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THE HISTORY OF THE FUTURE CLOSURE OF BRYGIDKI:
150 YEARS OF DISCUSSION TO MOVE THE PENITENTIARY
OUTSIDE OF LVIV

This text will go back to the 19th century in order to show that the discussion
about moving Brygidki to another location started as early as the 1870s when it
turned out that the very materiality of the former convent prevented the legal bod-
ies from adapting it to allow for a more dignified method of incarceration. In the
21st century, we witness an ongoing discussion on the need to move the Brygidki
prison for people awaiting trial, officially Penal Institution No. 19, out of the city of
Lviv.
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B craTbe npoaHa/iM3MpOBaHO NpPUYMHBI U YCJOBUS IlepeHOCa B Hadaje
XX Beka KapaTeJIbHOTO yupexeHust «bpurugku» co JibBoBa B Iporo6sId. A Takxe
0603Ha4YeHbl 0O6CTOSITEJNBCTBA, KOTOPble HE MO3BOJWJIM 3aBEPUIMTD 3TOT MpOoLecc.
AKLeHTUPDOBAaHO BHMMaHHe Ha NpobJieMax BHYTPEHHEro yCTPOMCTBA JIbBOBCKOU
TIOpbMbI «BpUTHAKN», IPUYUHAX KOPPYNLHWOHHBIX JeHCTBHUI TIOPEMHOIO Mepco-
HaJla, ero B3aMMOOTHOUIEHUAX C OCYKJE€HHBIMHU. YKa3aHO Ha aKTyaJIbHOCTb MPO-
6/71eMbl (QYHKLMOHUPOBAaHWA TIOPbMbl B IleHTpe COBPEMEHHOrO Tropoja, Kak
100 neT Ha3af, Tak U ceituac. 06CykieHHe BOIpoca o lepee3zie BpUruiok B aApyroe
MecCTO Hayasoch eme B 1870-x rojax, Korja BbISICHUJIOCH, YTO 3JjaHHE ObIBIIETO
MOHACTBIPS B LIeHTPaJIbHOU 4aCTH ropoZia He MOXKeT UCIO0JIb30BaThCA KaK TIOpbMa
13-3a NepenoJHEeHHOCTH U HeCOOTBETCTBUS CaHUTApHbIM HOpMaM. B mocnegHue
BpeMsl Mbl fIBJIieMCsl CBU/JleTeJIsIMU PO oJ/DKatoIeicsl JUCKYCCUU O HE06X0JUMO-
CTU epeHoca TPbMbI «Bpuruaku» (YupexaeHre UCIOJHEHUSI Haka3aHui Ne 19)
3a mpejeJibl TOpoJa. ABTOPOM [I0KAa3aHO, YTO COBpEMeHHasl TiopeMHasi pedopma
SIBJISIeTCS IPOJAO0J/DKAOILENCA AUCKYPCUBHOMN NIPaKTUKOM, OCHOBAaHHOM Ha KpPUTHKe
CyLeCTBYIOILET0 N0JI0XKeHUs Belllel.

Kawuessle caoea: mwpvma; pedpopma; [pozobery; Jlbeos;, apxumekmypa;

Koppynyusi.
Question. The aim of this paperis  ing the status quo. It espouses the idea

to show that prison reform is an ongo-  of progressing into the future, and as-
ing discursive practice based on critiqu-  sumes that new technical, material and
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procedural solutions will have a posi-
tive effect on the conditions of incarcer-
ation in the near future. Prisons are
understood as legally bounded infra-
structures of modern statehood and at
the same time as symbolic spaces, In
particular, this text is supposed to show
the dialectic link between the penal
prison of Drohobych and the Brygidki
prison in Lviv. As the new facility in
Drohobych was planned to replace Bry-
gidki, the oldest prison in the area, its
design contained concrete answers to
real existing problems in Lviv. There is
also a very direct link - prisoners from
Lviv physically built the new prison, in
which they were supposed to serve
their sentence. However, shortly after
the building process of Drohobych was
finished on the eve of World War One,
the numbers of inmates had increased
so much that the plans to close down
Brygidki were canceled. Despite the
unsuitable materiality and location of
the building, it has remained an active
penitentiary to this day.

