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Abstract

The paper sets to explore the specifi city of the Slavic translations of Shakespeare with 
some special emphasis on the prosodic features of Slavic languages. Preceded by a gen-
eral discussion of the sounds and rhythms of Slavic languages, the paper presents the 
historical overview of the translations strategies used by translators to deal with the chal-
lenges of Shakespeare’s iambic pentameter. Here some of the most important shaping 
factors are discussed such as the pressure of the Neoclassical and Romantic models or the 
infl uence of Schlegel’s doctrine of organic poetry. Secondly, the paper accounts for the 
establishment of the national canons of Shakespeare’s translations and their impact on the 
subsequent attempts at translation. 

“I see it in my motion, have it not in my tongue” (II 3.12–13) confesses the Egyptian 
Soothsayer, while lamenting over the risks of Antony forsaking Cleopatra.1 The Sooth-
sayer’s concerns lie with his reluctance to name the impending crisis, and his diffi  culty 
stems from fear rather than linguistic defi cit though the excuse aptly signals the irri-
tating chasm between knowing what one wants to say and fi nding the right words to 
express it. Naturally, translating Shakespeare’s plays into any language entails a neces-
sary measure of anxiety when inward promptings advise us against the most obvious 
choices. Take for example the sonorous English danger juxtaposed with the draggled 
Polish niebezpieczeństwo, the Czech crispy nebezpieči, or the screaming Russian 
oпасность (opasnost). Needless to say, the sound of alarm brings with it the image of 
an ensuing action, ranging from a hasty fl ight, an anxious concealment, or a cry for help. 
If so, fear can be verbalized, and translated, and acted out in a surprising variety of ways.

1. Shakespeare’s (All) Ears

Interestingly enough, Shakespeare playfully explores the tension-building potential 
of the otherwise unintelligible Slavic speech when he leads Parolles, the notorious 
braggart-polyglot, into his oppressive encounter with “the Muskos regiment”:
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SECOND LORD. Throca movousus, cargo, cargo, cargo.
ALL.  Cargo, cargo, cargo, villianda par corbo, cargo.
PAROLLES. O, ransom, ransom! Do not hide mine eyes.
INTERPRETER. Boskos thromuldo boskos.
PAROLLES.   I know you are the Muskos’ regiment,

And I shall lose my life for want of language. […]
INTERPRETER. Boskos vauvado. I understand thee, and can speak

thy tongue. Kerelybonto, sir, betake thee to thy faith, for
seventeen poniards are at thy bosom.

PAROLLES. O!
FIRST SOLDIER. O, pray, pray, pray! Manka revania dulche.
SECOND LORD. Oscorbidulchos volivorco.
INTERPRETER. The General is content to spare thee yet;

And, hoodwink’d as thou art, will lead thee on
To gather from thee. Haply thou mayst inform
Something to save thy life.

PAROLLES. O, let me live,
And all the secrets of our camp I’ll show (LLL IV 1.51‒7)

Indeed, Parolles reveals them all in his frantic struggle to survive the crisis. Of 
course, the tormenting of Parolles takes place in an entirely imaginative linguistic 
realm as the Muskos, and, therefore, Muscovites, and, thus, Russians are in fact 
the French lords whose Slavic eloquence is but a fl amboyant verbal masquerade, 
almost entirely dismissed in critical commentaries.2 In consequence, the pretended 
Slavic input – “a strange gibberish,” “the mumbo jumbo,” “jabberwocky” (Dela-
bastita 50) – passes largely unnoticed and, notwithstanding the interpreter’s pains, 
is utterly obscure. Even the Slavic researchers, otherwise eager to acknowledge all 
instances of Eastern infl uence, seem at odds with themselves: “The specimens of 
the bogus language concocted by the poet for the purpose sound, I am afraid, more 
like Esperanto than Russian,” sneers Otokar Vočaldo, and yet proceeds to argue: 

