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mass graves and cemeteries) and in the memories of surviving relatives and families. 
Flige’s contribution, part of a book-length project, left me eager for a fuller treatment 
of this innovative approach to memory studies, and I look forward to the appearance 
of the book.

Rethinking the Gulag is a model of collaborative, interdisciplinary scholarship. 
The intersection of multiple generations of experienced and emerging scholars of the 
Gulag, drawing on diverse scholarly methodologies, is apparent and appreciated. I 
finished reading the volume wanting to be told by the editors that this is the first in 
a planned multi-volume project. Certain topics, including the role of gender in the 
Gulag, remain unaddressed. Others, such as the interrelationships between politi-
cal and criminal zeks, need to be expanded beyond Soviet-era stereotypes. Archives 
remain to be uncovered and analyzed, for both their nuances and their national level 
revelations, even though continued access to Gulag archives in Putin’s Russia can be 
hard to predict, as the editors acknowledge in their Afterword. The scholarly work of 
remembering the unknown and the un-mourned continues.

Natasha Kolchevska
University of New Mexico
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This book of Susanne Strätling was her habilitation thesis from 2014, published in 
Germany in 2017. Her ambition is intriguing and impressive. After the “philology of 
the eye” (the pictorial turn) and “philology of the ear” (the sonic turn), she aspires 
to write an alternative “philology of the hand,” situated between poetics, rhetoric, 
linguistics, psychology, ergonomics, history of law, philosophy, and the visual arts. 
This new turn should help to rethink parameters, subjects, and method of philology, 
to bridge the gaps between voice and writing, letters and images, homo faber and 
homo ludens, words and deeds, life and death, sacred and secular, and to remap 
the hierarchies of the senses putting the eye under the control of the hand. This 
enormous task could obviously not be completed in one book, and Strätling presents 
some possible directions. The chosen period (1900s–40s) includes artistic experi-
ments (Aleksei Kruchenykh, Mikhail Matiushin, El Lissitzky, Vsevolod Meyerhold, 
Daniil Kharms), existential reflections (Iakov Druskin) and theoretical concepts of 
linguists, literary scholars, psychologists, theorists of the scientific management 
of labor (Lev Polivanov, Nikolai Marr, Viktor Shklovskii, Lev Vygotskii, Aleksandr 
Luriia, Aleksei Gastev).

In seven chapters of her book, Strätling correlates pairs, such as hand and 
mouth, hand and writing tools, hand and body, and hand and mind. She goes from 
representational doubling of words in gestures, naturalization of artificial significa-
tion processes in corporeality to differentiations between Tadeusz Zieliński’s and 
Polivanov’s sound gestures, Marr’s glossogenetic gestures, Sergei Tretiakov’s word 
gestures, and so on. Strätling’s material is sometimes expected (Meyerhold’s biome-
chanics, Krychenykh’s handwritten books, Lissitzky’s new typography), sometimes 
surprising (Druskin’s diaries).

The theoretical framing (Ferdinand de Saussure and Friedrich Engles, Wilhelm 
Wundt and Siegmund Freud, Ludwig Wittgenstein and Morice Merleau-Ponty, Walter 
Benjamin, Marcel Mauss, Jacques Derrida, Giorgio Agamben, and Willem Fussel) is a 
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challenge since Strätling aspires to correlate with contemporary western discourses. 
This thematic approach is similar to Socialist Senses: Film, Feeling, and the Soviet 
Subject, 1917–1940 (2017) by Emma Widdis, who has analyzed the sensory experience 
of objects and surfaces in Soviet film in the framework of play and labor; yet Widdis’s 
book (and Soviet film) is not acknowledged by Strätling.

Strätling’s book contains two parts that I would call the referential and the 
analytical. In the first four chapters, Strätling contrasts different concepts (practi-
cal, artistic, theoretical), and the reader should derive his/her own conclusions from 
this montage. For example, in the first chapter the author refers to five paradigms of 
“speech gesture”: 1) the rhetorical, connected to manual eloquence and the poetics 
of propaganda; 2) the performative, understood as a symbiosis of word and gesture; 
3) the linguistic, based on Iakov Lintsbakh’s theory of language and his notation sys-
tem, Eduard Siever’s sound curves, Marr’s idea about the origin of language deriving 
from manual gestures; 4) the poetological, Andrei Bely’s thoughts about the dance 
of the tongue and his analysis of Nikolai Gogol ’́s gestural codes as well as Boris 
Eikenbaum’s articulatory theory of skaz; and finally 5) the speech paradigm with 
reference to Flusser, who searched for a non-discursive language born out of ges-
ture. Strätling relies on the expressiveness of the material without trying to find con-
nections, distant affinities or similar impulses bridging these concepts. Thus, in the 
chapter “Pointing,” she juxtaposes different ideas about theatrical gestures, such as 
Nikolai Evreinov’s cathartic experience, Konstantin Stanislavskii’s disciplined play, 
Meyerhold’s biomechanics, and the praxis of the Proletkult theater. But, in connect-
ing Stanislavskii’s ideas that emerged in 1938 to Meyerhold’s concepts of the early 
1920s and Alexandre Tairov’s prerevolutionary practice, the author ignores the spe-
cific and extremely different historical and cultural contexts in which these ideas and 
practices are embedded.

