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Abstract: Typology is one of the fundamental
archacological methods that helps to organise
large amounts of data and facilitates their han-
dling. It is also used in castellology, where it cat-
egorises castles into various types, for example,
on the basis of their layout, as observed in Czech
castellology. Among these classifications, the so-
called Central European castell has proved to
be particularly problematic. Nevertheless, none
of the representatives within this group com-
pletely aligns with the definition formulated by
T. Durdik. The best-explored representatives of
this group, which come closest to meeting the
definition, are the castles in Pisek and Kadan.
For this reason, they served as analogies for other
supposed representatives, forming the basis for
the conceptualisation of the original form. Re-
cent research has cast doubts on their inclusion
in this typological group. In contrast to the ex-
amples mentioned above, there are other sites
that come close to the definition, yet their clas-
sification into the group of so-called Central
European castell has been questioned, to say the

W kwestii typologicznej definicji
tzw. ,kasztelu srodkowoeuropejskiego”

least. The issues discussed in this article under-
score the insufficient level of knowledge availa-
ble regarding the representatives of the so-called
Central European castell, effectively challeng-
ing the legitimacy of using this type in terms of
an archaeological method. A potential solution
to this situation lies in reclassifying them into
another typological group, preferably within
the category of castles with a perimeter layout,
which would allow their further use. Moreo-
ver, such a merger would eliminate the artificial
boundaries currently separating these related
sites. Nevertheless, typology should primarily
be regarded as a method that helps and simpli-
fies the handling of accumulated data. Existing
groups require revision to make them more ap-
plicable for further research. This should not be
limited to the assessment of architectural and
historical qualities; it should also incorporate
other approaches that have been underutilised
thus far. This will help to create a more nuanced
understanding and improved comprehension
of castle sites.
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Introduction

Typology is one of the basic archeological methods that helps sort a large amount
of data and makes working with this data easier (for more about typologies in ar-
chaeology, see Adams, Adams 1991). We also encounter this method, which is also
naturally used by other scientific branches, in castellology. Castellology attempts
to classify castles based on their dispositional layout (more about this concept,
see e.g. Durdik, Bolina 2001: 75-76; Gabriel 2014). Nonetheless, we are, in fact,
dealing with artificial groups, and this means that there is no general agreement
surrounding them. There are several castle types in Czech castellology that have
long been under criticism by a portion of the academic community. One of these
types is the so-called Central European castell, which this paper will deal with
in greater detail .

This type has been defined by T. Durdik as one of the fundamental typological
groups. It immediately became the subject of criticism and academic discussion.
This has resulted in a large number of academic articles, the focus of which grad-
ually shifted to individual castles (e.g. Durdik 1989; Razim 1992; Platek 1997;
Durdik 1998; Jezek, Slavik 1998; Jezek 1999; Durdik 2001; Frolik, Sigl 2001; Razim,
Jezek 2001; Frolik 2008; Razim 2014). These discussions yielded few results and
gradually shifted to a personal level rather than remaining focused on pragmatic
discussion. This critique has been ongoing in the recent past and is still ongoing
at present; however, this typological group continues to be seen as an integral
part of current castle typology (for an overview of the currently used typology,
see e.g. Durdik, Bolina 2001: 76-135).

However, this castle type is the one that appears most frequently in foreign
literature, as it has been identified as a possible source of inspiration for the
castles of the Teutonic Order in the Baltic (Durdik 1993a). This article, and
especially the subsequent publication (Durdik 1994a)2 which dealt with this
typological group, is still widely cited in literature lists of articles and books by
authors from various European regions (especially Poland and Austria; e.g. Schicht
2003; Jézwiak, Trupinda 2012; Torbus 2014; Schwarz 2015; Schicht 2018; Castra
Terrae Culmensis. Na rubiezy... 2020 etc.). This is mainly due to the fact that,
unlike others, they were published in German, which greatly contributed to and
facilitated their use.

1 Previously, the term “so-called Italian castell” was used for this type (cf. Durdik, Leheck-
ova 1977 or Durdik 1987: 46). Some authors still use this term to date, e.g. M. Platek
(cf. Placek 1997 or Placek 2001:28—29).

