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Agata Kawecka, Rafał Zarębski (Lodz, Poland)

TRANSLATION ONOMASTICS AND SLAVIC TRANSLATIONS OF THE BIBLE  
(Оutline)

The issue of nomina propria in translations of various types of texts has been of 
interest to researchers for a long time and with unabated intensity. This phenome­
non is linked to a number of important issues in the theory of proper names, 
mainly concerning the once dogmatic notion of the asemantic nature of this lexi­
cal category, which has been significantly modified in recent years. It is now 
becoming increasingly clear that nams can have not only lexical, but also expres­
sive, metaphorical, pragmatic, associative, genetic, structural, etymological, ca­
tegorical or grammatical meanings (Kaleta 1998). The specificity of the proprial 
sphere is most clearly demonstrated by Klaas Willems’ words: “Proper names 
are complex signs with specific linguistic, pragmatic, logical, philosophical, se­
miotic, historical, psychological, social, and juridical properties, and hence rep­
resent a vast interdisciplinary field of study” (Willems 2000: 86). Equipped with 
such a large number of additional symbolic-connotational charges besides the 
basic denotational function, a proper name, being an element of any text, may 
pose an extremely difficult challenge in the process of translation into various 
languages. Thus the set of proper names has many characteristics in common 
with the nomina appellativa sphere, as all the phenomena pertaining to the trans­
formation of the appellative lexis in translation in relation to the source (ampli­
fications, simplifications, univerbalizations, multi-word equivalence) may affect 
– obviously with varying intensity – the proprial material. This is a problem that 
was pointed out years ago by Maria Kamińska (Kamińska 1993), who also men­
tioned the phenomenon of explaining the meanings of names or providing them 
with additional epithets. The differences in the numerical status of proper names 
between the original and the target text are a frequent aspect of translations, 
which can be attributed to a variety of factors (sociological, historical, linguistic, 
stylistic), as described in more detail by Michel Ballard (Ballard 2001: 40–45).

Nomina propria accumulating linguistic and extra-linguistic information, 
being a component of translated texts, are the focus of interest of the so-called 
translational onomastics, understood by Artur Gałkowski as “a branch of ono­
mastics dealing with proper names (…) of one language in the perspective of 

PALAEOBULGARICA / СТАРОБЪЛГАРИСТИКА. Специално издание / Special Edition



184

their translation or adaptation in other languages” (Gałkowski 2018: 129). It 
is from the perspective of this sub-discipline of linguistics that we would like 
to look in this study at the problems concerning the proprial sphere in selected 
Slavic translations of the Bible1. Our aim is to indicate the most important re­
search problems that emerge during the examination of proper names on the 
translation ground.

When approaching this subject, one must always take into account the im­
portant intralinguistic and extralinguistic conditions that determine the final form 
of a given naming unit in a translated text. The first of these is a set of techniques 
that impact the linguistic presence of a given name in translation. The range of 
these techniques is vast, as it extends between the zone that includes processes 
related to preserving the proper name in the translation (this refers to all the 
transfers – translocations, linguistic adaptations, translations and the use of intra- 
and extra-textual glosses) and the sphere, in which the name present in the source 
text is replaced or even omitted (neutralisation may take place here, i.e. the name 
is replaced by an appellative equivalent; or naturalisation, i.e. the unit is replaced 
by another equivalent closer to the target culture, ideological adaptation related 
to providing the name with ideological commentary, etc.) (Sanz Espinar 2006). 
The boundaries between the above mentioned areas are often blurred, especially 
in the context of the phenomenon of gradation of propriality saturation of par­
ticular names, which has been strongly emphasized for some time. Thus, it is 
possible to distinguish units of maximum, high, medium, low and minimum de­
gree of propriality, e.g. first names or some geographical names would be at one 
end of the axis (high degree), while, for example, names of chemical elements 
or various technical names (chrematonyms in general) would be characterized 
by minimum propriality (Gałkowski 2018; Wolnicz-Pawłowska 2014). Thus un­
derstood, the proper name as situated on different points of the propriality axis; 
often placed in the vast transition zone between common words and prototypical 
proper names, it appears as a particularly complex entity, especially in the light 
of such a specific text as the Bible – saturated with symbolism, characterized 
by multilingualism, possessing a culture-forming power (Chouraqui 2012: 164), 
and the object of philological research from ancient times to the present.

