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bová’ s claims in her monograph Precedentné 
fenomény súčasného ruského jazyka. Inter-
kultúrny a lingvodidak tický aspekt (Precedent 
Phenomena in the Contemporary Russian 
Language. The intercultural and Linguo-di-
dactic Aspect, 2015, 14) – the author appro-
priately points out the fact that “[t]he theory 
of precedentness and precedent phenomena 
is closely related to the theory of intertextu-
ality. Since precedentness was based on the 
theory of intertextuality, it helps to develop 
it and refine it terminologically. Precedent 
phenomena ultimately ‘represent’ the phe-
nomenon of intertextuality” (47). Termino-
logically speaking, the two terms are rather 
close to each other since they refer to the 
same phenomena in the text. However, we 
respect the author’ s conception as it is rooted 
in a  certain spectrum of opinions on the 
issue. The author examines precedent names, 
precedent texts, precedent testimonies, and 
precedent situations in the original text and 
how these phenomena were translated into 
Slovak and German and attempts to apply 
the theoretical knowledge established in the 
theoretical part of the monograph in the 
analysis. Based on the different historical/
cultural contexts or linguistic differences, 
the author assumed the German translation 
would exhibit a greater number of losses of 
expression and changes on the cultural-com-
municative level. However, the comparative 
analysis showed that is not the case. On the 
contrary, as far as the precedent phenomena 

go, it was the Slovak translation that exhib-
ited a greater number of losses. The com-
parative analysis confirmed the commonly 
known fact that the translator must be pre-
pared for the interpretative phase of the 
translation process in regard to his knowl-
edge, but knowledge of translation studies 
is not sufficient – relevant knowledge of lin-
guoculturology is also necessary. In any case, 
as A.  Zahorák’ s monograph also proves, 
questions of culture and interculture consti-
tute an important part of translation studies, 
which currently appear to be an interdisci-
plinary field integrating many various fields 
of research, such as linguoculturology.

We consider A.  Zahorák’ s monograph 
to be an interesting addition to translation 
studies research as it integrates multiple dis-
ciplines, uniting culture, language, and trans-
lation. His monograph draws attention to the 
multitude of possible approaches to transla-
tion studies research, confirming its viability. 
We see the merit of the monograph in the 
breadth of the research of the topic as well as 
in bridging western and eastern “concepts”. 
Its publication in English by Peter Lang con-
stitutes another positive, as it contributes to 
highlighting less known opinions of Central 
and East European research and conceptions 
in Western Europe.

Translated from Slovak by Matej Martinkovič
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Dmitry Prigov (1940–2007), one of the 
key figures of Moscow conceptualism, was 
a  writer, artist, and performer. Since the 
1990s, his oeuvre has been studied world-
wide. The collective volume Staging the 
Image: Dmitry Prigov as Artist and Writer, 
edited by Gerald Janecek, professor emer-
itus from the University of Kentucky, con-
sists of ten studies. The volume is based on 

the international workshop Prigov – Multi-
media, Performative, Translingual: Dmitry 
Prigov’ s Legacy as an Artist and Writer, held 
in Prague in December 2014.

Prigov’ s oeuvre is often defined as a com-
pact performance. Prigov himself called it 
the project D.A.P. (Dmitry Aleksandrovich 
Prigov). Prigov’ s total performance was con-
cerned with the question of his own subjec-
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tivity, with all of his public activities becom-
ing part of this total performance. Within the 
project, the act of writing poetry turned into 
the act of performing the role of a writer and 
the act of drawing became a  performance 
of the role of an artist. In this regard we can 
say that Prigov was “staging the images” of 
a  writer and of an artist. The term “image” 
played an important role in Prigov’ s thought, 
and he used it to refer to the discursive mod-
els one uses when communicating. There-
fore, Prigov’ s understanding of the image 
undermines one’ s capacity of producing 
authentic utterances. In Prigov’ s view there 
is no pre-discursive intention.

The experts on Prigov’ s oeuvre, Mark 
Lipovetsky and Ilya Kukulin, used the 
umbrella term “performativity” to discuss 
the aforementioned features of Prigov’ s total 
performance (see their study “‘The Art of 
Penultimate Truth’: Dmitrii Prigov’ s Aes-
thetic Principles” published in The Russian 
Review, vol. 75, issue 2, 2016). In contempo-
rary theory, performativity refers to a variety 
of mutually intertwined issues. It includes the 
speech acts theory that is concerned with the 
question of how language shapes and even 
creates our world and the ways we perceive 
it (see the writings of J.L.  Austin). For this 
reason, the speech act theory has become 
important in research on the construction of 
identities and subjectivity (see the writings of 
Judith Butler). On the other hand, performa-
tivity is broadly discussed within the field of 
visual and performing arts as well.

The title of the reviewed volume playfully 
refers to all these intertwined aspects of per-
formativity and their presence in the project 
D.A.P. The “staging” in the title refers to the 
strategies of constructing of one’s identity 
(“image”). The studies included in the vol-
ume discuss a  wide variety of these strate-
gies, as they appear in Prigov’ s poetry, art-
works and performances. The common motif 
behind all of the studies is the issue of how 
Prigov approached and constructed his sub-
jectivity. 