2 The text below uses a slightly more recent Czech book (Durdik 1998), which has been ex-
panded and updated compared to the German version.
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This paper focuses on verifying the justification for the creation of this typological
group. For this reason, it is necessary to focus on individual sites and compare them
with their definition. This definition appears in academic literature as the following:

Castells of the Central-European type are considered to be four-sided and most
often having four towers, and are primarily urban castles with perimeter build-
ings. The towers are usually rectangular without the possibility of flanking. Inner
horizontal connection between rooms can be made possible by an arcade gallery
(Durdik 1998: 150)>.

When we look in greater detail at this definition, it is clear at first glance that we
are dealing with a polythetic structure®. This means that inclusion into a typo-
logical group depends on the will of the scholar, who includes individual objects
into this group based on their intuition. They thus decide which characteristics
are necessary in specific situations for inclusion into this group and which are not.

In the following sections, individual localities will be briefly described with an
emphasis on new information and the problematic areas of individual examples.
This paper primarily draws from examples that appear in comprehensive publica-
tions (e.g. Durdik, Bolina 2001: 94-100)°.

The Main examples

Pisek

The castle in Pisek (Fig. 1) is one of the primary examples of the whole group. Only
the west wing of the castle has been preserved until the present day. Nonetheless,
archaeological research, historical construction surveys, and historical iconography
have provided fairly detailed knowledge of the castle, which had palace wings around
the entire circumference of its core. Its whole courtyard was lined with a walled
arcade gallery (e.g. Durdik 1993b; for the most recent works, see Lavi¢ka et al.

3 This part was translated from the original Czech text with an emphasis on preserving the
meaning of the definition.

4 For polythetic structures, multiple descriptors that characterise the structure are typical;
however, not all must be present for the entity to be included in the structure (for more
details, see Neustupny 2007:129-130).

5 The overview will not include the castle in Jaroméf, which often appears on the ground
plan comparison of the so-called Central European castells (e.g. Durdik 1999, Fig. 1137).
However, this castle is referred to as a “supposed” example (cf. Durdik 1998:235-239). Be-
sides, scholars doubt that this castle existed at all (the most detailed account is found in

Jezek and Slavik 1998).
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Fig.1. Plan of the castle in Pisek (after T. Durdik, edited by the author).

2016: 84-101). When we compare this reconstruction with the definition of the so-
called Central European castell, we find that, by and large, they coincide. The great-
estdiscrepancy is that the castle is thought to have had three towers, not four. The
tower, known from iconographic sources (cighteenth and nineteenth century), in
the now-defunct east wing is thought to have been located in its centre according
to T. Durdik. These, however, are rather “cosmetic” problems. However, the over-
all interpretation of T. Durdik has been criticised by some scholars (e.g. Varhanik
2000 or Razim 2014)°. V. Razim haslong postulated that a cylindrical tower located
in the northwest corner is shown on the ceiling mural from 1743, although tradi-
tionally there should also be a rectangular tower”. However, this change does not

6 The last works of V. Razim (2014) do not, unfortunately, focus in detail on the exclusion
of present knowledge. As a result, various exclusions and assumptions contradict one an-
other. However, the goal of this text is not to analyse these problematic sections, and
therefore, will not be elaborated upon further.

7 'The last reconstruction depicts the castle only with a cylindrical tower (Lavi¢ka et al. 2016:
Fig. 76-77).
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fundamentally affect its inclusion into the category of “Central European castells”,
as the aforementioned definition does not rule out the presence of cylindrical tow-
ers (although it primarily assumes they are rectangular). The next relative doubt
relates to the linking of the castle layout to the urbanistic plan of the town, which
has been disputed specifically in Pisek, as the area between the castle and the Do-
minican monastery was to serve as an outer bailey and not as part of the town (but
also in other localities; cf. Razim 2014: 506—507).