As regards the Bible, initially the main focus was on the etymology and 
morphology of proper names, leading scholars to consider the original langua­
ges, especially their grammatical structure, and the semantics and etymology of 
particular lexical units. With time, researchers turned their attention to transla­
tion studies and the language of the first, oldest biblical translations (into Greek 
and Latin), and finally to translations into national languages. In this field of 

1 The choice of sources is of arbitrary character. They differ in their chronology; mostly we 
present elderly ones, but we do emphasize modern translations.
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translation studies, a wide range of subjects was taken up, from phenomena as­
sociated with the mode of translation, through detailed issues of equivalence of 
forms present in the basis of translation (as is known, translations into national 
languages are based on various source texts, e.g. Hebrew and Greek original – 
Textus Receptus, Greek Septuagint (LXX), Latin Vulgate (VG), etc.) and ques­
tions related to the description of particular subsystems of the target language to 
the stylistic and pragmatic aspects of translation. The field of proper names of­
fers possibilities for the study of practically every aspect mentioned here, all the 
more so if the axis of interest is the translation series (Köller 1992), i.e. a series 
of translations within one language, produced at different times and dependent 
on different external conditions. In this paper, by translation series we mean not 
only the whole of Bible translations within one language, but also more broadly 
– within the same group of Slavic languages (Western, Eastern, and Southern), 
and even – within the whole family of Slavic languages. Of course, we are aware 
that individual series are not identical, as in many instances they are evidently 
diverse, having been created under different socio-historical conditions and for 
different purposes, but they also have a number of common features.

The issue of translation series and the differences and similarities in their 
area is closely related to the second group of factors (this time extralinguistic) 
determining the final shape of the proper name in the target (translated) text. 
These include such issues as the linguistic source of the translation (Hebrew, 
Aramaic, Greek, Latin), the translation strategy (literal, free, philological, dyna­
mic translation, etc.), the denominational setting in which and for which the 
translation was made (Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox, etc.), the attitude to the 
translation tradition (the use of solutions applied in earlier translations, not only 
within a particular religious camp, but also outside it; in Slavic translations 
we can also observe references to translations produced by different language 
groups, e.g. Polish translations by Szymon Budny feature numerous influences 
from the circle of Slavia Orthodoxa), and finally, geographical conditions related 
to each translation’s language belonging to different groups of Slavic languages. 
The final linguistic-pragmatic form of a given proper name in a particular bibli­
cal translation is a product of intra-linguistic and extra-linguistic factors.

Our research is based on a relatively large, fully representative, corpus of 
various Slavic translations of the Bible (mainly the more important and well-
known ones), which we will not characterize in detail due to the limited space in 
this paper2. The selection is arbitrary, whereby we wanted the broadest possible 
representation of Slavic languages belonging to the three basic groups (South­
ern, Eastern and Western) (Łuczak 2014). The translations considered are also 
diverse in terms of sources (Hebrew and Aramaic text in the case of the Old Tes-
tament (OT), Greek text for the OT in connection with the LXX and for the New 

2 See Sources.
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Testament (NT), Latin text in the case of translations from the VG (cf. NVG),  
the denominational tradition for which they were prepared, related to the Catho­
lic, Protestant and Eastern Orthodox Church, and the translation strategy used3.