Related research.  Neither
Ukrainian nor Polish historiography
includes any in-depth research on the
link between the penal prisons in
Drohobych and Lviv. As part of the legal
system of the Habsburg Empire and
under the supervision of the Vienna
Ministry of Justice, the prisons were run
directly by the state attorney in Lviv
and a prison inspector who worked on
his behalf. After WWI, the bulk of the
documentation related to the prisons
was handed over from Austrian author-
ities to independent Poland. The full
documentation of the State Attorney of
Lviv is available today at the Central
Archives of Historical Records in War-
saw as the German occupants sent the
documents back to Vienna in 1940 be-
fore burning large parts of Warsaw ar-
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chival materials in the late summer of
1944. This article is based on a close
reading of these documents, including
discussions about where to erect the
new prison outside of Lviv and reports
on corruption during construction
work. As of 2019, there has been no
scholarly texts on the history of
Drohobych prison, which does no do
justice to its significance for the region-
al history and the history of legal bodies
in Galicia in general.

Less prominent, but still relevant,
is the discussion about the Brygidki
prison as a site of state repressions
which includes, among other crimes,
the mass murders by NKVD, and the
following pogrom against Jewish inhab-
itants of Lviv in Summer 1941. This
paper aims to provide a historical back-
ground for the ongoing discussion and
to show that it is actually in the interest
of prisons to contemplate a better fu-
ture. This text aims to show that this
future was the Drohobych penitentiary,
which was supposed to replace Brygidki
in the early 20t century.

Main argument. Briefly after the
first partition of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth, the Austrian autho-
rities in Vienna nationalized the
Bridgettine convent in the heart of Lviv
(in German documents: Lemberg, in
Polish: Lwow) and transformed it into a
penal prison. A hundred years later,
prison officials started to claim that it
would be necessary to move the penal
prison outside of Lviv. As early as 1872,
it was claimed that the historical
Brygidki building was not suitable as a
penal prison. The current arguments for
closing down the prison include the
penitentiary discourse (the spatial
needs for incarceration, hygiene and
medical issues), but also political voices
arguing that the space should formally
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belong to the municipality and not to
the Ministry of Justice.

The prison in Drohobych was
built by the Brygidki prisoners on the
eve of WW I as a new facility that would
solve the Brygidki dilemma [1]. It was
thought to be an alternative, new,
modern prison but due to a rising
number of sentences and the outbreak
of war, the Brygidki compound was
never closed. In 1914 Brygidki was
used for the detention of political
suspects - often without any court trial
and not on the ground of the penal
codex, but by a decision made under
martial law. In Lviv, this marked the
beginning of reusing the infrastructure
of penitentiaries for political ends. As a
result of a multistep radicalization,
Brygidki became the site of the mass
murder carried out by the NKVD during
the last days of Soviet rule in the
summer of 1941. During the first days
of the German occupation, national-
socialist forces used the prison as a
starting point for the Holocaust in Lviv.
In the pogrom Dozens of Jews were
killed after they had been forced to take
out the corps of the NKVD victims from
the prison [2]. During WWII and its
aftermath, various other groups of
inhabitants in Lviv and the wider region
fell victim to the German and Soviet
political repressions at Brygidki.

Regardless of the scale of
systematic mass murder that had taken
place in the building, the prison is still
functioning and the discussion about its
future is still a trope of public debate.
The director of the prison even asked
me to help the administration in writing
up a Unesco application to protect
Brygidki as a functioning prison. The
guards do not want to move as they
perceive the facility to be theirs, well
maintained and well functioning
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although they are also the most
knowledgeable about the shortcomings
of the institution. Embracing a
modernist approach based on the belief
of progress as linear development, they
assume that if they work hard, Brygidki
will become a better place for prisoners.

The materiality of Brygidki

In September 1902, unrest broke
out at Brygidki and the prison director
was unable to restore order or contain
the noise [3]. The prisoners were
communicating among themselves by
shouting across the corridors of  the
former convent, trying to mobilize
inmates of other units. As the prison was
located in the direct neighbourhood of
Kazmierzowska street, Karna street and
Bernstein street, a large crowd of
working class men and woman had
gathered outside the prison walls and
the director anticipated that there was a
risk that the unrest may spread to the
wider population. As physical violence
spread inside the prison and the noise
was perceived as symbolic violence, the
director was forced to ask for the
support of the military and to report
directly to the state attorney [4].