Kadan

The second most significant representative of the so-called Central European castells
is the castle in Kadaii (Fig. 2). This castle closely fits the definition of this castle type.
On a practically square ground plan, the castle had four corner towers. According
to older conceptions, three palace wings (in two phases) were to have been built
in the early Gothic period around the courtyard, and later an arcade gallery in

Fig. 2. Plan of the castle in Kadan (after T. Durdik, edited by the author). A — assumed
arcade gallery at the south wing; B — the extent of the east wing.
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the west wing (e.g. Durdik, Lehe¢kova 1977:286-288 or Durdik 1998:160-167)%.
Further archaeological surveys led by PhDr. Eva Cerné in 1999—2000 revealed the
foundations of another palace wing on the castern side of the core (Fig. 2:B; Durdik
2002: 43). To this day, no documentation has been published for this palace wing,
which hinders its chronological classification. However, T. Durdik assumed that it
was related to the oldest phase of the castle from the second half of the thirteenth
century (cf. Durdik 2011: Fig. 100). A recent historical building survey conducted on
this castle is still waiting to be published; nonetheless, its results are limited primarily
by the extent of preserved Early-Gothic constructions, which are mainly restricted
to the basement of the current building (except for the northeast tower) . However,
the current courtyard level is likely different from the level of the thirteenth century.
Despite the generally widespread opinions and the fact that it most corresponds to
the definition of “Central European castells”, there are doubts concerning the justi-
fication for its inclusion in this typological group (most recently Razim 2014:509).

Domazlice

The castle in Domazlice (Fig. 3) was located in the southwest corner of the town.
Most opinions do not dispute that the extent of the castle was basically the same as
the current object, which was significantly modified and renovated in the modern
period (e.g. Sedld¢ek 1893: 74; Menclovd 1976: 212; Durdik 1987: 6-7; Fig. 4:A).
Research carried out hitherto assumes that the circular bergfried located in the
southeast corner of the castle area is the most significant remnant of the Early
Gothic castle. Furthermore, the south and west enclosure walls of the castle are
thought to have been preserved; these walls were a remnant of the city fortifica-
tions. T. Durdik also assumed that some of the other inner constructions are from
the Early Gothic period (Fig. 3:B). Based on his analysis, he postulated that the
castle had three palace wings (i.c. the wing on the south side was not the only one),
which may have been connected by an arcade gallery. Based on analogies, another
two rectangular corner towers were deduced (Durdik 1998: 204-208; 1999: 117) .

8 The presence of an arcade gallery relies on the wall that was parallel to the west wing and is
thought to have been its foundation. Nonetheless, only a part of it was discovered, and there-
fore, it is not clear whether it ran along the whole wing or what the whole extent of the ar-
cade gallery was (Durdik 1998: 167). The arcade gallery or another form of external horizon-
tal connection can, to some extent, be assumed, by analogy, even at the south wing (Fig. 2:A).

9 His results were presented by Ing. arch. Jaroslav Cigler and Luk4$ Gavenda at the confer-
ence Déjiny staveb in 2015.

10 The extension of the enclosure wall of the town’s fortifications in the corner of the present
structure is thought to provide evidence of a tower in the northwest corner (Fig. 3:C; this
extension is marked on the plan “likely Early-Gothic” Durdik 1998: 205-206). The second
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Fig. 3. Plan of the castle in Domazlice (after T. Durdik, edited by the author).
A — the circular bergfried dated to 1377; B — assumed Early Gothic construction;
C — the extension of the enclosure wall of the city’s fortification.

Creators of the SURPMO passport, P. VI¢ek and J. Urban, hold significantly
different opinions regarding the original appearance and extent of the castle in Do-
mazlice. These two scholars also managed to acquire archival sources'. In their
interpretation, these sources point to the fact that the castle was almost twice as
large (in the direction north; Fig. 4:B). In terms of the structure itself, aside from
the enclosure wall of the city fortifications and the circular tower, they do not as-
sume any medieval constructions and see it basically as a modern-period building
(Urban, Vl¢ek 1992: 13—23). However, T. Durdik has disputed this interpretation
of these sources (Durdik 1994b: 263-269).