Examining biblical nomina propria in various translations, we remain within 
the scope of diachronic linguistics methods (we refer primarily to older texts, al­
though our findings can also be applied to contemporary translations), especially 
such methods as philological (after all, we are interested in a particular name in 
the text), contrastive (when we compare the translation equivalents of particular 
names in various translations), and traductological. It is worth noting here that 
by equivalence we understand the phenomenon when two elements (source and 
translation) have the same value or are identical in terms of function and effects 
of interaction. The relationship of identity can occur between morphological, 
lexical, syntactic or semantic elements. As a result, the source text is transformed 
into the target text, and there exists a relationship between these texts that can be 
called the relationship of equivalence (Osadnik 2010: 86).

We also assume that the analysis of such a large and diverse group of sources 
should be based on two types of research approaches: a macro strategy, which 
would involve a global (comprehensive) view of the material within the entire 
Slavic biblical translation series, and a micro strategy with several stages, which 
may concern translations within the same language group, the same denomi­
national group, in a narrower sense, a particular language or even a particular 
translation, and in the most specific sense, even a particular locale within a par­
ticular translation. The two views are complementary and may result in a reason­
ably complete and objective picture of the equivalents of particular names in the 
excerpted translations, differentiated in formal, semantic and functional terms.

The most common adaptation type used with regard to foreign proper names 
in the translated text is linguistic adaptation, which concerns specific aspects of 
the proprium’s structure (from spelling and phonetics to morphology and syn­
tax) or may take place on various levels altogether, globally, as it were. In the 
case of such genetically-typologically distant entities as biblical nomina propria, 
adaptation to the target text does not usually take place all at once, but affects only 
certain aspects of the linguistic structure of a given name. This phenomenon was 
all the more understandable in relation to the earliest Slavic biblical translations, 
the authors of which, in a sense, had only just blazed the trail in this field. It is also 
worth remembering that, firstly, the phenomenon of borrowing is irregular and he
terogeneous (not all the elements of the name’s structure may be adopted, e.g. the 
adaptation may occur only at the graphy level), secondly, the process of adopting 
a given lexical unit (in this case a foreign name) does not always proceed in the 

3 On the Bible translations, see selected resources, e.g. Kyas 1997; Алексеев 2008; Naumow 
2016; Pietkiewicz 2016.
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same way at the level of a text (a translation) and a given borrowing language, and 
thirdly, the adaptation of a given name within a given translation usually conforms 
– to a greater or lesser extent – to the grammatical rules of the translation language.

The resulting diversity in terms of Slavic equivalents is evidenced by the vast 
repertoire of New Testament equivalents of the filiational description: ... Μαρία 
ἡ τοῦ Ἰακώβου καὶ Ἰωσὴφ μήτηρ (Gr.), ... Maria Iacobi et Joseph mater (Latin) 
(NA) (Mt 27:56) with a name from family terminology – matka (English mother):

– Translations from Slavia Orthodoxa: марѣ ꙇ͗ѣковл҄ѣ • ꙇ͗ осꙇ мт (KZ), 
Мария, майка на Иакова и Иосия (BS), Мария майка на Якова и на Иосия 
(BDR), Мария, майката на Яков и Йосия (NZ).

– Western Slavic translations: maria yacubowa a oziepowa matye (D), Ma-
ria Jakubova a Jozefova mátě (O) Maria Jacobowa y Jozephowa matka (Sz), 
Marya mother of Jacob and Joses (Mu), Marya mother of Jacob y Jozeffowa (L), 
Marya mother of Jacob and Josepha (Brz), Marya mother of Jacob and Joses 
(B), Marya mother of Jacob and Joses (Cz), Marya mother of Jacob and Joses 
(marginalia of Joses) (W), Marya mother of Jacob and Joses (G), Marya mother 
of Jacob and Joses (BT), Marie, mother of Jacob and Joses (EK).

The equivalents within the examined description differ not only in terms 
of alphabet and phonetics (often similar, but nevertheless different across lan­
guages), e.g., Maria – Marya – Мария, Yacub – Jakob – Jakub – Иаков – Яков, 
Oziep – Jozef – Joseph – Йосия – Иосия, but also the morphological form, 
e.g. Maria – Marie, Jakubowa – Jakuba – Иакова, Jozefova – Jozefa – Иосия, 
syntactical form regarding the order of individual elements of the description, 
e.g. Maria Yakubova a Yosefova mátě – Marya matka Yakubova y Yosefova, and 
finally the lexical aspect. In some translations, the name Yosef alternates with the 
variant Joses, which is due to differences that already existed in the source texts.