19t century reports mention that
the prison’s central location in the city
center was a key feature as to why the
prison should be moved out of Lemberg
and with the unrest in the autumn of
1902, this objection became a real
phenomenon. The director complained
about the lack of space inside Brygidki
and the age of the building as he argued
that both combined did not allow for a

successful isolation of prisoners,
particularly ringleaders, from each
other.

In the aftermath of the 1902
prison unrest, a candid internal report
was written regarding the physical
reasons as to why the revolt did not
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stop even with an increased presence of
military forces inside Brygidki. The
most striking argument referred to the
materiality of the building. In the course
of the investigation the prison
authorities found out that the source of
the agitation in the prison was actually
located outside the prison. It also found
that among the so called ringleaders
were former inmates from Brygidki
prison. This network between the
outside and inside of the prison could
flourish, because the building of
Brygidki was physically enclosed by the
surrounding city centre. It did not
provide enough space for solitary
incarceration and enabled the prisoners
to communicate rather freely: “The
inmates who are located within reach of
the isolated dungeons communicate
over the corridor, partly by visual signs,
and partly by shouting - and this is
regardless of the armed posts outside.
Furthermore, the prisoners managed to
destroy the window covering” [5]

The use of the building was
limited by the fact, that from the 1870s
and onwards, it was overcrowded.
Prepared for far less than 800 inmates,
the administration reported on
average more than 950 and often more
than 1000 inmates. This did not only
worsen the conditions in every cell, but
prevented the administration in
making use of solitary confinement as
a means of punishment and isolation.
As a result every single overcrowded
cell became a potential hotbed of
agitation among the inmates.

The link between the high
number of inmates per cell and the
outbreak of unrest was documented in
1870: “This is the natural result of the
penal prison being packed, in times
reaching and even exceeding 1,000
inmates. In this case, the potential to
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carry out individual influence is limited
and the large crowd strengthens their
evil self-confidence and provides a
power which they misuse” [6].

A bureaucrat added the following
demand to the handwritten report in
1904, just two years after the September
events: “As was reported earlier, the
location of the prison and conditions of
incarceration of the regional court
prison building make it more difficult to
implement the house rules. The only
possible way to put things right, would
be to move the prison outside of
Lemberg to Drohobych, where a new
facility for male prisoners is supposed to
be built” [7].

Watchmen living in the Prison

While guards formally are at the
same time representatives of the state
and citizens, they shared some of the
prison conditions created by the state
for the inmates. The most direct
physical link was the materiality of the
historical Brygidki building as more
than half of the watchmen were obliged
to live on the compound. Those who
were not married, were legally forced
to live within the prison walls. Young
watchmen needed special permission
by the director in order to get married
[8]. The number of married watchmen
was formally limited as the majority
were officially required to stay on
prison territory - during both day and
night. An outcome of this was a constant
negotiation about the housing and
marriage question on behalf of the
watchmen [9]. Among the arguments
exploited in these negotiations was the
need to ensure a decent life for prison
watchmen to make them less prone to
bribery and to make sure they would
not be forced to take a second job. Read
in a non-normative way, we could
conclude that bribery and additional
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employment elsewhere were normal
phenomena at Brygidki - at least earlier
in the 19th century. The idea behind
this was based on an economic logic:
the watchman must be able to feed his
family, therefore he needs a place to
stay and a regular income [10]. In order
to prove his financial abilitz to marry,
the watchman Nikolaus Hrycyk
documented 1,060 crowns (Kronen) in
his bank account, but still there was no
formal procedure available in order to
legalize a living place outside of the
prison [11]. Still in 1905 the rule was:
14 men had to be unmarried and to live
in the prison [12]. The problem still
existed in 1913, when Valerian
Gasiorowski and Emil Gorzkowski
asked kindly for permission to get
married [13].

The Drohobych prison project

For the Austrian administration,
Drohobych became a synonym for the
solution of all problems synonymous
with Lviv. The new prison was a projec-
tion of a better future - both for the
administration, watchmen and inmates.