Shakespeare, who had a quick musical ear, was apparently struck by the full vocalic 
endings which Slavonic has in common with Romance languages and he also noticed 
the frequency of the ch (č) sound. The ending – o possibly represents in some cases 
fi nal – u, and – os the refl exive form of the verb. The enigmatic exclamation ‘cargo’, 
that occurs repeatedly in this rigmarole and is met elsewhere, sounds Spanish, but 
might here represent the Russian karga which means hag or harridan. […] The word 
‘vauvado’ is reminiscent of Fletcher’s  ‘vaiavod’ (general). However, there is at least 
one unmistakably Russian expression here: ‘oscorbi.’ The initial group of sounds 
osk- is not found in English, nor for that matter in Latin or Germanic languages. 
Oskorbit’ is a common Russian verb meaning to insult. (Vočaldo 41‒42)

The risky inquiry soon develops into a plausible fantasy of Shakespeare over-
hearing some “touchy” Russian delegates taking off ence from an all but too 
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curious London crowd intrigued, no doubt, by their lukewarm and furry apparel. 
As long as Vočaldo’s imagining can be neither trusted nor entirely dropped, the 
overall Elizabethan exposure to the Slavic world remained rather indirect though 
steady due to the thriving Baltic trade and the adventurous Muscovite Company. 
The Slavic lands occasionally feature in Shakespeare’s plays as romantic settings 
such as Illyria in Twelfth Night or, most famously, the sea-shore of Bohemia in 
The Winter’s Tale. Glimpses of Eastern Europe and its people can be found also 
in Hamlet (“the sledded Polacks” heading for their war with Fortinbras) and in 
Love’s Labour’s Lost where the on- and off -stage audience watch the exotic dance 
of the Muscovite ensemble. Could Shakespeare ever ponder over the sound of 
the Slavic speech? Or did he ever fancy his plays enacted “in states unborn and 
accents yet unknown” (JC III 1), stretching as far as the frost-stricken eastern 
edges of the continent?

2. Travelling Eastward

The Slavic reception of Shakespeare has been usually researched in the corre-
sponding national context, with the results published in native languages, and 
thus neither comparable nor easily accessible (e.g. Drábek 2010, Żurowski 
2007). Furthermore, the translation issues would resurface as an additional 
aspect in analyses focused predominantly on theatre history, or, alternatively, 
broadly understood infl uence studies, without recourse to the linguistic intri-
cacies of translation practices. Few texts have been published within the 
specifi c context of European Shakespeare Studies, and these remain funda-
mental for researching the fi eld (Střibrný 2000, Schultze 1993, Levin 1993).3 
Even a cursory look at the above sources, however, reveals some regularities 
and parallel tendencies.  

The fi rst Slavic translations of Shakespeare (usually, though not exclusively, 
of major tragedies4) originated with the theatre and were typically based on the 
French (Pierre-Antoine de La Place, Jean-François Ducis5) or, more often, German 
(Friedrich Schröder6) intermediary rewritings or versions derived from them and 
freely circulating among playing companies active in the Slavic territories. In 
this the Slavs imitated the pan-European fashions, only occasionally strengthened 
by the fi rst-hand experience of the rising wave of bardolatry on the Isles, both 
fueled and exemplifi ed by Garrick’s Shakespeare Jubilee in 1769. These early 
translations bear strong features of adaptation practices, and given their deriva-
tive character, do not refl ect any direct confrontation of languages, and thus the 
search for corresponding euphony. The early phase of theatrical reception, in the 
majority of cases comprising the fi rst decades of the 19th century, is as a rule 
meticulously researched and documented, and yet available along monolingual 
lines, and thus rather hermetic.7 The rewritings completed in this phase did not 
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have any notable impact on the fi rst translations based on the original, but they 
were instrumental in shaping the expectations of the target readerships whose 
ideas about Shakespeare they forged. It is also worth noticing that the shaping 
infl uence of Austrian and German stagings continued beyond the caesura of the 
completion of the fi rst translations from English, as some later stagings (based 
on the abridged and reshuffl  ed versions of the fully-fl edged translations) mirrored 
the applauded productions from Vienna and Berlin (Gibińska).