Another argument that opposes the “traditional” concept of the appearance
of the castle in the thirteenth century is the dendrodate taken from the scaffold
beam of the large tower, which makes it possible to interpret that the tower and

corner tower is purely hypothetical, as the northeast corner in which it is thought to have
stood is basically a structure erected in the modern period (Durdik 1998:208).

11 This was a depiction of the town after the fire in 1592 and a sign with the dimensions of
the castle, which was also damaged in the fire. Another similar depiction referenced in
the study is from 1669 (Urban, Vl¢ek 1992:13-14).
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Fig. 4. The highlighted extent of the castle on a redrawn cut-out of the topographical
plan from 1780. A — after T. Durdik; B — after P. Vl¢ek and J. Urban.

the adjacent portion of masonry was built as late as 1377 (Fig. 3:A; Prochdzka
2014: 65). This information has not yet been registered by current research in any
significant manner. All information above disputes the aforementioned concept,
and therefore, it is not unfortunately possible to establish what the castle looked
like in the thirteenth century.
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Litomérice

The next castle that is included amongst exemplary “Central European castells”
is located in Litoméfice (Fig. 5). Unfortunately, this castle was also strongly dam-
aged in the later modern period. Research up to now has most commonly linked
this castle to the figure of Pfemysl Otakar 11, similarly to the majority of Central
European castells. However, the most recent archaeological research has redated
the remnants of the castle to the period of Wenceslaus 11 of Bohemia’s reign, at the
end of the thirteenth century, and its most distinct additions in the initial period
of John of Bohemia’s reign (Kotyza, Sykora 2012: 121, 124) 2.

Fig. 5. Plan of the castle in Litoméfice (after O. Kotyza and M. Sykora).
Black — masonry from the end of the 13" century; grey — masonry from the first half
of the 14*® century.

12 'The initial phase can be divided into two microphases, between which there was a certain
hiatus. The first microphase is linked to Wenceslaus 11, and today only small remnants
of it are known; therefore, the castle’s appearance and ground plan are unclear (Kotyza,

Sykora 2012:103, 124).
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Current theories assumed the existence of four corner towers. Initially, it was
assumed that three of these towers were rectangular and one circular (located in
the northeast corner; e.g. Macek 1989). However, most recent research has shown
that the tower in the northwest corner (and also in the corner of the whole city
fortifications) was also circular (Kotyza, Sykora 2012: 114-118, Fig. 29). In this
case, the only documented rectangular tower was located in the southeast corner,
as the tower in the southeast corner is only assumed and no evidence of it exists
(Macek 1989: 175; Durdik 1998: 235). According to P. Macek, the existence of one
corner tower that had a certain flanking ability contradicts the concept of the
pure form of the Central European castell (Macek 1989:180). Questions thus
arise concerning the degree to which this concept contradicts the presence of two
circular corner towers. Another characteristic of a Central European castell that
is absent in Litoméfice is the arcade gallery, although O. Kotyza and M. Sykora
assume that the western palace may have been equipped with a wooden gallery
(cf. Kotyza, Sykora 2012:137). The relationship between the castle and the system
of city fortifications is also unclear.

Chrudim

Fig. 6. Plan of the castle in Chrudim (after T. Durdik, edited by the author).
A — foundations of the tower-like building; B — presbytery of the Church
of the Assumption of the Virgin Mary.
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The castle in Chrudim (Fig. 6) has been almost completely destroyed. This situ-
ation caused the castle to become the subject of heated discussions concerning
whether the castle actually existed or not (e.g. Jezek, Slavik 1998: 136, note 103;
Jezek 1999; Durdik 2001; Frolik, Sigl 2001; Razim, Jezek 2001). The primary rem-
nant is thought to have been the now non-existent “Zizka Tower”. Archacolog-
ical research finally proved the existence of the castle, which was built together
with the foundation of the town before 1276 and was destroyed in 1338. This
date is linked to the foundation of the Church of the Assumption of the Virgin
Mary, the presbytery of which is probably not linked to the hypothetical castle
chapel, respectively devalued archaeological situations do not allow closer evalu-
ation (Fig. 6:B; Frolik 2008) . Unfortunately, the present state does not allow for
a more detailed understanding of the castle’s construction. Apart from the afore-
mentioned Zizka’s Tower, one more tower-like building was discovered during ar-
chacological research (Fig. 6:A). Despite a complex survey, the presented ground
plan by T. Durdik is only a hypothetical result that stems from analogous struc-
tures included in the category of so-called Central European castells (cf. Durdik
1998: 210-218; 1999: 216—217). In light of this fact, it is not possible to include the
castle with certainty into this group.