Drohobycz

/

It provided plenty of space in order to
keep more than 1,000 inmates in soli-
tary confinement, it was located outside
the center of Drohobych and the apart-
ments built for watchmen were outside
the prison walls. The new prison was
supposed to provide a complex infra-
structure featuring modern facilities
which were not standard in Drohobych
houses - neither private nor public: a
large scale cooking unit, a centralized
steam heating system (which was also
used to heat the cooking unit), a school
for young inmates and a broad range of
workshops including a modern mill
[14]. Separate chapels were provided
for Roman-Catholics and Greek-
Catholics. At the very centre of the pris-
on was a large theater hall enabling
educational programs and prison or-
chestra concerts. If we take a closer
look at the facade of this central part of
the building, it becomes clear that this
is not a technological project to over-
come structural problems of the 19t
century, but a representation of the
Austrian state itself.
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Built by prisoners from Brygidki for themselves: Penal prison Drohobycz on the
eve of WWI. Source: Fototapeta Polska.
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The Drohobych prison project
was the answer to the dilemmas of
Brygidki as the new facility was sup-
posed to replace the Lviv prison. There
was also a direct link between them:
the prisoners from Brygidki prepared
the ground in Drohobych and were
used as a workforce throughout the
nine year build. From 1905 onwards,
between 70 and 100 prisoners were
located in a special detachment of Bry-
gidki prison located in barracks on the
outskirts of Drohobych [15]. The loca-
tion for the new prison was chosen by
the Ministry of Justice because of its
proximity to the Lviv-Truskavets rail-
way line and because the city of
Drohobych transferred a large piece of
land free of charge to the state. But
even during the construction period,
the documents of the Ministry of Jus-
tice revealed that the bulk of problems
were transferred to Drohobych as op-
posed to being solved.

The construction work conducted
in Drohobych made up a considerable
part of the general Brygidki prisoner's
workload. In 1906, it added up to
27,533 workdays compared to 25,064
days in the Brygidki tailor shop or 8,896
days in the canvas production unit [16].
They were paid by the prison admin-
istration who were in turn reimbursed
by the private building company. Ac-
cording to a contract signed in 1904,
the company was also obliged to pay
the watchmen sent to Drohobych in
order to oversee the earth-moving and
brick work [17]. In 1908, the number of
prisoners working at the Drohobych
building site increased to 114 and a
conflict over payment forced the Minis-
try of Justice to draw a precise picture
of the construction work. The number
of prisoners increased as it was highly
profitable to use them for the private
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company - their workday cost only 42
hellers. The prison administration was
interested in the deal, because the
watchmen sent to Drohobych received
an additional payment of 1 crown and
50 hellers per day - just for being with
the prisoners outside of Brygidki [18].
Thanks to the inquiry, we know that
prisoners were supposed to receive an
additional 0.5 liters of milk per day and
generally a better food ratio [19].

The documentation also revealed
why the prison administration had a
special interest in the complicated con-
tracting system of the Brygidki prison-
ers. As the prison received 1 crown and
42 hellers per workday by the private
contractor, the prison administration
was able to gain an annual profit of
7,612 crowns. This profit became part
of the regular statistics and was the
basis of special rewards granted to the
head of the workshop units and the
prison administration. This highlights
that the state contracting system con-
tained some capitalist elements as in-
centive for state employees and that the
main beneficiaries were the leading
prison staff. Prisoners also had an in-
terest in being contracted as their
smaller share was transferred to a sav-
ing book and supposed to be paid out
on the very end of their term [20].
There were around 100 prisoners work-
ing at the spot, while surveillance was
usually carried out by nine unarmed
watchmen and one armed guard. From
1910 to 1911, the number of working
prisoners dropped from 134 to 90 [21].
The city of Drohobych liked the idea of
using prisoners for a symbolic fee, thus
they asked the prison administration in
1913 to hand over 20 prisoners [22].

Exporting corruption from Lviv

Apart from the formal financial
streams, the documentation from the
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Drohobych building reveals an informal
stream of goods, services and money.
Thus, the new prison did not solve a
core issue of Brygidki: the close net-
work of prisoners and watchmen. While
in the accounts of political prisoners,
watchmen are often portrayed as the
ugly face of state coercion, the everyday
history of the prison shows how closely
interrelated both groups of actors in-
side the prison were. As [ have argued
above, they spent a lot of time together
inside the prison, they had to face the
reality of Brygidki, and their relation-
ship was based on a certain degree of
relational dependence. Thus, it is not
surprising that this configuration did
not change just because a new building
was erected outside of Lviv and that the
semi-formalized building site outside
the prison walls encouraged both pris-
oners and members of the prison ad-
ministration to use the situation for
their own benefit.