The cited set of translation equivalents of just one biblical nomination shows 
how complex the issue is on onomastic grounds. It is worth adding that the trans­
lator, deciding to use a given name, proposes it, so to speak, in a finite form, 
which can be modified only in another translation. On the other hand, the phe­
nomenon of a foreign unit entering a given language – unlike in the case of a text 
– has a more processual, dynamic character4. Initially, it usually functions as a 
foreign-language citation, which only with time undergoes (or not) a gradual ad­
aptation. Moreover, differences in the adaptation of particular names may result 
from the specific nature of Slavic languages (e.g. languages with name inflection 
vs. languages without name inflection), as well as from the related writing tradi­
tion (different graphic systems). We must keep all these conditions in mind when 
describing biblical names in Slavic translations.

4 Of course, it should be remembered that a significant part of biblical nomina propria goes 
beyond translations and functions on the ground of individual languages, cf. appellativized names 
such as hiobor judasz used in Polish.
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Adaptation of a foreign name to a target text is tantamount to the phenome­
non of transfer (translocation) of a given unit without any formal changes on the 
basis of quotation. It is worth considering whether such a phenomenon as full 
translocation from a text to a foreign language text exists at all. After all, even if 
the graphic and morphological forms are identical, differences may occur on the 
level of phonetics. It happens that the same form of a given name in two differ­
ent languages sounds differently, which is determined by prosodic factors. Thus 
translocation can be understood as a preliminary stage of linguistic adaptation or 
a completely different way of approximating a foreign name. Taking into account 
the complexity of the phenomenon, it is our opinion that the processes in question 
(translocation and adaptation) are different not only in the formal, but also in the 
functional aspect. For, as Michel Ballard argues, proper names in the form trans­
ferred without signs of assimilation, remaining in the source language circle, ex­
hibit zero degree of translation of the signifying element (in reference to de Saus­
sure’s concept), while adaptation processes pertaining to a given name already 
concern a different plane, as they enter the area of linguistic contacts. Thus, these 
two groups of phenomena should not be treated equally (Ballard 2001: 18–30).

In Artur Gałkowski’s classification, translocated names are identified with 
forms that are quoted (copied or, in his terminology, borrowed) while retaining 
their original sound. The scholar, applying the terms transliteration and translo-
cation to them, includes two types of phenomena: 1) transliteration in the same 
alphabet, e.g. Polish Szekspir (Shakespeare), and 2) transliteration in a different 
alphabet, e.g. Cyrillic > Latin5 (Gałkowski 2018). A narrow understanding of 
name transfer is provided by Gemma Sanz Espinar, who distinguishes between 
simple name transfer, e.g. French Serge > Spanish Serge, and spelling adaptation 
(understood as transliteration as well as transcription), e.g. French Hassan > 
Spanish Hasán (Sanz Espinar 2006). In Ballard’s concept (Ballard 2001: 27–28)  
cited above, translocation is a phenomenon different from transcription and 
transliteration, which the researcher applies to translations between languages 
using different alphabets. This practice has its repercussions also on the Slavic 
material. It is worth realizing that extralinguistic conditions (the type of sources, 
the geographical-cultural affiliation of a given language to a relevant circle, etc.) 
generate the following types of dependencies in this area:

– in all Slavic translations from Semitic and Greek sources, the complete 
transfer of the name (without signs of morphological adaptation) must be done 
by transliteration or transcription (1), since in such situations there is always 
a change of alphabet, e.g. Mt 23:37: І҄ ерⷭлмъ, і ̑ерⷭлмъ (BO), Lc 13:34: І҄ ерⷭлмъ, 
і ̑ерⷭлмъ (BO), Io 5:1: въ іеросолїмь (EM), Semitic source – Едем (Gn 2:10, 4:16) 
(BC, BD), Eden (B, HG),