Horsovsky Tyn

Horsovsky Tyn (Fig. 7) is an exception within the studied group. This is primarily
due to the fact that its founder was not a king but a bishop of Prague. Traditionally,
itis assumed that the castle was founded on the site of an older fortified Episcopal
court, which is thought to have affected its overall design (e.g. Durdik 1998: 221).
However, a more recent survey by J. Anderle assumes that the precursor to the
Early Gothic castle may have been a Romanesque palace, which lined the south
side of the area and was completed with a Romanesque chapel'. As observations
suggest, this section may have been destroyed by a fire. According to these assump-
tions, the chapel was renovated in the Early Gothic style and the Romanesque
palace was perhaps replaced with a residential tower which was adjoined to the
western facade of the chapel (ca. 1230s; Anderle 2007:200). In the second half of
the thirteenth century, a new western palace was built. Despite several identified
microphases, the appearance of the Early Gothic castle was for the most part the

13 The connection between the presbytery of the present church and the castle chapel was
assumed primarily by T. Durdik (1998:214) in agreement with earlier nineteenth-centu-
ry rescarch.

14 The extent of this assumed palace is unknown; however, its existence is suggested by the
archaeological research of L. Foster and Lenka Krusinovéd (Anderle 2007: 200).
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Fig. 7. Plan of the castle in HorSovsky Tyn (after T. Durdik). Colour differences reflect
different construction phases (from the darkest/oldest to the lightest/youngest).

result of a single construction plan (cf. Durdik 1998: 221-224). From both sides,
the palace is thought to have been connected to two rectangular towers. The
tower in the southwest corner, in which a new castle chapel was built, is the most
preserved and is also evident on the ground plan. The situation in the opposite
northwest corner cannot be clearly interpreted as a tower. The next corner tower
is thought to have been built over the presbytery of the older chapel (Durdik
1998: 221-224) . T. Durdik also assumed a tower in the last (northeast) corner.
However, this tower has yet to be verified (Durdik 1998: 22.4). While this assumed
design should unquestionably qualify this castle for the category of “Central
European castells” (Durdik 1998: 231), nonetheless, disputes on the existence of
another tower would notably challenge this classification. Other characteristic that
goes against including the castle in this group is the absence of an arcade gallery

15 The presence of a tower in this (southeast) corner stems from a building archaeological
survey in the 1960s, which, however, did not discover the presence of this older chapel
(cf. Heroutovi et al. 1967: 111-113). Given the differing width of the walls, such an inter-
pretation seemed logical compared to connected spaces on the south side of the layout. Al-
though there is no concrete evidence of the presence of a corner tower, it cannot be com-
pletely ruled out either.
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(and actually any external horizontal connection on the first-floor level) . Finally,
the relationship between the town (or the town’s division of land) is, to a certain
degree, debatable (cf. Razim 1992: 135; Durdik 1994b: 263).

Wiener Neustadt

Fig. 8. Plan of the castle in Wiener Neustadt (after P. Schicht). Black — masonry
of the older city fortifications, preceding the foundation of the castle.

Wiener Neustadt (Fig. 8) is one of two Austrian localities that are considered
examples of Central European castells. This castle was founded before the rule of
Premysl Otakar 11 in Austrian lands". In literature, it is considered to be the first
known castle of this type, although according to T. Durdik, it may have been

16 D. Menclov4 assumed the existence of a wooden gallery (Menclovd 1976: 263), but this idea
has been reliably refuted (Durdik 1998:230).