 What sets the profi le of the early reception of Shakespeare is the existence or 
non-existence of the native literary tradition which determines the extent of either 
French Neoclassical or German Pre-Romantic (on in the case of the southern Slavs 
also Italian) impact, and therefore the native prosodic conventions. In most of the 
cases, while facing the challenge of translating Shakespeare from the original, 
the Slavic translators could not rely on any earlier national literary achievements. 
Symptomatic here is the diagnosis on the contemporaneous Russian literature: 
“The Russian literary language had not yet developed the means and the fl ex-
ibility needed for the conveyance of foreign textual forms, and specifi c literary 
styles had not been defi ned well enough” (Levin 77). Similar opinions prevail 
as regards Bohemia where “there was no canon of literary texts to turn to and 
no set of poetic rules to take as a point of departure” as well as “no models of 
verse comedy or tragedy to go by” (Schultze 59). The Slovaks did not even have 
a “generally accepted standard language of their own,” and it was only Poland 
that had “several centuries of an unbroken literary development” (Schultze 55). 
Consequently, the early translations of Shakespeare served more than one aim. 
Setting aside the obvious interest in Shakespeare as a playwright, they were meant 
to upgrade the standards of Slavic literatures, and thereby confi rm its creative 
potential often in the context of the threatened, limited or altogether lost political 
autonomy of Slavic countries.8 The ensuing processes of interorientation, i.e. 
intense scrutinizing of relevant linguistic and literary resources,9 helped to develop 
native literary canons as well as literary criticism. 

Notwithstanding these parallels, Slavic reception also reveals some diff er-
ences. First, there are signifi cant variations as regards the time of the publication 
of the fi rst complete editions of Shakespeare’s plays, ranging from the relatively 
early (such as, for example, the Czech Muzeum Edition (1856, the fi rst Slavonic 
metrical translation of all plays) or the Polish J. I. Kraszewski Edition (1875‒1877) 
to some where the canon remained incomplete till the late 20th century. There are 
also diff erent translation policies based either on the authority of a single trans-
lator, occasionally also a Romanic bard in his own land, or alternatively, the joint 
eff ort of several individuals, as thus disparate translations strategies combined in 
a single publishing enterprise. The 19th century collected editions usually exclude 
Shakespeare’s sonnets and poems translated later than the plays. Although in most 
cases the French and German shaping pressure is emphasized, there is very little 
interest in the possible interactions among Slavic translators (such as challenge 
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or encouragement) though it is rather obvious that these infl uences did exist, and 
the extended archival and comparative research would reveal them. 

The intricacies of the Slavic translations were rarely discussed in the wider 
European context, though some attention has been given to the 20th-century 
Slavic translations of Shakespeare set in the political context of Communism. 
The radically modifi ed idiom of the new Shakespeare translations of the 1940s 
and 1950s helped to use these texts as a political weapon of the dissident theatre. 
The infl uential political readings of Shakespeare, e.g. Kottian criticism, found 
a sound basis in modern translations which were, on the one hand, stripped of the 
distancing Elizabethan rhetoric and endowed with contemporary relevance on 
the other. It is in particular the Russian translations by Boris Pasternak and, known 
to a lesser degree as a case study, the Polish translations by Roman Branstaetter 
which created the new language for Hamlet, turning the hesitant prince into an 
alienated, self-refl exive intellectual set against the ruthless, totalitarian regime.10 
These translations did not temper with the meter but strove to render the natural 
fl ow of Hamlet’s reasoning by recourse to prose or, alternatively, by a renewed 
register and style. To use Boris Pasternak’s dictum: “From a translation of words 
and metaphors I turned to a translation of ideas and scenes” (qtd. in Markov 504), 
subsequently arguing in favour of the “deliberate freedom without which there is 
no approach to great things,” whereas “literal exactitude and formal equivalence 
do not secure genuine fi delity for a translation” (qtd. in Markov 504). The new 
rewritings inspired the watchful, uncompromising and politically-mined theatre 
which thrived behind the Iron Curtain. Characteristically enough, the soft, some-
what whispering sound of these translations proved ideal for accentuating the 
introspective, intellectual quality of Hamlet’s soliloquies converted into poignant 
voice-overs in Kozintzev’s widely acclaimed  fi lm version of the play. 