Once sent to the Drohobych
building site, corrupt watchmen from
Lviv tended to be even more corrupt as
they had more space to develop their
own agenda and had a more distant
relation towards the prison inspector.
Already at Brygidki, the guard Seretny
was repeatedly accused of being drunk
during his work shifts. On the 1st of Jan-
uary 1904, he was reported to have
slept in his office after destroying a
chair [23]. Regardless of these reports,
Seretny was sent as chief commander of
the detachment to Drohobych on 2nd
May 1905. During the following years
he was reported to 'behave immorally'.
Among the new accusations was the
intense contact with the wife of another
watchman from Lviv, with whom he
paraded among the male prisoners.
Watchmen reported from Drohobych to
the state attorney in Lviv, that they
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were forced to pay for joint parties with
her and Seretny at the outpost. As earli-
er in Lviv, an important spot of social
life for watchmen became the local pub.
Thus, the watchmen Lehenik and Pach
were seen with the guard Seretny hav-
ing beer at the pub over lunch. After-
wards Seretny slept in his office [24].

In September 1906, Seretny was
found sleeping on a bench in the same
pub. The state attorney noted in a re-
port: 'He slipped off the bench, rolled
over the floor and turned a table'. His
very specific understanding of fulfilling
his duty had a direct impact on the rela-
tionship with inmates. In 1907, Seretny
was reported to have beaten the pris-
oners Kapus$cinski, Strocen and Ad-
amski, he allowed prisoners to leave for
the forest without direct supervision
and even asked them to take over tasks
in the city of Drohobych. 'Often Seretny
was totally drunk. He then slept in the
office at the prisoner's barrack, while
the watchmen Lehenik, Pach, Dawid-
owicz and Aniolowicz were supposed to
look out for whether the inspector from
Lviv would appear on the horizon, in
order to give Seretny some time to
wake up.' [25].

Beyond the obvious alcoholism of
Seretny, there were other issues at
hand. He tried to control the influx of
messages and illegal money transfers in
order to gain his share in the informal
economy of the prison. He was further
accused of taking a cut of the fish and
meat purchases - asking for a 52 hellers
refund, after only spending 49 hellers
himself. Furthermore, he was deemed
to have stolen petroleum owned by the
Austrian state. His alcohol problem did
not stop until 1909, when he was again
brought home from the prison on 27
June and 22 August [26]. In order to
finance his lifestyle he forced watchmen
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to borrow him money - roughly
2500 crowns - as much as twice his
annual salary at that time. An
investigation in 1910 found many of
the allegations to be correct, but as
Seretny was a state employee, he was
not suspended but just transferred to
the prison at Stanislawow (today -
Ivano-Frankivsk).

When in 1914 the newspaper
Trybuna reported on the corruption
scheme of Brygidki director Schmidka
(original spelling in documents of the
Vienna Ministry of Justice), the work
detachment of Drohobych played a
central role in the story. His wife was
reported to use the resources of the
prison in order to run a small farm
next to the Drohobych building site
[27]. The report was so detailed that
we know about straw from Brygidki,
which officially was supposed to be
used for the prisoners beds, was
transported by prisoners to a private
garden used by Schmidka’s wife. While
we are not able to figure out to what
extent the allegations were accurate,
the very existence of the story points
to the close link between corruption
inside Brygidki and the work
detachment in Drohobych [28]. Earlier
in 1914, an internal report provided
evidence that Schmidka wused the
workforce of Brygidki prisoners for his
personal purposes: a garden inside the
prison yard officially should have fed
the prisoners of Drohobych, but was
reported to be at the personal disposal
of the director's wife. Schmidka’s wife
was accused of using a plot of land not
far from the building site of the new
prison detachment in Drohobycz for
her own private purposes [29].

An obvious reason for the high
level of corruption on the building site
was its spatial configuration in relation
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to the regional centre in Lviv. While
inside Brygidki, the administration was
multilayered and carried out mutual
surveillance inside the prison, the build-
ing site was located not just outside of
Lviv, but 75 kilometers away. As a re-
sult, it was visited by the inspector on
behalf of the state attorney rather rare-
ly [30]. Thus, the mutual dependence of
prisoners and watchmen allowed them
to tighten ties, and immediately seemed
to augment the field for internal corrup-
tion.