17 Most recent research assumes that its founder was most likely Frederick 11, Duke of Aus-
tria (i.e. Frederick the Quarrelsome) from 1237 to 1246 (Schicht 2003:182).
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a precursor to it (Durdik, Bolina 2001: 95) ™. Unfortunately, only four corner
towers and the eastern and southern curtain are known from its four-sided layout.
Both curtains and a tower in the southeast corner constituted the earlier city
fortifications before the construction of the castle (Durdik 1998: 258—259; Schicht
2003: 182—-184; Schwarz 2013: 278-280). Unfortunately, the castle was extensively
rebuilt during the Middle Ages and the Early Modern Age, and therefore, the
original inner constructions from the thirteenth century are not known. It is thus
debatable whether we can include the castle into this typological group without

this knowledge.

Hofburg

Ptemysl Otakar 11 is mentioned in chronicles as the founder of this second Austrian
example, Hofburg (Fig. 9), in Vienna (e.g. Kuthan 1991: 198-199). Nonetheless,
most recent research attributes the founding to Emperor Frederick 11 (evidently in
1237; e.g. Schwarz 2015: 81; Mitchell 2018: 141) or Frederick (11) the Quarrelsome
(Schicht 2018:376). Ptemysl is believed to have continued its construction after
a certain hiatus (Schwarz 2015: 59—60, 81; Mitchell 2018: 139-141) . Three of four
towers protrude from the ground plan and allowed for partial flanking, which
goes against the definition of Central European castells. Similarly to its founder,
this strongly links the castle to locations in southern Italy (Schwarz 2013: 228-238).
Only the palace by the southwest curtain and the upper section of the eastern tower
can most likely be linked to the construction activities of King Pfemysl Otakar 11;
however, this palace and the adjacent chapel were completed during the reign of
the Habsburgs, which undoubtedly influenced the final appearance of this castle
(Schwarz 2015: 59—60; Mitchell 2018: 140; Schicht 2018:376—377) %,

18 At present, however, it appears that the oldest castle of this group is Viennese Hofburg.

19 M. Schwarz primarily draws from an architectural analysis and states that the structures
of Ptemysl Otakar 11 have elements of French Gothic style, while the oldest parts of Hof-
burgare closer to Emperor Frederick 11’s Gothic style, also used by Frederick (11) the Quar-
relsome (Schicht 2018:376). At the same time, it would have been the only regular castle
that Frederick 11 had founded north of the Alps (Schwarz 2013: 230; 2015: 79-80). Further
support for an older dating includes the use of ashlars with bossage and finds of Roman-
esque windows, which can be dated to several decades before the assumed year of founda-
tion listed by chroniclers (Schwarz 2013:228; 2015: 79, 81).

20 T. Durdik also mentioned other supposed representatives, namely Marchegg and Eben-
furth in Austria and K8szeg in Hungary (located respectively on the Austro-Hungarian
border; Durdik 1998: 262264, 267-272). In Austria, there were more castells (some with
a reduced number of towers) in the thirteenth century, even outside the urban areas. Most
of them have a different character than the similar castles in Bohemia (cf. Schicht 2003).
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Fig. 9. Plan of the castle in Wiener Neustadt (after P. Schicht, edited by the author).

Verification of the typological group of so-called
Central European castells in regard to most recent research

The overview above illustrates that the inclusion of the castles mentioned in the
category of so-called Central European castells is ambiguous. The entire group
primarily relies on the most well-known and preserved castles in Pisck and Kadari.
However, the current state of knowledge and preservation do not allow us to cre-
ate an “ideal” exemplary site. Other locations have been included in the category
based on deduction, primarily influenced by these two aforementioned sites. More
recent surveys do not confirm such inclusion (Fig. 10).