From Chapter 5 on, Strätling analyzes the poetics of Tretiakov, Osip 
Mandel śhtam, and the Oberiu (Kharms’ plays and Druskin’s diaries) and dem-
onstrates impressively her new philological method. In the gesture of “Giving” 
(proceeding from Mauss’s analysis of this social ritual and Derrida’s deconstruc-
tive word play) Strätling explores lexical, semantic, and associative mythological 
references and the relation between chance and providence in Mandel śhtam’s 
poem “Vozmi na radost΄ iz moiikh ladonei.” She interprets the poet’s gesture as 
an offering, but his palm full of literary life refers at the same time to death, which 
allows Strätling to relate Nikolai Fedorov’s ideas about resurrection of the dead with 
Shklovskii’s resurrection of the word. She looks at Aleksei Tolstoi’s fascination with 
torture protocols of the seventeenth century, by means of which he hoped to reani-
mate verbal clichés. She traces the conjunction of hand and deed in Tretiakov’s 
poetics (analyzing his documentary reports, ocherki, and the play I Want a Baby!) 
with legal discourses and interprets his demand to act as acta, file, denunciation, 
and interrogation. The last chapter treats not only euphoric rehabilitation of haptic 
senses through futurists and constructivists but also the hiatus between the semi-
otic and somatic, the absurdist potentiality of touching, the existential experience 
of loss (by Kharms), and self-rejection (by Druskin), who discovered the uncanny 
otherness of his own hand.

Some of the book’s less convincing conclusions are caused by the hiatus or lack 
of coordination between the historical exploration of various concepts and philologi-
cal analysis (and partially explained by shortening of the original German from 531 
pages to 325). The emphasis on Ippolit Sokolov’s manifests that had never been real-
ized in practice for demonstrating the ideas of constructivist theater is not persua-
sive, and the difference between biomechanics and Sergei Eisenstein’s bimecanichs 
remains obscure.
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The translation is excellent but nearly all notes referred to German sources, even 
of the seminal texts available in English, such as Benjamin’s Work of Art in the Age 
of Mechanical Reproduction or Engel’s Dialects of Nature, to name just a few. I have 
the impression of reading a German book, probably due to its being embedded in 
German theoretical discourse. But the rich material, the compulsion to rethink the 
methodological approach, as well as the fine analysis, makes the reading rewarding.

Oksana Bulgakowa
Johannes Gutenberg University, Mainz
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Already since the middle of the 1970s, Dmitrii Aleksandrovich Prigov enjoyed a star 
status in the circles of unofficial, alternative Soviet culture. During the late 1980s and 
1990s he increasingly became better known to the general Russian public. One can 
safely say that Prigov was one of the central figures in the transition process from 
Soviet culture to the Russian post-socialist condition. During this time, he had a high 
degree of public presence, participated in many cultural events, and collaborated 
with the leading Russian authors and artists. But most importantly, Prigov made his 
own art into an arena of transition from “Sovietness” to “Post-Sovietness,” and his 
own public figure to a manifestation of this transition. Prigov was simultaneously 
active as poet, artist, performer, and writer, but also—and maybe even primarily—as 
a public persona incorporating the spirit of his time.

The list of publications dedicated to the different aspects of Prigov’s art is long. 
However, Partisanskii logos by Mark Lipovetsky and Ilya Kukulin is the first book 
that has a claim to present the artistic activities of Prigov in all their aspects. The 
book is not a biography. The authors are not especially interested in the private side 
of Prigov’s life—even if they mention some events in their hero’s biography that were 
important for the formation of Prigov’s public persona. Basically, it is this public per-
sona that interests the authors in the first place, as well as the strategy that Prigov 
applied to construct this persona. As material for this work of construction, Prigov 
used the Soviet mythology that was full of heroes who were allegedly “near to the 
people” and “loved by the people”: Aleksandr Pushkin, Aleksandr Suvorov, Vladimir 
Lenin, and Vladimir Maiakovskii. By playing with this mythology and, directly or 
indirectly, applying it to himself, Prigov demonstrated its absurdity, its vacuity, and 
its purely textual, conventional character with no relationship to “reality.” In this 
sense, Prigov’s poetic and artistic technique was characteristically post-modern: he 
played with different historical contexts and artistic forms by emptying them from 
any “original” content and, thus, made them available for the construction of his 
own, personal myth beyond the possibility to differentiate between the earnest and 
the parodistic. Now, the authors of the Partisan logos follow Prigov in this endeavor 
in so far as they discuss the contexts that were used by Prigov and the general post-
modern context in which this endeavor emerged.

Just to mention some of the contexts discussed in the book: the Moscow 
Conceptualist circle; friends from the period of his study of sculpture such as Boris 
Orlov or Aleksandr Kossolapov; Moscow poets such as Igor Kholin or Eduard Limonov; 
Leningrader poets of the neo-classical school like Viktor Krivulin and Elena Shvarts; 
the context of official Soviet art and literature; the Russian literary tradition; Russian 
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