic vagueness between the word, term and
concept (of the castle). A concept is a word, but not every word is a concept. The
semantic dynamics of historical concepts is aptly disclosed in the introductory article by
Reinhart Koselleck to the monumental dictionary Fundamental Concepts of History. One

can talk about a concept only when the meanings of an individual term, expressing the
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order of things are bundled and discussed in connection with the function of definition.
Meanwhile, the term accommodates features of the existing order of things; its meaning
can be substantive (specific), although defined differently. To put it simply, a term has a
relatively specific definition. In terms of content, the term is not as capacious as a
concept, but its shape is more elaborate, more substantiated, less conditional and
contradictory. Thus, talking about the lexicon of sources, the word naming the castle is
understood as the simultaneous linguistic expression of a particular object; meanwhile
the content which it is given in the text as a historical term (terminus technicus) is
formulated on the basis of the interpretation of the source. It should be noted that the
castle is not to be perceived as a concept in the primary sense of this word, but when the
castle phenomenon is interpreted over a long time span and in a heterogeneous space, the
content of the castle ‘expands’ and becomes problematic and hardly definable in a
homogeneous and uncontroversial way.

Several important moments concerning the castle development in the GDL which
are directly related to the content of the concept of the castle should be noted and
highlighted in this section. In the introductory section three names were mentioned
which, in a sense, constitute the main theoretical and methodological positions which
account for the diversity of the GDL phenomena, including the castle. They deserve to
be distinguished here:

e each society is creating a distinctive space with its phenomena which
enable getting to know it (H. Lefebvre).

e societies which are close to each other in terms of space have different
trajectories of development and phenomena they create, which causes
differences in development (P. Moraw).

e the topos of simultaneity of the non-simultaneous (R. Koselleck).

Where does the castle come in here? It is suggested that a castle is a multi-layered
phenomenon created by different societies. Though it is usual to perceive the GDL as
one society, it must be admitted that it would be more correct to talk about societies
constituting this state which ‘joined” this political structure at different times and in
different ways. A reservation should be made at this point that generalisation is an

inevitable part of any science; therefore, various contradictions in the concept of the
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castle are possible. On the other hand, ignoring the social and territorial heterogeneity of
the GDL, which was also noticed in the case of the castle, would prevent an adequate
understanding of this phenomenon.

A holistic view attempting to encompass the development of the castle in such a
broad and heterogeneous space as the GDL encounters the problem of part and whole,
the problem of concepts of ideographic and history of structures and writing models. In
trying to reconcile part and whole, the controversy between depth and breadth
impartially, we encounter a methodological aporia. These approaches presuppose two
opportunities for writing history. One is to write about the castle development of a
separate historical region of the GDL or about the development of one castle as a
specific object (as a side issue) and another is to interpret the GDL as historical entity
whose complexity presupposes the diversity of the castle phenomenon depending on the
territory, therefore, the castle could be perceived as a phenomenon and analysed in the
GDL space. In the first case, due to clarity the castle problem loses its content which can
be acquired only by attempting to reconstruct a general, though internally controversial,
picture from separate objects of the same phenomenon. In the second case, we are
dealing with a heterogeneous GDL phenomenon.

Otto Gerhard Oexle proposes a third — the middle — road. It is to be seen as a
reconciliation of part and whole analyses. Johann Gustav Droysen’s suggestion that ‘the
whole can only be perceived from its parts and parts can only be understood within the
whole’ is equally significant. Therefore, the castle phenomenon in the GDL is interpreted
as a whole with all its differences depending on the territories of the state, while the
latter can be revealed only by looking at particular castles, i.e. by analysing the most
representative examples recorded in the sources. In such a way the whole is interpreted
through its parts, and the parts are interpreted within the whole.

An attempt to define a castle as a historical phenomenon has some essential
aspects. In historiography a medieval castle is frequently presented as an object of
architecture or defence. However, the castle should be perceived primarily as a centre of
power and authority which evolved and developed depending on particular socio-
political circumstances which determined “divisions’ of the subordination and ownership

of the castle. In the absence of stable administrative structures of centralised power, the
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castle was almost the only entity assisting in the formation and organisation of the
emerging power space.

The castle should be perceived as a constituent part of the power implementation
mechanism with a judicially and administratively subordinate bet very heterogeneous
territory, with a subordinate social-official apparatus and an exceptional judicial
structure. It formed a certain territory and served as its administrative centre with internal
infrastructure and economic provision mechanism.

A systematic construction of medieval castle in Europe started approximately in
the 10th c., and the quantitative leap is linked with the 12th — 13th c. and a breakthrough
in the construction of nobility castles. In general, the castle in Western Europe marks the
strengthening of feudal political units. Thus, the castle issue is an issue of feudalism.
Therefore, an assumption could be made that the nature of the castle development partly
expresses the intensity of the formation of feudalism and its institutes.

Considering the castle as a phenomenon of medieval feudal society, it should be
noted that this phenomenon acquired uneven forms in different regions in Europe. It
reflects the heterogeneous nature of the castle, therefore, a universal definition cannot be
provided. We can only talk about certain fundamental features characteristic of the
castles in every European region. In this sense, the castle should be perceived as a
constantly changing object which is acquiring new structural forms depending on local
and central socio-political circumstances.

The definition of a castle is polysemous, and its perception and interpretation
depends on the approach adopted for the study. The data provided by the sources are
laconic and assumptions have to be made not about the castle itself which depending on
the language of the source is given different names (castrum, arx, fortalicium, hus,
huszer, zamek, copoow, copoooks), but about the territorial structures formed with a
relatively developed socio-topography and surrounding structures. Besides, the
definition of the castle should include the aspect of the castle as a symbolic structure of
medieval society. In this context, the castle serves as an expression of power and social
status. Therefore, the castle should be perceived as a heterogeneous phenomenon whose
development is to be interpreted in the context of the socio-political development of the

time depending on a particular GDL territory and its local society. The construction of a
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new castle marks an attempt by the sovereign to territorially and symbolically establish
his authority in a new territory.

There are two essential criteria which caused the formation of the castle as a
structure and which serve as a basis in this work for the understanding of the main
condition of castle evolution. First, the formation of large land ownership whose levels
(monarch, church, nobility) caused the diversity of castle ownership. Second, the process
of subordination and dependency of peasants whose supreme expression was serfdom
which started at the juncture of the 13th — 14th centuries and lasted until the middle of
the 16th c.

The castle is defined as a structure comprising three aspects: territory (a), society
(b), power-authority (c). The castle is perceived as a nucleus which is uniting and
forming a territory; this territory was eventually transformed into a legally,
administratively and economically subordinate territory with clearly defined boundaries.
It consisted of various social categories defined by different subordination-dependency,
including individuals of peasant and non-peasant origin, in such a way forming the castle
society, its social organisation. In these territorial and social planes of the castle as a
local structure unfolded the power-authority hierarchy with its subjects. The castle was
that element of medieval society which concentrated power and helped separate
powerful subjects establish their authority over a certain territory and its population.
Therefore, from the sociological point of view, the castle performed the roles of
symbolic (ideological) and real (direct) authority and a representative of justice in the
society of its time. The castle is interpreted as a power-authority structure which was

unfolding and creating a specific territory with a subordinate social environment.

Conclusions

1. The concept of the castle is formulated on the basis of several interrelated criteria:
territorial — GDL, chronological — 14th — first half of the 16th c., cases/quantitative —
separate castles. The latter is the central axis of this ‘construction®. During the study
period the largest possible number of cases when separate castles were mentioned in
the surviving sources and all relevant information were collected. In this way an
attempt was made to accumulate the most reliable and representative information

which enabled to discuss and draw conclusions about the features of all GDL
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territories and their castles. In general, each separately discussed GDL castle could be
characterised by the same content (territory, subordinate society, power relations),
thus, the castle is interpreted as a phenomenon. Due to that this study is not about an
object (a case), but about a phenomenon (the whole complex of cases).