The situation in Moravia provides more evidence supporting the idea that inclu-
sion in this group is always the result of the researcher’s subjective perception®. In
Moravia, two localities, i.e. Moravsky Krumlov (Fig. 11:A) and Jemnice (Fig. 11:B)
have been classified as “possible” in a publication dealing with Central European
castells (Durdik 1998:254—256). Nonetheless, their known appearances align
them more closely with the definition than some of the previously mentioned
examples, even though not all of their elements have been clarified, which is

21 In this sense, subjectivity is not considered negative. Given the complexity of castle struc-
tures, it is not possible to pinpoint all defining characteristics. However, it is crucial for
the method of their categorisation to be clearly defined and justified.
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Fig. 10. Plans of so-called Central European castells. a — after T. Durdik;
b — revised by the author (X — eliminated castles; ? — problematic categorisation).

due to the current state of research. For instance, we do not know whether they
contained arcade galleries or any other form of external horizontal connections
between rooms on the main level 2. On the other hand, the classification of some
locations seems problematic due to considerable differences (e.g. HorSovsky Tyn,
as discussed above). Additionally, the castles of Wiener Neustadt and Hofburgare
closer in resemblance to other contemporary locations in Austria than to Czech
representatives. These castles formed an expressive group on the eastern border with
Hungary, i.e. on the border of the Holy Roman Empire (Schicht 2003:226-231;
2012; Schwarz 2013: 278-280) 2.

22 The castle in Jemnice has even been classified by M. Platek as a so-called French castell
(e.g. Pla¢ek 2001:278) based on the presence of circular corner towers, despite lacking the
capability for active defence (flanking). However, it is worth noting that not all locations in-
cluded in this group possess the potential for such defence.

23 Except for the Marchegg castle, which is also classified by Austrian scholars based on analogies
(e.g. Jemnice) and the founder, among the Czech castles (cf. Schwarz 2013:317; Schicht 2018: 422).
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Fig. 11. Plans of Moravian castles: A — Moravsky Krumlov (redrawn and edited by the
author after M. Placek 2001); B — Jemnice (redrawn by the author after M. Placek 2001).

If we return to the definition of so-called Central European castells, perhaps
the most problematic aspect of the whole definition is the one that considers these
castles to be “primarily” urban. This implies that their regular layout originates
from the regular urban division of land. As has been pointed out several times in
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Fig.12. Plans of so-called castles with a perimeter layour: A — Spilberk, B — Houska,
C - Kamyk, D — Podébrady, and E — Protivin (A after D. Cejnkovd, I. Loskotovd,
and M. Plagek, B—C after F. Zdruba, and D-E after T. Durdik, edited by the author).
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the past, however, the castle was often situated within the city in a way that this

“limitation” was not a decisive factor, and it was possible to build a castle with any
kind of layout. The regularity is more a reflection of contemporary trends than
a deliberate effort to place the castle in a vacant spot within a precisely measured
street network. As evidence for this assertion, we can mention the fact that a sig-
nificant number of royal castles from the second half of the thirteenth century
lean towards regularity even though they are located outside urban areas (e.g. Pro-
tivin (Fig. 12:E), Podébrady (Fig. 12:D), Spilberk (Fig. 12:A), Houska (Fig, 12:B),
Kamyk (Fig. 12:C), etc.).

Here, we can revisit the overall typology presented at the beginning of this
paper. The typology results from classification based on their properties, and its
purpose being to facilitate the management of vast amounts of data and further
work with them. However, the state of preservation and knowledge concerning
individual representatives of so-called Central European castells does not make
such work possible. Consequently, there is no justification for classifying them as
an independent group. If we do not insist on the association with towns, we can
include this group within the broader category of so-called castles with a perime-
ter layour**. This extensive category already contains a sufficient number of viable
examples. If we were to insist on differentiating this hitherto independent group,
there is also the option of categorising it as an urban, or more aptly, a castell (in
the case of having more corner towers) variation of this type®. Nonetheless, in-
cluding them in a single category seems to be the most productive approach for
subsequent use. Defining a group in this way would also eliminate the distinction
among closely related locations that the current castle typology concept classifies
into separate typological groups (most notably Pisck and Zvikov).

Conclusion

This paper is not intended to be a critique of the overall concept of typological
division based on layouts, as it remains the best approach for subdividing structures
based on their formal structures. Simultaneously, it is an attempt to highlight the
fact that the current state of knowledge and preservation of individual examples

24 The name of this castle type isn’t the most appropriate. However, it was selected for this
paper primarily because it is part of the currently used typology (see Durdik, Bolina
2001: 80-88, 267).