No irony and no end

Only in November 1913 did the
building works in Drohobych come to
an end [31]. When the penal prison was
fully 'opened' in 1914, the idea to close
Brygidki itself became unrealistic. The
number of sentenced criminals had
constantly increased in the last years.
Also the number of political prisoners
had an impact on the rise of numbers
[32]. Whilst in 1908 the Ministry of
Justice envisioned Drohobych as a regu-
lating unit capable of having an impact
on the number of prisoners in Lviv, in
1909 it was already clear that Brygidki
would not be shut down as the number
of incarcerated grew further [33]. With
the adoption of the governmental pro-
cedure of political internment - the
incarceration of political suspects with-
out a court sentence - the number of
inmates grew exponentially. As a result,
in summer 1914 both penal prisons,
Brygidki and Drohobych, were over-
crowded with sentenced criminals, sus-
pects and those interned. That meant
the end of the administrative dream
from the early 20t century that a new
prison would solve the issues adherent
in Lviv. The reality was that very few
cells in Drohobych were used for soli-
tary confinement, with already too
many incarcerated prisoners [34].
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Conclusions. A hundred years
later, a prison reform in the Ukraine
decreased the number of inmates to a
level beneath the initially planned
schedule for the first time in history. An
official desk in the entrance hall of the
Penal institution No.40 (as the
Drohobych prison is now officially
called) explained in 2018 that the pris-
on was also called Drohobych Brygidki,
because supposedly the Duke of Lem-

berg had a wife Brygida and it was her
asking him to erect a nice space for in-
carceration on the outskirts of
Drohobych. While that is just a fairy
tale, the truth is that Drohobych was
built by the inmates of Brygidki under
the surveillance of guards from Brygid-
ki. It did not solve the problems of Bry-
gidki which has remained an active pen-
itentiary to this day.
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IcTopis 3akpuTTsa TIOpMuU «bpuriaku»: 150 pokiB AMCKyciit
Npo nepeHeceHHs B'A3HULI 3a MexKi J/IbBOBa

Y cTaTTi BiACTOIOETHCS AYMKa, L0 TIOpeMHa pepopMa € TPUBAKYOI0 AUCKYP-
CHBHOIO NIPAaKTHUKOK, B OCHOBI KOl — KpPUTHKA iCHYHOYOro cTaHy cnpas. TopMma
PO3IJ/ISHYTa, 3 OJHOr0 6OKY, K KapaJibHa iIHCTUTYLif MOJepPHOI Jlep>KaBH, 3 iHII0ro
- IK CUMBOJIIYHUI NIPOCTIp Y Aia/IeKTUYHOMY B3aEMO3B’ A3KY.

ABTOpOM IpOaHai30BaHO NPUYMHU Ta YMOBHU NepeHeCeHHA KapaJbHOTO 3a-
ksaay bpurigku 3i JIbBoBa A0 [[poro6uda Ha mo4yaTKy XX CT., a TaK0X OKPeCJIEHO
06CTaBUHMY, 110 He [03BOJIMJIM 3aBEPIIUTU Lied Npouec. AKLeHTOBAaHO yBary Ha
npo6seMax BHYTPIIIHbOIO yCTPOIO TIOPMHU, IPUYMHAX KOPYNLiHHUX [id TIOpeMHO-
ro nepcoHasy, Koro B3aEMOBIJTHOCUHAX i3 3acy/pkeHUMU. Bka3zaHo Ha aKTya/lbHICThb
npo6seMu GYHKILIOHYBaHHS B'SI3HUI Y LEeHTpi MojepHoro Micta ik 100 pokiB
TOMY, TaK I HUHI.

[licna nepuoro noginy Peudi [locmosnToil aBcTpilicbKa BJaJia HaljioHasli3yBa-
jia MmoHactup CB. Bpuritu B neHTpi J/IbBoBa i BUKOPHUCTOBYBaJa HOTO K B'SI3HUIIIO.
1872 poky BHeplle NOCTaJ0 NUTAHHA, 10 iCTOpUYHA OYZiBJIA He NpUAaTHA s
yTPUMaHHS B’SI3HIB, OCKIJIbKY He Bi/JINOBiJla€ BUMOTaM TiriEHU Ta cTaHJapTaM yT-
pHUMaHHS YB'sI3HEHHUX.