. The names of fortifications and castles in written sources from the period of the 9th —
16th c. are polysemous. Several writing traditions could be distinguished: Latin
(castrum, civitas, castellum, arx), Middle High German (hus, huis, hws, haus, burc),
Russian-Ruthenian (copoo, epao), Polonised Ruthenian (zamok, samoxs). The earliest
references in the sources to fortifications in the “future® GDL space date back to the
9th c.. Some of them were written by Western European chroniclers. They used the
words of Latin origin civitas, urbs, fortalicium, arx, castrum to describe the
phenomena of Western European material culture, however, when local Central and
Eastern European structures were encountered and no linguistic equivalent could be
found in the lexicon to describe them, the only way out was to use a word whose
content was the closest to the phenomenon at hand. Therefore, the use of a word
(term) does not necessarily mean that such a phenomenon existed, taking into
account different perspectives of the historical development of European regions. The
same could be said about a mound whose existence does not necessarily mean a site
of an ancient castle because mounds are characteristic of the social structure of the
tribal (barbarian) period.

. In many cases the mound marks the place of a fortified settlement or hiding place
which was a territorial centre of the tribe as well as served religious functions.
Religion and secularism are not in opposition either in a tribal or medieval society,
because they cannot be perceived separately in these societies. Similarly, religious
and secular authorities were seen as causing and derived from each other. Therefore,
a place symbolising and representing any authority was considered sacred.

. The 9th — 13th c. tradition of Russian chronicles and the use of the word 2opoo, epao
have specific features. The Indo-European gardas marked an enclosed place as a
certain centre of a larger settlement. During the times of Kievan Rus it was
surrounded by an urban-type settlement. Besides, the Indo-European copoo, epao
shows the genetic relation in the development of a town and a castle. Yet little can be

said about the castle in the GDL Ruthenian territories before the 14th c., despite the
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fact that the above-mentioned zopoo, epao were subject to the dukes of Rurik dynasty
and considered the main trade and power centres of separate territories.

5. Several traditions related to the problem under analysis can be distinguished in
historiography. Russian historiography adopted the vocabulary of the sources directly
and any 2opoo, epao mentioned in the sources became miestas (town). Therefore, this
tradition, with a few exceptions, did not make a qualitative-typological distinction
between a town — fortified settlement — castle. The castle is frequently perceived as
the nucleus of the town, a central fortified place. Lithuanian historiography does not
consider the problem of the castle and its genesis in a broader socio-political context.
On the other hand, any studies of the castles are restricted to the 20th — 21st c. state
boundaries, which is not justified either theoretically or empirically.

6. The castle is a socio-political phenomenon whose formation started at the juncture of
the 13th — 14th c. in Lithuania propria and Samogitia. The formation of the castle as
a social and territorial structure in Ruthenian lands should be dated similarly. The
castle is interpreted and perceived on the basis of three criteria: territory (‘mastering’
of space), social environment (serfdom), and power-authority (subordination-
dependency). Several condition were necessary for the evolution of the castle
according to the model of Western European feudalism and castle formation in the
10th — 14th c.: formation of large landholdings, subordination of peasants to
landlords, clear stratification of society. Therefore, the castle characteristic of the
GDL in the 14th — 16th c. means concentration of power-authority and its expansion-
dissemination in the territory under formation with subordinate people of different
social categories.

7. Three territorial levels of the castle were distinguished in the study: regions of
castles, internal (micro) territory and external (macro) territory.

8. Written sources mention castles in Lithuania propria from the beginning of the 14th
c., and the evolution of the castle dates back to the juncture of the 13th — 14th c. and
is related to the establishment of the ruling dynasty. The 14th c. sources provide
evidence that in the nucleus of the state the densest network of the sovereign‘s castles
and manors had formed which underwent an essential transformation starting with
the first half of the 15th c.: the castles turned into economic units where the main

economic potential of the sovereign was concentrated. Besides, in the 14th — 15th c.
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10.

when the majority of castles in Lithuania propria lost their primary functions, the
formation of a network of residential castles started which included the (re)building
of some castles (of brick): Vilnius, Trakai, Kaunas, Gardinas (Hrodna), Naugardukas
(Navahrudak). It could be claimed that during the time under discussion several
breakthroughs took place in Lithuania propria: emergence of the castle, formation of
the densest network of castles and manors, transformation of castles into manors and
emergence of residential castles which marks a quantitative decline of castles starting
in the early 15th c.

Sources mention fortifications in Samogitia from the late 13th c. The majority were
simply fortified (enclosed) settlements where people would run and hide in case of
danger. Only a small number of them, built on the Nemunas river (Veliuona, Bisené),
could be considered castles. These castles were built on the initiative of the grand
duke and administered by people subject to him. It could be claimed that there were
several castles in this region, while in the depth of Samogitia there were at best
separate fortified settlements which reflected the structure of a tribal society. The
lack of castle structures in this GDL land could be accounted for by a poor
integration of Samogitia into the GDL in the period under discussion. It is best
represented by the privilege granted to Samogitia in 1441/1442 and the ban imposed
on the establishment of the sovereign’s castles and manors. In the juncture of the 15th
— 16th c. we encounter Veliuona, Skirsnemuné manors subject to the sovereign and
located in the places of former castles. It could be stated that the castle in Samogitia
does not become a phenomenon in the period under analysis. The castle structures
‘cease’ developing at the very beginning.

In Ruthenian territories state structure had existed before they were subjected to the
GDL, but they are not to be defined as castles because in this space it is problematic
to talk about the formation of large landholdings before the end of the 14th c. The
general social structure should also be evaluated because it includes social institutes
typical of tribal society. It is presumed that the GDL ‘exported’ qualitatively new
social relations into Ruthenian territories, especially from the late 14th c., which
resulted in the emergence of new social forms. It is stated that the castle is not only a
building of exceptional architectonics, but also an expression and a reflection of

certain social relations (power, subordination) which were creating a completely
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different territorial, and therefore subordinate, structure. Since the 15th — 16th c. there
had been a gradual quantitative growth of castles in Ruthenian territories. This
process could be related to the strengthening of the Duchy of Moscow and constant
attacks by Tartars. The GDL dukes, noblemen and gentry started building castles at
the same time.

11. The internal (micro) territory of the castle is defined as the space within the walls of
the castle. In this internal territory of the castle, the houses of noblemen and gentry
and other holdings were concentrated. In the juncture of the 15th — 16th c. real estate
objects granted by sovereign’s privileges expressed the nobility’s and gentry’s strive
for social prestige, because owning property in the internal territory of the castle
meant closeness to the sovereign, and the castle symbolised the power of the
sovereign. Among the privileges granting lands and other objects to the members of
nobility and gentry in the internal castle territory most frequently mentioned by the
sources are the main castles of Lithuania propria and Ruthenian territories: Vilnius,
Naugardukas, Gardinas, Polotsk, Vitebsk, Lutsk, Kiev.

12. The external (macro) territory of the castle was structurally more complex and had
no clear contours or borders. According to information in the sources, it is divided
into four levels: abstract (general) territory, small rural district (districtus,
territorium, sorocms) (@), concrete territorial structural unit — village, manor (villa,
curia, ceno, osop) (b), natural and material holdings (silva, borra, fluvius, taberna,
molendinum, nywa, kapuma, muvin, noewi, 2oust, cmasst) (C), fortified settlement not
directly attached to the castle (preurbium, suburbium, vorburge, nocaows, ocmpoev)
(d).