3. Striking the Right Note

And yet all Slavic translations faced the challenge of fi nding the meters most 
appropriate for rendering the famed power of Shakespeare’s blank verse. In the 
initial phases of the reception, the dilemma became additionally complicated by 
the infl uential doctrine of organic poetry developed by A.W. Schlegel and intensely 
absorbed by the European Romantic movement. As long as the pre-existence of 
a well-developed literary tradition usually implied the predominance of the French 
Neoclassical conventions, and therefore the use of alexandrines or rhymed verse, 
Schlegel’s dictum stood for a radical adherence to the original form, even for the 
price of tampering with native prosodic traditions or introducing new verse forms. 
“The works of Genius cannot therefore be permitted to be without form” insisted 
Schlegel in A Course of Lectures on Dramatic Art and Literature (1815), thus 
initiating (as it was understood) the necessary quest for metrical equivalence (qtd. 
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in Orsini 117). Poetry “unfolds itself from within, and acquires its determination 
simultaneously with the perfect development of the germ,” observed Schlegel 
(qtd. in Orsini 117). If so, could the Slavs truly appreciate the strength of Shake-
speare’s verse without replicating the fast, rising rhythm of iambic pentameter? 
Apparently, the doctrine excluded deviations from the original pattern, and yet 
at least some Slavic languages soon proved resistant to the strenuous prosodic 
exercise implied by strict adherence. In the face of diffi  culties, the translators’ 
policies soon diversifi ed. Some tried to duplicate blank verse at any price, hoping 
to increase the fl exibility of their native tongue and thereby assimilate the foreign 
form. Others fell back on the familiar meters, or, searched for a compromise in 
the choice of an entirely new meter, usually not iambic, reserved specifi cally for 
Shakespeare translations.  

Signifi cantly enough, the infl uential concept of organic poetry also spurred 
another tendency: the dream of the new literature being a perfect synthesis of 
the Slavic spirit as manifested in the variety of Slavic people. This is how Adam 
Mickiewicz, a leading Polish Romantic poet and a professor of Slavic literature 
at Collège de France, introduced his project of a Slavic drama:

From what we have said, you will see the great diffi  culty of creating a Slavic drama, 
a drama which could unite all the elements of the national poetry, for nowhere else 
have these elements appeared as numerous and as diverse. Such a drama should be 
lyrical, and it should remind us of the admirable melodies of popular folk songs. It 
should at the same time enable us to hear the stories whose perfect model we see in 
the poetry of the Slavs along the Danube, in the poetry of the Serbs, the mountaineers 
of Montenegro. It should also transport us into the supernatural world.  Thus, to 
create a drama that could be recognized as national by all classes of the Slavic race, 
by the Slavic people, it is necessary, as I have said, to play all the diff erent strings 
and to cover the entire spectrum from the simple song to the epic.11 

Setting aside the elevated diction typical of the age, the fascination with Schlegel’s 
insights clearly urged Slavic intellectuals to scrutinize the creative potential of 
their own language and lore. Similarly, at least some translators of Shakespeare 
were tempted to elaborate on the original ideas by endowing their rewritings with 
native overtones. Occasionally, the translations featured extensive footnotes and 
commentaries juxtaposing the Shakespearean and native symbolism of plants and 
animals, prejudice, proverbs, customs and dialects. 