Munyno wmaike 150 pokiB, ane us npobsema Tak i He BupilleHa
(v «bpurigkax» NpoJjOBXy€E [liiTH yCTaHOBA BUKOHAHHS NMokapaHb N2 19) i nuTaH-
HA [lepeHeCeHHsl B'I3HULI 3a MexXi MicTa 3a/MLIAETbCA aKTyaJbHUM. Kpim
MEeHITEeHL[iJapHOT0 JUCKYpPCY, HA KOPUCTb 3aKPUTTHA YCTAaHOBU 3By4aThb i MOJITHUYHI
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apTyYMeHTH - icTopuyHa Oy/AiBJIs Ma€e Ha/leXaTH MicTy, a He MiHicTepcTBY OCTHUIIiI.
OTxe, aBTOPOM B iCTOPUYHIN PETPOCNEKTHBI NOKAa3aHO «EKCIIEPUMEHT» 3 IepeHe-
CeHHs B’s3HULI 3i JIbBOBa 10 Jlporo6uya ¥ BUCBIT/IEHO HOTO OCHOBHI acleKTH, 110
He BTPATHUJIU CBOE aKTyaJIbHOCTI.

1904 poky aBcTpilicbka BJIafia MicJsg YeproBOro OYHTY YB'SI3HEHUX, BpPaxo-
BYIOUM pO3TalllyBaHHA B's13HUIli «Bpurigku» y nenTpi JIbBoBa, HecTauy Micipb (po-
3paxoBaHa B'A3HULA OyJjia MakcuMyM Ha 800 oci6, ase 3a3BUYall yTpUMyBasIoCs
6isbmre 950, a To ¥ nmoHaz 1000) Ta HeBiANOBIAHICTD YMOB YTPHUMaHHS, YXBa/IHJIa
pilleHHs npo GYAIBHULTBO HOBOI'O Cy4yacHOTO MeHiTeHI[iapHOro 3akjajy Ha OKO-
auni [lporo6uya, Kyau 6, o 3aBeplieHHi 6yAiBesbHUX pob6iT, 6ysiM 6 nepeBefeHi
3acygxeHi 3 JIbBIBCbKUX «BpuUrifjok». 3 orJisgly Ha eKOHOMi4Hy JOLiJIbHICTh, Ha
OyZiBHULTBI HOBOr'O 3aKJaZy BUKOPUCTOBYBaJIM 3aCy/KEHHUX, 3a L0 THpeMHa
aaMiHicTpanis i B'sI3Hi oTpuMyBa/K BiJjIOBiAHY rpOLIOBY KOMIIEHCALil0 BiJ Mpu-
BaTHOTrO MiAPAAYMKA, 1110 3000B’13yBaBCsl BUKOHATH OY/liBeIbHI poOOTH.

ABcTpilicbka aaMiHicTpalis crnojiBasacs, 10 3BeleHHSI HOBOTO MPOCTOPOro
NeHiTEeHI[lapHOTO 3aKJaAy BUPIMIUTH yci Npo6JieMH, MOB’si3aHi 3 JIbBIBCBKUMHU
«Bbpurigkamu», a came: nepenoBHeHICTb B’SI3HHULI, 6pak MPOCTOPY, He3aJOBIJNbHI
caHiTapHi yMOBH, 6e3neKoBi 3arpo3u Touo. Bubip Micusa a/s HoBoi B'sA3HUL 6YB
3yMOBJIEHUN 6JiM3bKicTI0 /[[poro6uya o 3aiisHU4YHOI rinku JIbBiB-TpycKkaBelp, a
TaKOXX TUM, L0 MicbKa BJaJia 6e30IJIaTHO Nepejasa JepKaBi 3eMesbHY AiJISHKY
nifg 3a6y0By.