13. The external territory of the castle was not static, it was constantly changing. It was
caused by territorial changes in local landholdings related to local interests of small
and large landlords and the sovereign’s beneficiary policy. Transformation and/or
continuation of the external territory of separate castles could be seen by comparing
the 15th — 16th c. sources describing a particular castle with the mid-16th c. castle
inventories. It is claimed that the external territory of the castle should be perceived
as a structure formed by the principle of enclaves and, therefore, cannot be perceived
as a homogeneous complex. On the other hand, a comparison of different castles

provides a ground for claiming that external territories of the castles differed from
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each other on all four levels, therefore, it could be stated that the external territory of
the castle expressed the significance of a particular castle and its economic,
administrative and social potential.

14.From the early 14th c. when the formation of the territorial structure of the castle
started in the GDL until the middle of the 16 c. there were no essential qualitative
changes in its development. It is presumed that the Valakas land reform in 1557 and
the Administrative-judicial reform in 1564-1566 should be considered as
breakthrough transformations which were changing the old established territorial
structure into the structure of symmetrical land strip holdings and settlements
simultaneously creating pavietas local organisation with a local centre. This
presumption is supported by the nature of information in castle and town inventories
in the second half of the 16th c.

15. The concept of the castle society formulated in this work is based on the idea of the
external castle territory which suggests subordination-dependency of various social
categories in the castle territory. The emergence of castle structure is related to the
beginning of serfdom when the individual was ‘tied’ to a particular territory, in some
cases subordinated to the castle.

16. In the first stage of the castle society development (14th c.), a low — binary — level of
internal differentiation should be distinguished which is reflected by the following
oppositions in the sources: Castrensi, burcluthen vs armigeri, viri bellicosi;
eopoacannvt VS pamuuku. In Samogitia, castrensi — pilénai, unarmed people from the
vicinity vs armigeri — armed individuals should be distinguished. 'opooccane
included a numerous social group not only in Ruthenian territories but also in
Lithuania propria. It could be concluded that at least until the 14th c. two categories
of people related to the castle can be distinguished in the whole territory of the GDL.:
pilénai (unarmed people from the vicinity) and armed people.

17. A more differentiated castle society is revealed in the general perspective of social
stratification from the late 16th c. Two micro and macro levels of the categories of
castle society matching the internal and external territories of the castle are
distinguished. Different duties were performed, contributions in kind made and taxes

paid depending on the social category subordinated to a particular castle.
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18. The social categories comprising the local castle society could be divided according
to three levels of subordination-dependency: direct subordination, subordination
through labour-contribution-tax, jurisdictional-administrative subordination. The
society of every castle was quantitatively and qualitatively different from the others.
It is best revealed by the analysis of the 16th c. castle inventories.

19. The castle had a personnel which expanded from the elder (headman) (capitaneus)
and vicegerent (namecmnuxv) mentioned in the 14th c. to a complex multifunctional
‘apparatus’ in the mid-16th c. The functions and prestige of the highest officials of
the castle (elders, vicegerents) degraded and in the juncture of the 15th — 16th c. these
offices were held by individuals of lower social status and origin. It could be stated
that the personnel ‘apparatus’ was not equally developed and depended on a
particular castle. The personnel ‘apparatus’ was best developed in the castles of
Lithuania propria: Vilnius, Trakai, Kaunas, Gardinas and Naugardukas (vicegerent-
elder, steward, housekeeper, deputy housekeeper, horse-master, deputy horse-
master). It was less complex in the main castles of Ruthenian territories (Brasta
(Brest), Vitebsk, Polotsk, Smolensk, Lutsk, Kremenets, Minsk, Kiev, Pinsk,
Zhitomyr). Therefore, it could be stated that the development of the castle’s
personnel ‘appartus’ correlates with the development of the castle structure.

20.The external territory of the castle was unbalanced. Various dependencies were
located at different distance from the castle as a nucleus of the territory, therefore,
castle dependencies (villages, manors, etc.) hierarchically subordinated to the castle
formed certain enclaves in differently subordinated territories. The nature of castle-
related work was not restricted to the local castle territory and its society, the social
environment of the district, thus, a trinomial typology of castle-related work was
offered taking into account the criterion of space: local (small rural district), regional,
state.

21.0n the basis of Western European historiography and references in local GDL
sources, it is stated that castle building and governance was an exclusive right of the
grand duke as sovereign, however, taking into account the features of medieval state
governance and establishment of power in a territory it is claimed that depending on

the circumstance the sovereign had to ‘share’ his power by granting another duke or
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nobleman the right to be the real implementer of the supreme power in a particular
territory.

22.The GDL power typology in the 14th — first half of the 16th c. is formulated in the
work and explained in relation to subordination-dependency, because in the society
under analysis the castle expressed legitimate authority and justice. Besides, the
castle was the place of administering law and justice. The castle was perceived by
medieval society as a power instrument which enabled to rule a territory with its
population.

23.The following castle subordination-dependency typology is presented: nominal
(highest), real, fief-office-bound, mortgage, which varied depending on the power
subject (sovereign, dynasty, dukes, church, nobility, and gentry).

24.The following castle subordination-dependency model is formulated: sovereign —
nominal, real; dynasty — office-bound; dukes — real, office-bound; church — real,
nobility — real, office-bound, mortgage; gentry — real, office-bound, mortgage.

25. Depending of the particular GDL territory the grand duke was nominal and/or real
governor of the castle. It is reflected in the monarch*s residence practice (itinerary)
and the phenomenon of residencies. Members of the ruling dynasty received lifelong
licences to govern castles and use them for their needs. It is clearly revealed by stirps
regia cases of women who were granted lifelong licences for castle governance. The
governance of ducal castles is the most problematic because it is hard to establish the
nature of rights granted to them. It is claimed that, depending on the dukes, this
subordination-dependency relation of a high origin social group with the castle is best
defined by real and office-bound castle governance categories.

26. The castles owned by families of ducal origin (Ostrogiskiai, Sanguskos, Zbarazskiai)
emerged chronologically earlier, i.e. in the 15th c., which was caused by their ducal
consciousness. Part of ducal families (Ostrogiskiai, VisSnioveckiai, Zbarazskiai-
Visnioveckiai, Mstislavliai, Olelkai¢iai-Sluckiai) derived their family names from
their familial landholdings where castles were built in the times under analysis. This
trend could be explained by the relatively early consciousness transformation of
ducal families which resulted in relating the main family landholding and the later

castle with the tradition of a family name.
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27.1t is stated that the castle is an expression and a result of the formation of large
landholdings. Large landholdings were a necessary condition for the emergence of
nobility castles. Besides, the castle was the most obvious representation of the
nobleman‘s consciousness and power which emerged from ‘looking at‘ the
sovereign. The evolution of the nobility castle in the GDL dates back to the juncture
of the 15th — 16th c. and is related to the changes in the consciousness of this social
group. The emergence and development of ducal and nobility castles could be
geographically marked as follows: VVolhynia-Podlachia-Kiev-Lithuania propria.

28. The connections between the castle (Goniondzas, Geranainys, Kraziai, Miras) and the
title (dukes, counts) is a significant indicator of the self-awareness of the first half
16th c. noble families (Radvilos, Gostautai, Kesgailos, Iljiniciai).

29.Families of dukes and noblemen owning most castles: OstrogiSkiai (Ostrogas,
Dubnas, Zvegola, Zdetelis, Polon¢, Rivnas, Stepan¢, Dorogobuzas, Krasilovas,
Cernechovas, ZulZinecas, Jampilis, Chlapotynas, Turovas); Sanguskos (Ratne, Vetle,
Kamenis Kosirskas, Kovelis, Kleveckas, Goruchovas, Zvenigorodas, Volodavas);
Zbarazskiai-Visnioveckiai (Zbarazas, Kolodnas, Dvoras, VisSniovecas, Peremylis,
Turijskas, Peremircas, Gricovas); Bohovitinoviciai (Varteliai, Sumbaras, Ozernica,
Zukovas); Radvilos (Goniondzas, Dubingiai, Nesvyzius, Olyka, Loskas); Gostautai
(Geranainys, Tikocinas, Rokantiskés, LiubeCas, Rodoskoviciai, Sidorovas);
Alséniskiai (Alsénai (?), Stepané, Gluskas, Visgorodas, Volpa); Olelkai¢iai-Sluckiai
(Kopylius, Sluckas, LiSkiava); Sapiegos (Ikazné, Kodenis, MoScenica); Kesgailos
(Plateliai, Kraziai).