5 Eg. Ukrainian Мазепа > intern. Mazepa;
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– a full translocation may only concern translations in languages using the 
Latin alphabet based on the Latin VG (2), e.g., Mt 23:37: Jeruzalem, Jeruzalem 
(W, Wu), although in this case adaptations may also have been made, as evi­
denced by the use of the letter z in place of the Latin grapheme s in some Polish 
and Czech translations.

In the light of the presented conditions we understand the translocation of 
names broadly, i.e. in both the first (1) and the second (2) case, although we 
are aware how complex this phenomenon is and how many factors it depends 
on. What is particularly important, the translocated name remains in the fullest 
way a manifestation of the original, becoming a bridge between the translated 
and the source text. Michel Ballard stresses that the protection of a proper name 
demonstrated by its more or less faithful transfer into translation makes it a kind 
of ethnolinguistic indicator, which not only evokes local color, but also acts as 
a marker of higher or lower degree of appropriateness between the name and 
its equivalent (Ballard 2001: 203). The name transferred as a component of the 
target text still, based on phonetic expression, refers to the original connotations 
that accompanied it in the original text. 

At the opposite pole of translocation we would indicate the phenomenon 
of translating proper names in the translated text, which is associated with the 
characteristic for the Bible symbolic load of many nomina propria and the phe­
nomenon of their etymologization already in the original text, cf. numerous 
biblical theophoric names, e.g. Elimelek ‘my God is king’, Ezechiel ‘Yahweh 
has strengthened’, Izajasz ‘may God save you’ (see Odelain, Séguineau 1978; 
Fernández Marcos 1977; Tov 2015). It is worth remembering, however, that this 
practice often requires observation and knowledge of broader biblical contexts, 
e.g. Gdy przyszli na miejsce zwane Golgotą, to znaczy Miejscem Czaszki, dali 
Mu pić wino zaprawione goryczą (BT) (Greek Καὶ ἐλθόντες εἰς τόπον λεγόμενον 
Γολγοθᾶ, ὅ ἐστιν Κρανίου Τόπος λεγόμενος, ἔδωκαν αὐτῷ πιεῖν οἶνον μετὰ χολῆς 
μεμιγμένον· καὶ γευσάμενος οὐκ ἠθέλησεν πιεῖν, Latin. Et venerunt in locum, qui 
dicitur Golgotha, quod est Calvariae locus, et dederunt ei vinum bibere cum felle 
mixtum; et cum gustasset, noluit bibere) (Mt 27:33–34). In such cases, it is the 
original itself that dictates to the translators the strategy of reaching for semantic 
equivalence (Зарембски 2016). 

The problem is sometimes more complex in the case of multi-level transla­
tions of certain units, as illustrated by the scheme: name in its Semitic form in 
BH → continuation of the name in LXX → Latin semantic equivalent in VG. 
This type of situation can be observed with regard to the Semitic name Gan Eden 
(BH), in Greek rendered as Εδεμ (LXX), and continued in the Latin version as 
paradisus voluptatis, locus voluptatis, Eden (VG) (Ausloos 2017). Translations 
based on the original text tend to be consistent and quite regularly use the trans­
located form Eden (Brz, G, KR, EK, JR, BT), while translations based on the 
VG translate (more or less consistently) the Latin form, e.g. ray roʃkoʃzy// myaʃto 
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roʃkoʃzy (BZ, Wu), raj rozkoši// miesto rozkoši (O), ра пщѧ (BO), ра коханѧ// 
з места коханѧ (FS)6 (Kawecka, Zarębski 2016).