The Slavic translators of Shakespeare often found themselves torn between 
two tendencies, i.e. searching for a perfect equivalent of the blank verse and 
fi nding the type of verse most adequate for rendering Slavic melodies. Interest-
ingly enough, Schlegel’s double-edge formula found a powerful continuation in 
the frequently quoted maxim of a Slavic  formalist, Roman Jakobson: “Poetry is 
not the only area where sound symbolism makes itself felt, but it is a province 
where the internal nexus between sound and meaning changes from latent into 
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patent and manifests itself most palpably and intensely” (qtd. in Perloff  and 
Dworkin 749). Given the extent of these expectations, what chances did the Slavic 
languages have to capture the essence of blank verse without violating their own 
prosodic harmonies?

Naturally, the answer to this question diff ers due to the varying registers, 
syntax and phonological features of Slavic languages. There are, however, some 
common traits, typically indicated as adverse to imitating the euphonies of Shake-
speare’s blank verse. First of all, Slavic languages are characterized by the predomi-
nance of polysyllabic words which makes them naturally predisposed towards 
the use of metrical feet other than dissyllabic iambs or troches. As long as it is 
possible to write in iambic verse, the unnatural overrepresentation of monosyllabic 
words results in awkwardness, and obviously reduces the register. Interestingly 
enough, notwithstanding these interdependencies, iambic pentameter is claimed 
to be a staple metre of some nations’ poetry (e.g. Bulgarian and Russian poetry, 
Shurbanow and Sokolova 88‒89), though not of Serbian, Croatian and Montene-
grin where very few monosyllabic words exist. This is how Hugo Klajn depicts 
Shakespeare translations by Southern Slavs, gradually deconstructing his initial 
claim as to the eff ective use of iambic pentameter:  

In the Slovenian there are a lot of disyllables with the stress on the second syllable. 
The most natural meter in the Serbo-Croatian languages is the trochaic with its 
descending rhythm and feminine endings. Nevertheless, almost all the modern transla-
tions are in iambic pentameters, but diff ering from Shakespeare’s in several points; 
the fi rst foot is much oftener inverted, or the fi rst three syllables are unstressed, 
or substituted by a dactylic, with trochaic feet following; the caesura is mostly 
after the fi fth, unstressed, syllable; the feminine ending is more common  that the 
masculine, and as most monosyllables are unstressed (enclitics), weak endings are 
too numerous or the last three syllables again constitute a  dactylic.  So instead of 
the regular iambic a peculiar decasyllabic verse is often met […] a dactylotroachaic 
with the caesura in the middle. (45)    

Additionally, in most of the Slavic languages there are no polysyllabic words 
with the stress on the last syllable (e.g. Polish) which makes the iambic beat 
even more problematic.

In Czech, the stress is fi xed and falls on the fi rst syllable. Consequently, 
the natural meter of Czech poetry seems to be trochaic, though Martin Hilský 
announces all Czech translations of Shakespeare’s sonnets to be in iambic meter 
(141). “The practice of the sonnet translation” observes Hilský, “works against 
the Czech linguistic and literary norm. Czech translators of Shakespeare’s sonnets 
(and plays) are faced with an impossible task: they must fi nd ways in which 
the naturally falling meter of Czech can be transformed into the rising meter of 
Shakespeare’s sonnets” (141). The task proves indeed troublesome, whereas the 
scansion of the results of the translators’ endeavours rather problematic. Pavel 
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Drábek defi nes Czech blank verse as catalectic trochaic pentameter additionally 
proceeded by one unstressed syllable. Occasionally the verse consists in an initial 
dactyl followed by catalectic trochaic tetrameter (Drábek 50).

The aforementioned predominance of polysyllabic words makes it diffi  cult to 
retain the semantic density of the original verse, and thus Slavic translations are 
by a rule characterized by heavy infl ation of up to sixty percent of the original 
text. The policy was commonly accepted in the initial translations, but nowa-
days many translators work toward the compression of the material to match the 
length of the original. Yet another set of problems results from fl exion which 
often turns mono- and disyllabic words into clumsy polysyllabic forms with 
repetitive endings which easily combine into rhyme patterns rightly perceived as 
undemanding and non-elegant, or generating unwelcome internal consonances. In 
Polish, the traditional equivalent of the Shakespeare meter is an eleven-syllable 
verse with a stress on the penultimate syllable which allows, if necessary, 
for feminine rhyme. 