30. The existence of the central landholding of a particular family is confirmed not only
by the evolution of names of ducal families related to an allodium and the castle as its
nucleus. The case of Ostrogiskiai family shows that there was a clear perception of
one main ‘parent® castle (zamox conoemwiii).

31. Apart from really governed (private) castles, dukes and noblemen held castles as
offices and mortgages for a certain sum on money.

32. Castles really governed by gentry, encountered in the sources from the third decade
of the 16th c., confirm the theory of popularisation and prove that certain phenomena
were expanding top-down. The use of the diminutive form (samouoks) in the naming

of castles of the gentry consciously express not only semantic but also material
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difference between the small castles of the gentry and bigger castles. Apart from a
small number of private castles, the gentry were granted governance of castles as
offices or as temporal mortgages for the sum of money lent to the grand duke.

33. The juncture of the 15th — 16th c. saw not only the sovereign’s licences to crenellate.
These privileges also granted the right to establish a small town, to organise markets
and set up taverns. The content of privileges shows attempts to create and stimulate
internal economic infrastructure of the GDL. The castle rises as an important
infrastructural element around which other objects were emerging.

34. According to the written historical sources of the 14th — 15th c. there were about one
hundred thirty castles in GDL. Also, in the 15th — 16th c. there were about one
hundred castles of the grand duke and similarly about one hundred of private castles.
In addition, in the middle of the 16th c. about seventy castles of the grand duke and
about ninety private castles were present in GDL.

35. The most castles of the grand duke were situated in the lands of Lithuania propria,
Volhynia and Podlachia. The most of private castles were built in the lands of

Volhynia, Podlachia, Kiev and Lithuania prorpia.
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PILIS IR JOS SOCIOPOLITINES TRANSFORMACIJIOS LIETUVOS DIDZIOJOJE
KUNIGAIKSTYSTEJE XIV-XVI a. PIRMOJE PUSEJE

Reziumeé

Disertacijos objekto tyrimo strategija remiasi keturiais Kkriterijais. Pirma,
fenomeno ir jo raidos tyrimo. Antra, tyrimas néra apribojamas tik Siandieninés Lietuvos
Respublikos teritorija. Trecia, tiriamoji problema ir keliami klausimai interpretuojami
apimant platesnj spektra europinés istoriografijos pavyzdziu, kurie jgalina lyginamojoje
perspektyvoje kontekstualizuoti egzistavusios vietinés socialinés tikrovés ypatumus,
ieskoti sarysio / skirties, bendros raidos tasky tarp skirtinguose regionuose egzistavusiy
fenomeny. Ketvirta, 1 tiriamaji objekta Zvelgiama kaip 1 daugiasluoksne struktiira
pasireiSkus; fenomena. Tokiu biidu bandoma ieSkoti naujy teoriniy prieigy,
neapsiribojant vien tik tradiciniu istoriniu pasakojimu.

Disertacijos tyrimo objektas — pilis kaip kokybiSkai, priklausomai nuo
sociopolitiniy salygu, kintantis reiskinys. Pilis suvokiama kaip Viduramziy ir ankstyvyjuy
Naujyju laiky visuomenés teritorinis, socialinis, simbolinis, teisinis ir reprezentacinis
fenomenas. Kartu pilis suprantama kaip integrali socialinés tikrovés dalis, todél
interpretuotina tik siejant ja su visuomene, jos transformacijomis ir veikla, kintan¢iomis
geopolitinémis aplinkybémis.

Pilis pagristai gali bati laikoma reprezentatyviausiu brandziyju ir vélyvuju
Viduramziy epochos reiskiniu. Jos dinamiSka raida ir kintantis daugiafunkcis pobiidis
kartu iSreiSkia ir visos Viduramziy epochos bei jos visuomenés pokycius. Pasak
Georges’o Duby, ,,Nauja socialiné struktiira bet kokiu atveju formuojasi aplink jtvirtintq
pastatq — pili*. Vadinasi, pilis iSreiSkia naujos socialinés sanklodos formavimasi ir
kintancias valdZios (galios) taigi vykdomos ir igyvendinamos politikos, konfigiiracijas.

Bandant apibréZti pili kaip istorinj reiSkini, esminiai yra keli aspektai. Daugeliu
atveju istoriografijoje apie Viduramziy pili kalbama kaip apie architektiirinj ar gynybinj
objekta. Taciau pilis visy pirma suvoktina kaip valdZios ir galios centras, kuris radosi ir
formavosi priklausomai nuo konkreciy sociopolitiniy aplinkybiu, Iémusiy ir pacios pilies

priklausomybés ir pavaldumo ,,persiskirstymus®. Nesant pastoviy centralizuoty valdzios
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administraciniy struktiiry, pilis buvo kone vienintel¢ realija, padedanti formuoti ir
organizuoti kuriama valdzios erdve.

Pilis vertintina kaip valdzios igyvendinimo mechanizmo sudétin¢ dalis su sau
teismiSkai ir administraci$kai pavaldZzia, ta¢iau itin nevienalyte teritorija, jai priklausiusiu
socialiniu-pareigybiniu aparatu, kuris sudaré i$skirting teisming struktiira. Ji formavo tam
tikra teritorija ir buvo jos administracinis centras su vidine infrastruktira ir tkinio
aptarnavimo mechanizmu.

Sisteminga Viduramziy piliy statyba Europoje prasidéjo mazdaug X a., o
intensyviausias piliy kiekybinis Suolis siejamas su XII-XIII a. ir diduomenés piliy
proverziu. IS esmés pilis Vakary Europoje — tai stipré¢janciy feodaliniy politiniy dariniy
poZymis. Taigi, pilies problema kartu yra ir feodalizmo problema. Todél visiSkai
pagristai keltina prielaida, kad pilies raidos pobudis 1§ dalies iSreiSkia feodalizmo
formavimosi, jo instituty intensyvumo laipsni.

Kalbant apie pili kaip apie Viduramziy feodalinés visuomenés reiSkini, verta
pastebeti, jog Sis fenomenas skirtinguose Europos regionuose igavo netolygias formas.
Visa tai atspindi pilies daugialypiska pobidi, todél vieno universalaus apibrézimo jam
néra. Galima kalbéti tik apie tam tikrus pamatinius bruozus, kurie buvo biidingi
kiekvieno Europos regiono pilims. Sia prasme pilis turéty bati suvoktina kaip nuolat
Kintantis objektas, jgaunantis naujas struktiirines formas, priklausomai nuo lokaliy ir
centro sociopolitiniy aplinkybiy.