It also happens that the name is translated only on the basis of a given trans­
lation, regardless of the basis of the translation, e.g. Greek Aramaic Acelda-
mach → Greek Ἀγρὸς αἵματος, Latin ager Sanguinis → Rola Krwie (Mu, Sz, 
L, Brz, Cz, W, Wu, G)// Pole Krwie (B) (Mt 27:8; Acts 1:19), … τὸν ἀγρὸν 
τοῦ κεραμέως, Latin. ... ex illis agrum Figuli → Rola Garncarska (Sz, L, Cz)// 
Rola Garncarzowa (Mu, W, Wu, G)// Rola Zduna (Brz)// Pole Garncarskie (B)  
(Mt 27:7)7. As the above example shows, some units are characterized by a 
broad variety of translation equivalents even within translations into the same 
language. Variation in the area of onymy in biblical translation is a multifaceted 
and very extensive phenomenon. The first, basic level of variants is associated 
with the omissions that occurred in the source texts, both between the Greek and 
Latin versions, and within a single text (Greek or Latin). Different traditions, 
copyist’s errors, free practices in the area of transliteration and transcription are 
only some of the reasons for the alternations (Krašovec 2007: 108–257)8. The 
richness of these variants is even greater the greater the symbolic-connotational 
and metaphorical entanglements of a given name. This situation can be observed 
in relation to the biblical naming unit Szeol (Greek ᾅδης, θάνατος – 2 Sam 22:6; 
Prov 23:14; Isa 28:15; Latin infernus) marked by a high degree of polysemy 
(Кавецка, Зарембски 2018), e.g.

– West Slavic translations: a) Polish: grob (L, Brz, B, G), doł (Brz, B, G), 
przepaść (Brz, G), otchłań (B, Wu), iama (B), piekło (BZ, L, Brz, G), niskość 
(Brz), spodnia (B), zaguba (Wu), ziemia (G), zátracenie (B), strácenie (L), 
zginienie (Brz), etc.; (b) Czech translations: peklo (KR), hrob (KR), jáma (KR), 
propast (KR), bolesti smrtelné (KR), bolesti hrobu (KR), ústa hrobové (KR), 
cesty pekelné (KR), místo mlčení (KR), etc.

– East and South Slavic translations: адъ (BO), ад (BC, BS), гроб (BC, BD), 
преисподняя (SR), преизподнята (BS), пакao (BD), могилa (SR), трухљењe 
(BD), погбель (BO), въ земл (BO), болѣзн адовы (BO), Адови болезни 
(BC), Болови гробни (BD), вериги адови (BS), Болѣзн адовы (BO), болести 
паклене (BD), цепи ада (SR), земята на забравянето (BC), мястото на 
тлението (BS), местo тления (SR), местото на мълчанието (BC), бѣды 
адовы (BO), муки адские (SR), адски мъки (BS), адoви утеснания (BC), јади 
паклени (BD).

6 We are aware that – even though there is a wide scope of equivalents – we took into account 
only a couple of them, originating the chosen translations.

7 See also село скѫдельнково// село кръве (KZ).
8 The author also compiles onymic material from many different language translations of  