All Slavic languages feature profound representation of palatal consonants 
and aff ricatives, which endow the sound of the Slavic speech with characteristic 
softness, reminiscent of rustling, shuffl  ing, scraping, whispering, crunching, twit-
tering or chirping. The frequent recurrence of voiceless fricatives produces an 
acoustic likeness to whispering apparently unfi t for the imitation of the energetic 
Anglo-Saxon beat. A yet diff erent tune results form the presence of nasal vowels 
(-ą, -ę) in Polish, for example. Some Slavic languages (e.g. Czech and Slovak) 
allow complex and rather rare consonant clusters, which produce vocal eff ects 
far from Shakespeare’s iambs with their strong, open vowels. 

Finally, Slavic translations also tend to misrepresent Shakespeare’s verse 
in some other aspects unrelated to the phonological profi le of these languages. 
Shakespeare translations in general are characterized by prosodic regularity far 
exceeding the purity of the original Shakespearean meter. The prevailing tendency 
to smooth, regularize, and consequently, level out the meter of the original stems 
on the one hand from centuries of editorial tradition which strove to correct the 
apparent corruptions of Shakespeare’s verse and, on the other, from the ignorance 
of the target audience of the complexity of prosodic means used by Shakespeare, 
also in the way of deviating from the established rhythm. Contemporary edito-
rial revisionism has revealed many instances where the emendations or correc-
tions went in fact against the theatricality of the text. The tensions achieved 
by the mobile caesura, irregular meter, incomplete lines, repetitions, partially 
rhythmical prose passages (spuriously regularized to verse) frequently serve 
to enhance psychological realism and vary otherwise monotonous exchanges 
or monologues. Opinions against the excessive purity of the translations have 
already been heard from critics and translators alike (e.g. Drábek 50, Hamburger 
124), and yet the old tendency prevails and upholds the myth of Shakespeare’s 
prosodic purity. 
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All translations fail to refl ect the eff ects of neologisms in Shakespeare’s plays 
which – in translation – are customarily replaced with standard lexical items or, 
to the contrary, with  archaic equivalents. Interestingly enough, it is only some 
fi rst translators of Shakespeare who risked tampering with their native tongue by 
means of coining new words or new grammatical forms (usually contracted to 
economize on the number of syllables). Characteristically enough, their endeavors 
met with severe criticism, provoked amusement or were altogether ignored.12  

4. Diversifying Strategies

Contemporary Slavic retranslations do not deviate from the worldwide trends. 
New rewritings are usually commissioned by the theatre, and often refl ect the 
aesthetic or interpretative preferences of the commissioning stage artists. Parallel 
series of new translations necessarily compete, whereas the translators engage 
in fi erce polemics over the principles of Shakespeare translations. Naturally, 
the most intense debates tend to focus on interpretative and therefore semantic 
issues and yet it is also prosody which becomes the bone of contention. Here the 
diff erences are to be found in the use of enjambment, the curtailing of infl ation 
and in loosening metrical patterns to refl ect the hitherto concealed or diminished 
irregularity of Shakespeare’s verse. Certainly the deconstruction of Shakespeare’s 
prosodic myth does not proceed easily. Paradoxically enough, breaking the norm 
calls for apology, and the translators perusing “the new” dynamics of Shakespeare 
verse face the double challenge of the source text and the canonized renditions 
from previous centuries. Additionally, the enhanced understanding of Elizabethan 
stage practice results in greater appreciation of the actor’s voice as an instrument 
of communication: an aspect frequently neglected by the contemporary theatre 
preoccupied with the nonverbal or multimedial.13