Pilies apibrézimas yra daugiareikS§mis, o jos samprata ir interpretacija priklauso
nuo tyrimo specifikos. Saltiniy duomenys, biidami lakoniski, skatina kelti prielaidas ne
tiek dél pacios pilies, kuri Saltiniuose, priklausomai nuo kalbos, ivardijama labai ivairiai
(castrum, arx, fortalitium hus, huszer, zamek, copoow, copoodoxs), kiek dél formuojamos
teritorinés struktiiros su salyginai i§vystyta sociotopografija ir apskritai aplinkinémis
struktiiromis. Be to, i pilies apibréZima biitina jtraukti ir jos, kaip simbolinés Viduramziy
visuomenés struktiiros, faktoriy. Siame kontekste svarbiis pilies kaip galios ir socialinio
statuso 1SraiSkos aspektai. Todel pil; deréty suvokti kaip nevienalyt] fenomena, kurio
raida aiSkintina tik to meto sociopolitinés raidos kontekste priklausomai nuo konkrecios
LDK teritorijos ir jos lokalinés visuomenés. Naujai statoma pilis atspindi suvereno
bandyma teritoriSkai, o kartu ir simboliSkai itvirtinti savaja valdZia konkrecioje

teritorijoje.
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Esminiai yra du kriterijai, kurie salygojo pilies kaip struktiiros formavimasi ir
kuriais remiantis darbe suvokiamos pagrindinés pilies radimosi salygos. Pirma,
stambiosios Zemévaldos, kurios pakopiSkumas (monarchas, Bazny¢ia, diduomen¢) 1éme
ir pilies priklausomybés jvairavimus, formavimasis. Antra, valstieCiy pavaldumo ir
priklausomybés, kurio aukSciausia iSraiSka tapo baudziava, procesas, prasidéjes XIII-
XIV a. sandiiroje, o jo galutinis isitvirtinimas ir jteisinimas (pirmoji laida) uzsitgsé iki
XVI1 a. vidurio.

Pilis apibréZziama kaip struktira atsispiriant nuo triju pjiviu: teritorijos (a),
visuomenés (b), galios-valdzios (c). Pilis aiSkinama kaip teritorija telkiantis ir
formuojantis branduolys, tokiu biidu erdvé ilgainiui buvo transformuojama | aiskia ir
savo ribas turin€ia teisiSkai, administraciSkai, GikiSkai pavaldzia teritorija. Jus turing
sudaré¢ (vairiy socialiniy kategorijy, vadinasi ir skirtingo pavaldumo-priklausomybés,
valstietiSkos ir nevalstietiSkos kilmés individai, tokiu badu formave pilies visuomeng,
socialing organizacija. Siose teritoringje ir socialinéje pilies, kaip lokalinés struktiiros,
plotmése skleidési galios-valdzios vertikalé, jos subjektai. Pilis buvo tas Viduramziy
visuomenés démuo, kuris telké galig ir padéjo itvirtinti atskiram galios subjektui savo
valdZia teritorijai ir joje pasklidusiems individams. Tokiu biidu, Zvelgiant sociologiskai,
pilis atliko savo laiko visuomen¢je simbolinés (ideologinés) ir realios (tiesioginés)
valdzios bei teisingumo reprezentato vaidmenis. Taigi pilis interpretuojama kaip galios-
valdZios struktiira, kuri skleidési ir kiiré¢ konkrecig teritorija su jai pavaldZiu sociumu.

Darbo sandara yra probleminio pobiidZio, kiekviena problemini klausima ar ju
grupes traktuojant kaip tam tikra tiriamojo reiSkinio — pilies — pjivi konkrecios
socialinés tikrovés lygmenyje. Disertacija sudaro jvadas, keturios dalys, iSvados, Saltiniy
ir literatiiros saraSas, priedai. Kiekviena i§ daliy ir jas formuojantys skyriai iSreiSkia
struktiiralisting nagrin¢jamos problemos samprata, kuri suprantama ir interpretuojama
lyginamojoje bendro tyrimo perspektyvoje.

Pirmoje dalyje formuluojamas pilies kaip daugiareikSmio, kintancio laike
fenomeno, apibrézimas ir samprata europiniame kontekste. Pilis suvokiama kaip galios
struktiira formuojanti erdveg ir joje telkianti bei organizuojanti visuomeng.

Antroje dalyje formuluojamas pilies teritorijos modelis. Sioje dalyje pateikiama
skirtingy pilies iSorinés teritorijos démeny koncepcija. Toks modelis grindziamas

europinés istoriografijos, skirtos pilies problemai nagrinéti, pavyzdziais. Sioje dalyje taip
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pat nagrin¢jamas pilies sarySis su kitomis teritorinémis struktiiromis (pvz., kaimu,

dvaru).

Trecioje dalyje nagrinéjama pilies visuomené (lokaliné), piliai priklausiusios
socialinés grupés (pvz., valkiniai, barCiai, keliuo€iai ir kt.), pareigybiné organizacija.
Pilies socialiné charakteristika (pvz., administracija, iikis) analizuojama atsizvelgiant 1
LDK regioniskuma ir santykij su pilies teritorija.

Ketvirtoje dalyje analizuojama pilies pavaldumo-priklausomybés problema.
ISskiriamos skirtingos pilies pavaldumo-priklausomybés formos (nominali, reali, leniné,
tarnybine, ikaitin¢), priklausomai nuo sociopolitiniy aplinkybiy, aiSkinama ju kaita.
Kartu pateikiama piliy pavaldumo-priklausomybeés tipologija skiriant: valdova (valstybg)
(a), dinastija (b), Baznycia (c) kunigaiksc¢ius (d), diduomeng (e), bajorus (f).

ISvados

1. Pilies samprata grindziama ir formuluojama remiantis keliais tarpusavyje susijusiais
kriterijais: teritoriniu — LDK, chronologiniu — XIV-XVI a. pirmaja puse, atvejy-
kiekybiniu — atskiromis pilimis. Pastarasis yra Sios ,,konstrukcijos® centriné asis.
Tyrimo metu surinkta jmanomai daug atskiry piliy paminéjimo atvejy ir su jais
susijusios informacijos. Tokiu bidu gaunamas reprezentatyvus vaizdinys, leidziantis
daryti i§vadas apie LDK sudariusiy teritorijy ir ju piliy ypatybes. Kiekvienai atskirai
minétai LDK piliai 1§ esmés biidingas tas pats turinys (teritorija, priklausoma
visuomene, galios santykiai), tokiu biidu pilis interpretuojama kaip reiSkinys. Tai
salygojo, kad tyrime kalbama ne apie objekta (atveji), bet apie fenomena (atveju
visuma).

2. Gynybiniy jtvirtinimy ir pilies raSytiniuose $altiniuose ivardijimai, apimantys IX-
XVI1 a. chronologija, yra polisemantiski. I$skirtinos keliy rastijuy tradicijos: lotyniskoji
(castrum, civitas, castellum, arx), vokiskoji (hus, huis, hws, haus, burc), rusiskoji-
rusénisSkoji (eopoo, epao), lenkiSkoji ir polonizuota ruséniskoji (zamok, 3amoxs).
Ankstyviausios $altiniy uzuominos apie gynybinius jtvirtinimus ,,bsimoje* LDK
erdve¢je siekia IX a. Dalis ju buvo uzraSyti Vakary Europos autoriy. Ju vartoti
lotyniski zZodziai civitas, urbs, fortalicium, arx, castrum yra roméniskos kilmés ir
taikyti nusakyti Vakary Europos fenomenus, todél susidiirus su vietinémis Vidurio
Rytu Europos struktiiromis, teliko vartoti turinio pozitiriu artimiausia zodj artimiems

reiSkiniams jvardyti. Vadinasi, zodZio (termino) vartojimas nebiitinai reiSkia
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egzistavusi reiSkini, turint omenyje skirtingas Europos regiony istorinés raidos
perspektyvas. Turint tai omenyje, problemiskas yra piliakalnio apibrézimas -
manytina, kad jo egzistavimas savaime nereiskia ¢ia buvusios pilies, kadangi
piliakalniai budingi gentinei (barbarinei) epochos socialinei sanklodai.

. Piliakalnis daugeliu atveju zymi itvirtintos gyvenvietés, sléptuvés vieta, kuri buvo
teritorinis genties centras, atlikes kartu ir sakralines funkcijas.