HoBa TiopMma B /lporo6udi crajia NpoekLi€l0 Ha «Kpalle MallOyTHE» K A
BJA/IU W TIOpEMHOI agMiHicTpalii, Tak i 6e3nocepeAHbO A/ HArJIAAauiB, 110 OyIu
3MylleHi MpOoXXKUBATHU Ha TepUTopil B'sA3HULY, i 3acyxkeHuX. BoHa 6yJ1a po3paxoBa-
Ha Ha 1000 yB’si3HeHHX, KBapTUPH JJIs1 CTOPOKi po3TallloBYyBaJKCs 3a ii MeXaMH.
06s1asHaHa B'A3HULA OyJa 32 OCTAaHHIM CJIOBOM TexHIKU: LieHTpaJ/li30BaHe NapoBe
OmnaJIeHHs], Cy4YaCHUN MJIMH Ta MaMcTepHi, 1KoJa [/ HEMOBHOJITHIX YB'SI3HEHUX
TowO0. /11 pUMO- Ta IPEKO-KATOJIMKIB 3Be/leHi OKpeMi KaIliuui. ¥ camoMy 1eHTpi
TIOPEMHOTO0 NOABIP’Al — BeJINKUH TeaTpaJbHUMU 3aJ, /14 IpOBeJleHHsI KOHLePTiB Ta
OCBIiTHiX 3axX0/iB.

OpHak, HaBiTh Ha eTamni 6yAiBeJIbHUX POOIT, 1110 BUKOHYBaIMCA 32 PaXxyHOK
yB'I3HEHUX, CTajJ0 3pO3yMijo, 10 OijblIa 4YacTUHA MpPo6JEM JIbBIBCbKHUX
«bpurifok», 30kpeMa 1100 OJWHOYHOIO yTPHUMaHHA, HArjasaLy 3a B'SI3HAMH,
Jlo6poyYecHOCTI Har/igjadiB Ta [JOTPUMaHHs TIOPEMHOrO peXHUMy, HIKyAH He
no/iijiacs, a OyJia mepeHeceHa J0 HOBOi ycTaHOBU. BigmaneHicts Bij JIbBoBa yHe-
MOXXJIMBWJIA 3abe3leyeHHs] CHCTEMHOTO KOHTPOJIIO 3a JisJIbHICTIO TIOPEMHOI
aaMiHicTpalis sk Ha cTaAil 6yAiBHUIITBA, TaK i micjis BiAKpUTTS ycTtaHoBU 1913 p.

[lig yac nepeBipku AissnBHOCTI ycTaHOBU 1914 p. BUABJIEHO 3HAYHI 3/10BXKU-
BaHHS Hava/ibHUKA B's3HuLi llIMizgke: Horo JpyXrHa BUKOPUCTOBYBaJa pecypcu
TIOPMHU Ha BJIACHIN depmi, cosioma, mpu3HavYeHa /sl HabUBaHHS MaTpaliB 3acy/[-
’KeHUX MoTpallisjia caMe Ty, Y TIOpeMHOMY CaJiKy, 1110 IOBUHEH OyB 3abe3neyy-
BaTH MOTPeOH B’'SI3HIB, MPALIOBaJIU 3aCy/XKeHi, ajie BiH 3HaxX0AUBCS B 0COOGUCTOMY
KOPUCTYBaHHS [JPYXUHH HavyaJbHMKA TIOPMH, 3€eMeJibHa [iJITHKA M06JU3Y
B’SI3HULi Te>K BUKOPUCTOBYBaJslacsl HUMH Y BJIACHUX LIJIAX.

3 mnouyaTkoM BilHUM BiA6GyJMcad 3MiHM Yy KapasibHid mnosiTuni ABcCTpo-
Yropcokoi imnepii. B’A3HUII CTa/d NOMOBHIOBATHCA He JIMIIEe KapHUMH 3J10-
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YUHUSAMHM, 2 ¥ NOJITUYHUMMU Ta iHTepHOBAaHUMHU. | JIbBIBChbKi, i Jporo6uibKi
«Bpurigku» cTasu nepenoBHEHUMHU i TPO 3aKPUTTs B'sA3HUIli Y JIbBOBi He MorJio
O0yTH ¥ MoBU. Tak, He Cyau/I0CA 3AiACHUTHCA «aAMiHiCTpaTUBHIN Mpii» Ipo HOBUH
MeHiTeHI[iapHUM 3aKJaj, IKHUH BUPILIUTb «yCi Mpo6JieMHU» JIbBIBCbKOI THOPMH
«Bpurigku».

Kawuosi cnoea: miwpma «bpuzidku»; pecpopma; Jlvsis; [pozobuy; kopynyis.
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