And yet, against all odds, some of the newest Slavic translations clearly 
strive to take full advantage of the subtle beauty of the Slavic whisper to render, 
for example, the agonizing aside of Macbeth struggling with the horror of the 
crime he has as yet not committed: 

My thought, whose murder yet is but fantastical,
Shakes so my single state of man
That function is smothered in surmise,
And nothing is but what is not. (1.3. 138‒141)

rendered in Czech by Martin Hilsk (2008):

 Ač je pouhý přelud,
myšlenka na vraždu tak otřásá
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mou bytostí, že ochromen jsem zcela
zlou předtuchou a nejsem nic – jen to,
Co ještĕ nejsem. (17)

and in Polish by Piotr Kamiński (2009):

Myśl, gdzie morderstwo wciąż jest urojeniem, 
Tak we mnie burzy wszelki ład człowieczy,
Że mnie domysły mgliste osaczyły, 
Jakby istniało tylko to, co nie jest. (1.3.138‒141)

Both translators struggle to preserve the semantic precision and acoustic eff ect, 
clearly strengthened by the subtle euphony of their native tongues. 

Sadly enough, the acoustic power of the newly emergent translations rarely 
fi nds adequate stage representation. With the intensifying predominance of the 
image over the text, and the performer over the character, the disruptive policies 
of postdramatic theatre leave little room for appreciating what once was thought 
to be the essential quality of the Elizabethan verse. And yet whatever path the 
contemporary theatre takes, one can hardly doubt that the search for a perfect 
blend of the sounds and meanings shall never discontinue, and that the struggle 
with Shakespeare’s verse shall only release and amplify the poetic potential of 
the receiving languages east of the Isles. 

Notes

1 The fi rst version of this essay was presented in the panel Shakespeare and 
Slavic/ East and Central European Countries, Shakespeare 450 Anniver-
sary Conference organized by The Société Française Shakespeare in Paris,
 April 2014. 

2  Russell Fraser in the New Cambridge Edition refrains from any commentary. 
G.K. Hunter in the Arden Shakespeare (Second Series) comments briefl y on 
the use of the word cargo (as is argued presumably from Spanish) which is 
used as an exclamation elsewhere. Dirk Delabastita mentions it as an example 
of a pretended interpreter’s activity (50). 

3  Two accounts of the Slavic Shakespeare reception are particularly noteworthy: 
Zdeněk Stříbrný, Shakespeare and Eastern Europe (2000), and the article by 
Brigitte Schultze, Shakespeare’s Way into the West Slavic Literatures and 
Cultures (1993). 

4  Interestingly enough, one of the fi rst translated plays (in adaptation) into Pol-
ish and Russian was a comedy: Merry Wives of Windsor.    

5  For the account of the French reception see Heylen (1993). 
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6  For the account of German reception see Habicht (1993). 
7  One of the attempts to break that logic was the panel at the Prague Shakespeare 

Congress in 2010 entitled Shakespeare in the Austro-Hungarian Empire. 
Unfortunately the contributions represented independent diachronic studies, 
and many vistas of research remained unexplored.  

8  Except for Russia, no Slavic country was politically independent at that time. 
9  Compare the discussion of the interorientation process (borrowed from Bakhtin) 

triggered by Luther’s translation of the Bible in Berman (1992). 
10 Pasternak’s translation is discussed by Markov (1964) and Branstaetter’s by 

Cetera (2014).
11  Lesson 16, Slavic Drama, 4 April 1843, 94 in “From Adam Mickiewicz’s 

Lectures on Slavic Literature: Given at the College de France,” trans. by 
Daniel Gerould, L. Płoszowski.

12  The fi rst Serbian translator, Laza Kostić, and the fi rst Polish translator, Ignacy 
Hołowiński, both would coin new words and seek prosodic equivalence in the 
imitation of blank verse. 

13  For the account of the contemporary understating of the theatrical potential 
of Shakespeare’s verse see Rokison (2014).
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