IX-XIII a. rusiS$koji metraséiy tradicija ir joje vartojamas 2opod, epao pasizymi savita
specifika. IndoeuropietiSkas gardas Zyméjo erdviskai ribota, aptverta vieta kaip tam
tikra platesnés gyvenvietés centra. Aplink ji Kijevo Rusios laikais telkési miesto tipo
gyvenvieté. Kartu indoeuropietiSkasis eopoo, epao vaizdziai atspindi miesto ir pilies
raidos genetini rysi. Vis deélto apie pili LDK ruséniSkose teritorijose iki XIV a. kalbéti
néra pagrindo, nepaisant to, kad minétieji eopoo, epad buvo pavaldiis Riurikaiciy
kilmés kunigaiks¢iams ir laikytini atskiry teritoriju pagrindiniais prekybiniais ir
valdzios centrais.

. I8skirtinos kelios istoriografijoje susiklos¢iusios analizuotos problemos tradicijos.
RusiSkoji istoriografija tiesiogiai perémé Saltiniy Zodyna, tokiu bidu bet kuris
Saltiniuose minimas eopoo, epao virto miestu. Tai 1émé, jog Sioje tradicijoje, su
pavienémis iSimtimis, nesusiformavo kokybiné-tipologiné skirtis tarp miesto,
itvirtintos gyvenvietés ir pilies. Pilis daznai suvokiama kaip miesto branduolys,
centrin¢ itvirtinta vieta. LietuviSkoje istoriografijoje pilies ir jos genezés problema
néra siejama su platesniu sociopolitiniu kontekstu.

. Pilis yra sociopolitinis fenomenas, prad¢jes formuotis XII-XIV a. sandiroje
Lithuania propria ir Zemaitijoje. Panasiu laiku datuotinas pilies, kaip socialinés ir
teritorinés struktiros, formavimasis ruséniSkose zemése. Pilis interpretuojama ir
suvokiama remiantis trimis  kriterijais:  teritorijos (erdvés ,,isisavinimo-
jvalstybinimo®), sociumo (jbaudziavinimo) ir valdzios-galios (pavaldumas-
priklausomybé¢). Pilies, suprantamos pagal Vakary Europos feodalizmo ir pilies (X—
XIV a.) formavimosi modelj, radimuisi buvo biitinos kelios salygos: stambiosios
zemévaldos formavimasis, valstieCiy tapimas priklausomais nuo Zemés savininky,
aiSki visuomeneés stratifikacija. IS to iSplaukia, jog pilis, biidinga XIV-XVI a. LDK,
yra valdzios-galios koncentracija ir jos plétra-sklaida formuojamoje teritorijoje su

joje pasklidusiais pavaldziais-priklausomais jvairiy socialiniy kategorijy valstieCiais.
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7. Tyrime iSskirti trys pilies teritoriniai lymenys: piliy regionai, vidiné (micro) teritorija
ir iSoriné (macro) teritorija.

8. Tikrojoje Lietuvoje rasytiniuose Saltiniuose pilys minimos nuo XIV a. pradzios, o
pilies genezé¢ datuotina XIII-XIV a. sandiira ir sietina su valdanciosios dinastijos
isitvirtinimu.  XIV a. Saltiniai liudija, jog ¢ia, valstybés branduolyje. buvo
susiformaves tankiausias valdovo piliy ir dvary tinklas, kuris nuo XV a. pirmosios
pusés patyré esming transformacija: pilys virto Ukiniais objektais, kuriuose
koncentravosi pagrindinis valdovo tkinis potencialas. Kartu XIV-XV a. sandiiroje,
didziajai daliai Lithuania propria piliy prarandant savo pirmines funkcijas, pradéjo
formuotis rezidenciniy piliy tinklas, kurio kokybine iSraiSka tapo kai kuriy piliy
perstatymas / naujy pastatymas (mirinémis): Vilnius, Trakai, Kaunas, Gardinas,
Naugardukas. Teigtina, kad Lithuania propria aptariamuoju laiku ivyko keli lGziai:
pilies radimasis, tankiausio piliy ir dvary tinklo susiformavimas, piliy virtimas
dvarais ir rezidenciniy piliy atsiradimas, su kuriuo sietinas zenklus, nuo XV a.
pradzios prasidejgs, kiekybinis piliy mazéjimas.

9. Saltiniuose apie gynybinius jtvirtinimus Zemaitijoje uZsimenama nuo XIIl a.
pabaigos. DidZioji dalis ju buvo tiesiog itvirtintos (aptvarinés) gyvenvietés, | kurias
pavojaus metu subégdavo apylinkiy gyventojai. Tik maza dalis piliy, ikurty prie
Nemuno upés (Veliuona, Bisen¢), laikytinos pilimis. Sios pilys buvo pastatytos
didziojo kunigaikscio iniciatyva ir administruojamos jam pavaldZiy Zmoniy. Teigtina,
kad Siame regione biita keliu piliy. Piliy struktiiry nesusiformavima Sioje LDK
7eméje lémé menka Zemaitijos integracija LDK aptariamu laiku. Tai geriausiai
reprezentuoja 1441 / 1442 m. privilegija Zemaitijai ir joje minimas draudimas steigti
valdovo pilis ir dvarus. XV-XVI a. sandiiroje susiduriame su ankstesnése piliy
vietose stovinCiais ir valdovui pavaldziais Veliuonos, Skirsnemunés dvarais.
Teigtina, kad pilis Zemaitijoje aptariamu laiku taip ir netampa reiskiniu. Pilies
struktiiros raida ,,sustojo* tik jai pradéjus vystytis. ,,Gedimino pilis“ yra tos buvusios
galimos raidos pavyzdys, kuris liudija, kad ¢ia galéjo plétotis pilys ir ju struktiiros, jei
Cia biity tvirtesné didZiojo kunigaiksc¢io valdzia.

10. RuséniSkose teritorijose jau egzistavo valstybinés struktiiros iki joms patenkant {
LDK priklausomybg, taciau ju kaip piliy apibiidinti negalima, kadangi $ioje erdvéje

problemiSka kalbéti apie stambiosios Zemeévaldos formavimasi iki XIV a. pabaigos.
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Keliama prielaida, kad LDK kokybiSkai naujos stadijos socialinius santykius
,eksportavo* | ruséniSkasias teritorijas, ypa¢ nuo XIV a. pabaigos, o tai lémé nauju
socialiniy formy atsiradima. Tokiu biidu tvirtinama, kad pilis néra tik iSskirtinés
architektonikos statinys, bet kartu ir iSraiSka, ir atspindys tam tikry socialiniy
santykiy (galia, subordinacija), kiirusiy nauja teritoring struktiira. Nuo XV-XVI a.
sandiiros ruséniskose teritorijose vyksta laipsnikas piliy kiekybinis augimas. Sis
procesas sietinas su Maskvos valstybés stipréjimu bei nuolatiniais totoriy antpuoliais.
Kartu pilis pradeda statytis ir LDK kunigaiks¢iai, didikai, bajorai. TeritoriSkai piliy
gausa i8siskiria Voluinés, Palenkes, Kijevo zemés.

11. Pilies vidiné (micro) teritorija apibréziama kaip $iapus pilies sieny esanti erdvé. Sioje
vidinéje pilies teritorijoje koncentravosi joje isikiirusiy valdovo, didiky, bajory namai
ir kitos valdos, maldos namai: baznycios, cerkves. XV-XVI a. sandiiroje valdovo
privilegijomis patvirtinti nekilnojamojo turto objektai iSreiSké diduomenés ir
bajorijos socialinio prestiZo siekj, nes turto turéjimas vidinéje pilies teritorijoje reiSke
buvima Salia valdovo, o pilis simbolizavo suverenaus valdovo valdzia. Valdy ir kity
objekty diduomenés ir bajorijos nariams patvirtinimy vidingje pilies teritorijoje
dazniausiai Saltiniuose sutinkamos pagrindinés Lithuania propria ir ruséniskuju
teritorijy pilys: Vilniaus, Naugarduko, Gardino, Polocko, Vitebsko, Lucko, Kijevo.