Gerald Janecek’ s and Marion Rutz’ s 
papers aim at Prigov’ s theoretical writings 

and show how these writings may become 
the performances of the author’ s oscillating 
(mertsayushchiy) subjectivity that is hard 
to pin down. Looking at two examples of 
so-called prenotifications (preduvedom-
lenye), a kind of preface Prigov used to write 
to introduce his poetic cycles and even nov-
els, Janecek attempts to show what kind of 
language means Prigov used to express his 
oscillating subjectivity. Marion Ruth pays 
attention to Prigov’ s essays, where he per-
formed the role of a  literary critic. Rutz’ s 
analysis is more complex than Janecek’ s and 
includes an overview of the research on the 
topic.

Hana Kosáková’ s study approaches the 
issue of subjectivity from a different perspec-
tive. The Czech author compares Prigov’ s 
and Vladimir Mayakovsky’ s poetry, which 
she grasps as examples of postmodernist 
and modernist subjectivity, concluding that 
“Prigov’ s notion of subjectivity is fundamen-
tally different from Mayakovsky’ s, hence 
could hardly be described as having some 
kind of direct affinity with Mayakovsky’ s” 
(41).

Alena Machoninová, another Czech 
co-author of the volume, compares the 
motif of Prague in Vsevolod Nekrasov’ s and 
Prigov’ s poetry. At first, she briefly summa-
rizes the nature of the conflict between the 
two poets. Nekrasov believed that Prigov 
took all the credit for the emergence of con-
ceptualism in Russian poetry. The result of 
Machoninová’ s comparison is that Prigov 
was more interested in the discursive image 
of Prague and in the constructive principles 
of the Czech language, while Nekrasov paid 
more attention to the dialogue between the 
Czech and Russian historical contexts.

The reviewed volume includes two stud-
ies of Prigov’ s performances, too. Both stud-
ies show Prigov’ s interest in post-humanism. 
Philipp Kohl analyzes Prigov’ s cooperation 
with Grisha Bruskin in the performances 
called Good-by, USSR. Kohl interprets the 
performance more than just an allegory of 
the history of USSR. He approaches it from 
the philosophical perspective and asks the 
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question of what precedes life. The perfor-
mances of Prigov and Bruskin are based on 
the Golem mythology. Kohl concludes that 
the authors perform the process of entity cre-
ation and that the Golem becomes a  figure 
that oscillates between being born from itself 
and being created by someone else’ s hand. 

Valetina Parisi discusses the perfor-
mances of the Prigov Family Group, in which 
Prigov participated in activities together with 
his son and his son’ s wife. Parisi sees the per-
formances of the group as interrogating the 
meaning of family after the posthuman turn.

The studies by Sabine Hänsgen, Brigitte 
Obermayr and Giada Dalla Bontà turn the 
reader’s attention towards the issue of media. 
They scrutinize the “technical” basis of sub-
jectivity construction. However, in their 
approach the question of subjectivity is pres-
ent more implicitly. The relationship with 
subjectivity is underlined when we read them 
within the context of the whole volume. Each 
of the authors uses a different approach.

Sabine Hänsgen deals with the issue of 
voice, and understands this phenomenon 
as a space where different performative and 
media aspects meet. From this perspective, 
she looks at Prigov’ s visual and sound poetry, 
pointing to the presence of the sound prin-
ciple in Prigov’ s graphic experiments and 
vice versa. Hänsgen’ s study was previously 
published in Russian and German in other 
collective volumes: Nekanonicheskii klassik 
(Moscow, 2010) and Jenseits Der Parodie 
(München and Berlin, 2013).

Brigitte Obermayr looks at the impor-
tance of newspapers within the Soviet under-
ground milieu, stating that newspapers were 
never used in the underground art practice 
as pure fragments of reality, but mainly as 
ideological fragments. She agrees with Alexei 
Yurchak that utterances in the 1980s Soviet 
Union newspapers became empty and did 
not refer to the present, which she calls the 
hegemony of form. She then shows how 
Prigov highlighted this hegemony of form 
in his projects by filling up all the empty 
space of newspaper pages as if he was filling 
a blank.

Giada Dalla Bontà tries to reveal the con-
nection between Prigov’ s drawings, type-
writer experiments, and the rest of his oeuvre. 
She supposes that the interconnection lies 
in Prigov’ s approach to spatiality. She then 
shows how Prigov approached the space 
in a  similar manner across every media he 
used. Dalla Bontà does not forget to take into 
consideration many other aspects, including 
genre conventions and cultural traditions.

The last chapter of the volume is Tomáš 
Glanc’ s study, probably the most complex in 
the entire volume. Glanc introduces the term 
self-removal, which he defines as “a kind of 
creative redirecting” and “as a  reorientation 
by means of a  new perspective” (147). He 
compares self-removal with Shklovsky’ s os -
traneniye and Brecht’ s Verfremdungseffekt. 
The difference between them and self-re-
moval is that the previous terms deal primar-
ily with the object and lead to the emergence 
of new metaphors, while self-removal aims 
at examining the state of affairs and leads to 
the emergence of the new mode of author-
ship and representation. Glanc uses the motif 
of self-removal to scrutinize a  wide variety 
of Prigov’ s works, and his main conclu-
sion is that “[t]o Prigov, self-removal is not 
a method. Rather, it is his behavior, a gesture, 
the realization of a  performative program” 
(175).

The reviewed volume can be very useful 
for those who are interested in the work of 
Dmitry Prigov and Moscow conceptualism. 
However, since the volume brings together 
different views on the topics related to the 
problematic of performativity, it may also be 
helpful for those who are interested in the 
connection between theories of performativ-
ity and media theories. 
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