the Bible.
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The observation of the body of equivalents of certain units convinces us that 
the name is not always translated (also within the translations of one language), 
which is the result of individual decisions of the translator, and often also re­
lated to the adopted translation strategy. This practice concerns both units sym­
bolically charged, e.g. ray roʃkoʃzy (Gn 2:28, 2:15, 3:23, 3:24)// myaʃto roʃkoʃzy 
(Gn 2:10) (BZ, Wu), raj rozkoši (Gn 2:28, 2:15, 3:23, 3:24)// miesto rozkoši 
(Gn 2:10) (O), raj rozkoše (VA), ра коханѧ (Gn 2:28, 2:15, 3:23, 3:24) (FS)// 
з места коханѧ (Gn 2:10) (FS) next to Eden (Gn 4:16) (VA, L, Wu)// Едемꙋ 
(FS), as well as nomina propria, which are not so charged, e.g. ... z Dziesiąci 
Miast (Mu, Sz, B, G), z Desieti měst (O) – z, od Dekapolu (Wu), Dekapola (Mu 
– margin gloss), Dekapoli (Brz), Dekapolej (Cz, W), z dekapoli (D), z Krainy 
Dekapolskiey (L) (Greek καὶ Δεκαπόλεως, Latin Decapoli) (Mt 4:25). It should 
be mentioned, moreover, that variants of the type: translated name – translocated 
(or partially adapted) name also occur frequently within the same text, e.g., raj 
rozkoše (VA) – Eden (VA), ра коханѧ – Едемꙋ (FS), z Dziesiąci Miast – z Deka-
pola (Mu). These types of cases are best evidence of how fluid the boundary is 
between the various techniques of approximating biblical names in the Slavic 
translation series9. In the end, we must keep in mind that at the root of every 
proper name – not only biblical – there is an appellative lexis, which usually 
can be translated, though it is not always necessary. Given the variety of transla­
tors’ approaches to a particular name already in the earliest translations, it is not 
surprising that different practices in this regard were applied in individual Slavic 
translations, which took as their basis different types of sources depending on a 
number of extra-linguistic conditions. The phenomenon of reaching for a trans­
lational semantic equivalent for a particular nomen proprium, using its semantic 
potential, brings it closer to the class of nomina appellativa.

Genetically foreign proper names in a translated text constitute a kind of 
bridge between different linguistic realities and, with regard to biblical transla­
tions, very distant realities. They belong to that part of different linguistic and 
cultural systems which, although affected in translation by various adaptation 
practices, is common and most resistant to translation. Foreign nomina propria 
also constitute the set of lexis that, in the target language, or rather, the target 
environment and culture, is closest to the original, and furthest from the final 
product, the translation. A foreign proper name in a translated text evokes the 
reality of the source language not only through its meaning (etymological, sym­
bolic, allusive, metaphorical), but also immerses the recipient in the environment 
of the original through the sound and graphic aspects as well (Ballard 2001: 37). 
The analysis of the extent of translational equivalence in relation to the class of 

9 We realize that the situation may look similar in translation series on the ground of non-
Slavic languages.
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nomina propria on the ground of Slavic biblical translations proves that there is 
a great need for appropriate research tools and this type of linguistic analysis, 
which takes into account the specificity of this type of names, as well as the 
texts of which they are a part. It seems justified to situate the study of this part of 
biblical lexis, which – due to symbolic and cultural conditions – often oscillates 
in the transition zone between nomina propria and nomina appellativa, within 
translation onomastics. By profiling the study of the biblical onymic aspect in the 
Slavic translation series (or individual series within specific languages) based on 
the type of technique that determines the final form of the name in the target text 
(from full translocation to complete translation) on the one hand, and in relation 
to the type of extralinguistic conditions (type of sources, confessional circle, 
translation strategy) on the other, we can see not only the complexity of the is­
sue, but also indicate a map of common places between individual translations 
within the same language and different languages. Consequently this makes it 
possible – assuming, of course, numerous distinctions – to speak of a Slavic 
biblical translation continuum.
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B	 Biblia to iest księgi Starego y Nowego Przymierza znowu 

z ięzyka ebreyskiego, grecskiego y lacińskiego na polski 
przełożone, Nieśwież; Zasław, 1572, drukowano w drukar­
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TRANSLATION ONOMASTICS AND SLAVIC TRANSLATIONS OF THE BIBLE  
(Оutline)

(Summary)

The paper refers to a question of translation equivalents of some proper names, e.g. 
Eden, Decapolis, in some of the Slavonic translations of the Bible – differing as to their 
sources, language, translation strategies, confessional circumstances and translation tra­
dition. It is proven, that the process of translating the names may consist of several levels, 
and the repertoire of translation equivalents depends on both the name’s ethymology and 
semantic and symbolic connotations this name evokes. A great numer of Biblical names 
oscillates in a transition zone between proper names and common words.

Keywords: Slavonic translations of the Bible; proper name; translation of proper names; 
translation equivalent.
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