12. Pilies iSoriné (macro) teritorija buvo struktiiriSkai sudétingesné ir neturéjo aiskiy
riboZenkliy. Remiantis $altiniy informacija, analitiskai ji skaidoma i keturis lygmenis:
abstrakéia (bendra) teritorija, vals¢iy (districtus, territorium, sozocms) (a), konkrety
teritorijos struktiirinj vieneta — kaima, dvara (villa, curia, ceno, osop) (b), gamtinius
ir materialinius priklausinius, naudmenas (silva, borra, fluvius, taberna, molendinum,
nywa, Kapuma, MavlH, 106bl, 20Hbl, cmaswbl) (C), prie pilies tiesiogiai nesisliejusia
gyvenviete-itvirtinimus (preurbium, suburbium, vorburge, nocaows, ocmpoes) (d).

13. Pilies iSoriné teritorija nebuvo statiSka, ji nuolat kito. Tai lémé teritoriniai vietinés
zemeévaldos pokyciai, kurie buvo salygoti lokaliniy smulkiyjy ir stambiyjy
zemvaldziy interesy, valdovo vykdytos beneficinés politikos. Atskiry piliy iSoriniy
teritorijy transformacijos ir (arba) testinumai atsispindi lyginant atskiras XV-XVI a.
pilis lieiancius Saltinius su atitinkamy XVI a. vidurio piliy inventoriais. Teigiama,
kad pilies iSoriné teritorija suvoktina kaip struktiira, susiformavusi anklavy principu,

todel negali buti suvokiama kaip vientisas kompleksas. Antra vertus, skirtingy piliy
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lyginimas leidZia pagristai tvirtinti, kad piliy iSorinés teritorijos tarpusavyje viena nuo
kitos skyresi visais keturiais lygmenimis, todél pilies iSoriné teritorija iSreiSké ir
konkrecios pilies svarba, jos tkini, administracini ir socialini potencialg.

14. X1V a. pradZioje LDK pradejus formuotis pilies teritorinei struktiirai, jos raidoje iki
XVI a. vidurio nejvyko kokiy nors kokybiSkai esminiy pokyCiu. Manytina, kad
luZinémis transformacijomis laikytinos 1557 m. Valaky ir 1564-1566 m.
Administraciné-teisminé reformos, kurios i§ esmés keité nusistovéjusia senaja
teritoring struktiirg | simetriSkai formuota zemévaldos ir gyvenvieiy struktira kartu
kuriant pavieto lokaling organizacija su vietos centru. Sia prielaida patvirtina ir XVI
a. antros puses piliy ir miesty inventoriy informacijos pobiudis.

15. Darbe suformuluota pilies sociumo (visuomenés) koncepcija grindziama ir tiesiogiai
iSplaukia 1§ pilies 1Sorinés teritorijos idéjos, kuri sugestijuoja teritorijoje pasklidusiuy
tvairiy socialiniy kategoriju priklausomybe-pavalduma piliai. Pilies strukttros
radimasis sietinas ir su jbaudZiavinimo proceso pradzia, tokiu biidu individas buvo
,pririSamas‘ prie konkrecios teritorijos, tam tikrais atvejais pavaldzios piliai.

16. Pirmoje pilies sociumo raidos fazéje (XI1V a.) skirtinas zemas — binarinis — vidinés
diferenciacijos lygmuo, kurj Saltiniuose atspindi opozicijos: Castrensi, burcluthen —
armigeri, viri bellicosi; copoowcanvi — pamuuxu. Zemaitijoje skirtini castrensi —
pilénai, 18 apylinkiy subége beginkliai gyventojai, ir armigeri — ginkluoti individai.
Topoorcansr vardino ne tik ruséniSkyjuy teritorijuy, bet ir Lithuania propria tos pacios
kilmés socialing grupeg. IS to iSplaukia, kad bent jau iki XIV a. visoje LDK teritorijoje
skirtinos dvi su pilimi susijusios kategorijos gyventoju: pilénai ir ginkluoti Zmonés.

17. Diferencijuotesnis pilies sociumo vaizdas atsiskleidzia apimant bendra visuomenés
stratifikacija nuo XIV a. pabaigos. Skiriami du pilies sociumo (visuomengs)
kategorijy micro ir macro lygmenys, atitinkantys pilies viding ir iSoring teritorijas.
Priklausomai nuo konkrecios piliai priklausiusios socialinés kategorijos, atitinkamai
buvo atlickami jvairiis darbai, duodamos nattirinés duoklés, mokami mokesciai.

18. Pilies socialinés kategorijos, sudariusios lokaling pilies visuomeng, skirtinos i tris
pavaldumo-priklausomybés lygmenis: tiesioging priklausomybg, darbing-duokling-
mokesting priklausomybe, jurisdikcini-administracini pavalduma. Kiekvieng pili
sudariusi visuomené buvo kiekybiskai ir kokybiskai skirtinga nuo kity. Tali

reprezentatyviausiai atskleidzia X VI a. piliy inventoriy-reviziju analize.
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19.Piliai buvo biidingas pareigybinis personalas, kuris nuo XIV a. minimy senitiny
(capitaneus), vietininky (ramecmuuxw) iki XVI a. vidurio iSsiplété | sudétinga ir
daugiafunkci ,,aparata®. Pilies auk$¢iausiy pareigiiny (seniiiny, vietininky) XIV a.
funkcijos ir prestizas degradavo, o Sias pareigas XV-XVI a. sandiiroje uzémé
Zemesnio socialinio statuso ir kilmés individai. Teigtina, kad pilies pareigybinis
»aparatas“ buvo nevienodai iSplétotas ir priklausé nuo konkrecios pilies. Geriausiai
pilies pareigybinis aparatas buvo iSplétotas Lithuania propria pilyse: Vilniaus, Traky,
Kauno, Gardino ir Naugarduko (vietininkas-senitinas, pilininkas, raktininkas,
paraktininkas, zirgininkas, pazirgininkis). Pagrindinése ruséniskyju teritorijy pilyse
(Brasta, Vitebskas, Polockas, Smolenskas, Luckas, Kremenecas, Minskas, Kijevas,
Pinskas, Zitomyras) jis buvo menkesnis. Todél teigtina, kad pareigybinio pilies
»aparato® plétra koreliuoja kartu ir su pacios pilies struktiiros raida.

20.Pilies iSoriné teritorija buvo netolygi. [vairiis pilies priklausiniai buvo nutolg
skirtingu atstumu nuo pilies, kaip teritorijos branduolio, todél pilies priklausiniai
(kaimai, dvarai ir kt.), hierarchiskai pavaldis piliai, sudaré tam tikrus anklavus
kitokio pavaldumo teritorijose. Su pilimi susijusiu darbuy pobiidis neapsiribojo tik
lokaline pilies teritorija ir jos visuomene, apylinkés sociumu, todél, atsizvelgiant i
erdvés kriterijuy, suformuluota trinaré pilies darby tipologija: lokalinis (valsCiaus),
regiono, valstybés.

21. Remiantis Vakary Europos istoriografija ir vietinémis LDK Saltiniy uzuominomis,
teigiama, kad pilies statyba ir jos valdymas buvo didZiojo kunigaiks§cio kaip suvereno
monopoliné teis¢, taCiau atsizvelgiant 1 Viduramziy valstybés valdymo ir valdZios
itvirtinimo teritorijoje ypatumus, tvirtinama, kad jis turéjo, priklausomai nuo
aplinkybiy, ja ,,dalintis*, suteikti 1§ jo gavusiam kunigaik$¢iui ar kito titulo asmeniui
teis¢ konkreCioje teritorijoje  buti realiu-tiesioginiu auksciausios valdZios
1gyvendintoju.