25 This discussion should, of course, primarily take place within the Czech scientific commu-
nity. At the same time, it should remain open to researchers from other European regions
who wish to engage with the new results. For this reason, it is advisable to choose a lan-
guage and platform for their presentation that will be more accessible to them.
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of so-called Central European castells does not allow for their classification as
an independent type. The newly proposed division enables their use in further
research, which should be a fundamental prerequisite for any typological group,
and, conversely, helps address the criticised and problematic aspects.

In conclusion, it is necessary to reiterate what was mentioned in the first sen-
tence of this paper. Typology is one of the fundamental methods that help and
simplify with the handling of a substantial amount of data. The very typological
categorisation into any group should not be seen as the ultimate goal or outcome
of any research, but rather as a process to comprehend and qualitatively compare
similar structures. The classification of individual castle sites into typological
groups has reached its limit. Currently, these groups need to be revised to facilitate
further research, which is the primary goal of this paper. However, the revision
alone will not suffice if our research is confined solely to the evaluation of the
architectural and art-historical qualities of castle buildings. Research should en-
compass the functional and structural aspects of castles (even for their individual
components). These utilitarian elements will contribute to forming a more com-
prehensive understanding and more objective comparative analysis of castles, as
these components are less susceptible to symbolic and propagandistic influences?.
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Streszczenie

Typologia to jedna z podstawowych metod archeologicznych, ktéra pomaga uporzad-
kowa¢ duze ilo$ci danych i uprosci¢ prace z nimi. Stosowana jest réwniez w kastelologii,
gdzie dzieli zamki na typy, np. na podstawie ich rozplanowania (tak jest w przypadku
kastelologii czeskiej). Jedna z problematycznych grup sa tzw. kaszrele srodkowoen-
ropejskie. Zaden z przedstawicieli tej grupy nie odpowiada jednak w pelni definicji
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sformulowanej przez T. Durdika. Najlepiej zbadanymi zamkami tej grupy, keére sa

najblizej definicji, sa te w Pisku i Kadani. Z tego powodu postuzyly one jako analogie

dla pozostatych domniemanych przedstawicieli, na podstawie ktérych stworzono kon-
cepcj¢ formy pierwotnej. Najnowsze badania poglebity watpliwosci co do zaliczeniaich

do tej grupy typologicznej. W przeciwieristwie do wspomnianych przyktaddw, istnieja

inne stanowiska, ktdre zblizaja si¢ do definicji, ale ich wlaczenie do grupy tzw. kaszteldw

Srodkowoeuropejskich zostalo co najmniej zakwestionowane. Przywolane w artykule

problemy podkreslaja niewystarczajacy poziom dostepnej wiedzy o zamkach reprezen-
tujacych tzw. kasztele srodkowoeuropejskie, co de facto wyklucza zasadno$¢ stosowania

tego typu w zakresie metody archeologicznej. Rozwigzaniem tej sytuacji jest wlaczenie

ich do innej grupy typologicznej (najlepiej do tzw. zamkdw z obwodowq zabudows), co

pozwolifoby na ich dalsze stosowanie. Co wigcej, takie potaczenie usuneloby sztuczne

granice migdzy obicktami, ktére sa ze soba bezposrednio powiazane. Niemniej jednak
o typologii nalezy mysle¢ gléwnie jako o metodzie, ktéra pomaga i upraszcza prace

z pewng iloscig zebranych danych. Istnicjace grupy nalezy zweryfikowaé, aby mozna
je bylo wykorzysta¢ do dalszych badan. Nie powinno to ograniczaé si¢ do oceny cech
architektonicznych i historycznych, ale powinno réwniez obejmowa¢ inne podejscia,
ktére do tej pory byly rzadziej stosowane, co pomoze stworzy¢ bardziej plastyczny obraz,
a tym samym pozwoli lepiej zrozumieé obiekty zamkowe.

Stowa kluczowe: typologia, metody archeologiczne, kastelologia, zamki, rewizja, kasz-
tel srodkowoeuropejski
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