22.Darbe formuluojama XIV-XVI a. pirmoje puséje LDK galios tipologija, kuri
aiSkinama remiantis pilies pavaldumo-priklausomybés santykiu, kadangi pilis
analizuotoje visuomengje iSreiské teiséta valdzia ir teisinguma. Kartu pilis buvo
teisés ir teisingumo vykdymo ir igyvendinimo vieta. Pilis ViduramzZiais pacios jos
visuomeneés buvo suvokiama kaip galios jrankis 1§ kurio ir tik per kuri buvo imanoma

valdyti teritorijq ir joje pasklidusius individus.
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23.

24,

25.

26.

217.

Skiriama pilies pavaldumo-priklausomybés tipologija: nominali (auksciausia), reali,
tarnybiné, jkaitiné, ivairavusi priklausomai nuo valdZios subjekto (valdovas,
dinastija, kunigaik$¢iai, Baznycia, diduomeng, bajorija).

Formuluojamas ir pagrindziamas toks pilies pavaldumo-priklausomybés modelis:
valdovas — nominali (auksciausia), reali; dinastija — tarnybiné, laikymas;
kunigaiksciai — reali, tarnybiné-laikymas; Bazny¢ia — reali; diduomené — reali,
tarnybiné-laikymas, jkaitiné; bajorija — reali, tarnybiné-laikymas, jkaitiné.

Didysis kunigaikstis priklausomai nuo konkrec¢ios LDK teritorijos buvo atitinkmai
nominalus ir (arba) realus pilies valdytojas. Tai iSraiSkingiausiai atspindi valdovo
rezidavimo (itinerariumas) praktika ir rezidenciju fenomenas. Valdanciosios
dinastijos nariai gaudavo teis¢ valdyti pilis iki gyvos galvos savo asmeniniams
poreikiams. Tai ryskiai atsiskleidzia stirps regia moteru etveju, kai joms biidavo
suteikiamas piliy valdymas iki gyvos galvos kaip dovis. Kunigaik$¢iy piliy valdymas
yra problemiskiausias, nes sunku nusakyti jiems suteikty teisiy pobtdi. Teigiama, kad
priklausomai nuo kunigaiksciy, Sios auksStos kilmeés socialinés grupés pavaldumo ir
priklausomybés santykiui su pilimi nusakyti geriausiai tinka realaus ir tarnybinio
pilies valdymo kategorijos.

Kunigaikstiskos kilmés giminiy (Ostrogiskiai, Sanguskos, Zbarazskiai) pilys radosi
chronologiSkai anks€iau, t. y. XV a., o tai nuléemé¢ juy iSskirtiné kunigaikstiSka
savimoné. Dalis  kunigaik§¢iy  (OstrogiSkiai, VisSnioveckiai, Zbarazskiai-
Visnioveckiai, Mstislavskiai, Olelkaiciai-Sluckiai) savo giminés vardus suformavo
pagal savo tévoniniy valdy branduoliy, kuriuose minétu laiku buvo pastatytos pilys,
pavadinimus. Si tendencija aiskintina kunigaikstikos kilmés Seimos salyginai
ankstyva savimonés transformacija, kuri Iémé, kad pagrindiné giminés valda ir véliau
joje atsiradusi pilis buvo tiesiogiai susiejama su giminés vardo tradicija.

Pilis yra stambiosios Zemévaldos formavimosi iSraiska ir rezultatas. Todél stambioji
zemévalda buvo bitina diduomenés pilies atsiradimo salyga. Kartu pilis buvo
savimonés ir kiekvieno didiko akivaizdZiausias galios reprezentantas. Diduomenés
pilies LDK genezé datuotina XV-XVI a. sandiira ir sietina su §ios socialinés grupés
savimonés pokyc€iais. Kunigaik$¢iy ir diduomenés piliy radimasis ir plétra

geografiskai zymétina: Voluiné-Palenké-Kijevas-Tikroji Lietuva.
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28.Pilies (Goniondzas, Geranainys, Kraziai, Miras) ir titulo (kunigaikSciai, grafai)
sasajos yra reikSmingas XVI a pirmos pusés diduomenés giminiy (Radvilos,
Gostautai, Kesgailos, Iljini¢iai) savimonés rodiklis.

29. Daugiausiai piliy valdZiusios kunigaiks$¢iy ir didiky giminés: Ostrogiskiai (Ostrogas,
Dubnas, Zvegola, Zdetelis, Polon¢, Rivnas, Stepan¢, Dorogobuzas, Krasilovas,
Cernechovas, ZulZinecas, Jampilis, Chlapotynas, Turovas); Sanguskos (Ratne, Vetle,
Kamenis Kosirskas, Kovelis, Kleveckas, Goruchovas, Zvenigorodas, Volodavas);
Zbarazskiai-Visnioveckiai (Zbarazas, Kolodnas, Dvoras, VisSniovecas, Peremylis,
Turijskas, Peremircas, Gricovas); Bohovitinoviciai (Varteliai, Sumbaras, Ozernica,
Zukovas); Radvilos (Goniondzas, Dubingiai, Nesvyzius, Olyka, Loskas); Gostautai
(Geranainys, Tikocinas, RokantiS8kés, Liubecas, Rodoskovi¢iai, Sidorovas);
Alséniskiai (Alsénai (?), Stepané, Gluskas, Visgorodas, Volpa); Olelkai¢iai-Sluckiai
(Kopylius, Sluckas, LiSkiava); Sapiegos (Ikazné, Kodenis, MoScenica); Kesgailos
(Plateliai, Kraziai).

30. Ne tik kunigaikstiSky giminiy vardy genezé, susijusi su alodine valda ir jos pilimi
kaip branduoliu, patvirtina egzistavus konkreCios giminés Zemeévaldos centra.
Ostrogiskiy giminés atvejis liudija, kad buvo aiskus suvokimas vienos pagrindinés,
,,motininés®, pilies (3amox conosenuviii).

31. Tarp lygiagreciai realiai valdyty piliy (privaciy) kunigaiksciai ir didikai laikeé pilis
kaip 1S valdovo gautas tarnybas ir jkaitus UZ numatyta pinigy suma.

32.Bajorijos realiai valdytos pilys, Saltiniuose minimos nuo XVI a. tre€iojo
desimtmecio, patvirtina populiarizacijos teorija ir jrodo, kad tam tikri reiskiniai plito
i§ virSaus | apa¢ia. Deminutyvinés formos (3amouox®s) vartojimas, jvardijant bajorijos
pilaites, aiskiai isreiskia samoningai daryta ne tik semanting, bet ir materialing skirtj
tarp bajorijos pilai¢iy ir piliy. Salia bajorijai negausiai priklausiusiy piliy, §i socialiné
grupé gaudavo valdyti pilis kaip tarnybas ir kaip ikaitus tam tikra laika uz paskolinta
didziajam kunigaik§¢iui pinigy suma.

33. XV-XVI a. sandiiroje pasirodé¢ ne tik valdovo privilegijos piliy statyboms. Kartu
Siuose dokumentuose buvo suteikiama teisé isteigti miestelj, organizuoti jomarkus,
turgy, irengti kar€emas. Toks privilegijy turinys liudija bandymus kurti ir stimuliuoti
LDK vidaus iking infrastruktiira. Pilis ¢ia iSkyla kaip svarbus infrastruktiirinis

démuo, Salia kurio galimai kiirési kiti objektai.
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34.Rasytiniy Saltiniy duomenimis XIV-XV a. sandiroje LDK buvo apie Simtas
trisdesimt piliu. XV-XVI a. sandiiroje — apie Simtas valdovo ir tiek pat privaciy piliy.
XVI a. viduryje — apie septyniasdeSimt valdovo ir apie devyniasdesimt privaciy piliu.
35.Didzioji dalis valdovo piliy buvo issidésCiusios Lithuania propria, Voluinés ir
Palenkés zemése. Privaéiy piliu daugiausiai buvo Voluinéje, Palenkéje, Kijevo

zemg¢je, Tikrojoje Lietuvoje.
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