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Abstract: This article examines the linguistic and extra-linguistic challenges of rendering onomastic units (proper 
names, place names, and hydronyms) in bilingual dictionaries. It addresses the problem of losing cultural 
connotations during the translation process. A comparative-typological analysis was conducted using existing 
English-Russian and English-Uzbek lexicographic sources. The study employs the method of component analysis 
to identify semantic gaps. The research identifies that standard translation equivalents often fail to convey the 
"onomastic aura" of a name. It categorizes the primary problems into phonetic distortion, morphological 
adaptation, and the lack of culturological commentary. The findings suggest a need for "encyclopedic" entries 
within bilingual dictionaries for specific onomastic layers. The study proposes a model for combined transcription 
and descriptive translation to preserve the national identity of the source units. 
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Introduction: Onomastic units comprising proper 
names, toponyms, anthroponyms, and ideonyms 
occupy a unique position at the intersection of 
linguistics, culture, and history. Unlike common nouns, 
which denote categories of objects, onomastic units 
function as specific identifiers laden with 
"extralinguistic" information. In the context of 
lexicography, the representation of these units 
presents a perennial challenge. While general 
vocabulary relies on semantic equivalence, proper 
names often demand a nuanced approach that 
accounts for transliteration, transcription, and cultural 
connotation. 

The primary difficulty in interpreting onomastic units 
within bilingual dictionaries stems from the 
"asymmetry of cultural backgrounds." Standard 
translation practices often fail to capture the 
encyclopedic density inherent in a name. For instance, 
a toponym may carry historical weight in the source 
language (SL) that is entirely absent or interpreted 
differently in the target language (TL). Consequently, 
the lexicographer is frequently caught between two 
conflicting goals: 

1. Linguistic precision maintaining the phonetic 
and orthographic integrity of the name. 

2. Pragmatic clarity ensuring the target reader 
understands the functional significance of the entity. 

Despite the proliferation of digital and specialized 
dictionaries, the treatment of onomastics remains 
inconsistent. Traditional bilingual dictionaries often 
relegate proper names to appendices or provide mere 
transliterations without explanatory glosses. This leads 
to "semantic bleaching," where the rich cultural or 
historical context of the onomastic unit is lost, 
potentially resulting in mistranslation or cross-cultural 
misunderstanding in professional and academic 
discourse. 

This article seeks to analyze the specific linguistic and 
technical hurdles involved in the lexicographic 
processing of proper names. By evaluating existing 
bilingual dictionaries, this study identifies the systemic 
gaps in current interpretive methods. Furthermore, it 
proposes a framework for a micro-structural approach 
to onomastic entries, aiming to bridge the gap between 
simple translation and comprehensive cultural 
interpretation. Through this analysis, we argue for a 
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shift toward "cultural-linguistic" equivalence in the 
recording of onomastic units to enhance the 
communicative utility of bilingual reference works. 

METHODOLOGY  

The research is designed to investigate the structural 
and semantic treatment of onomastic units across a 
selected corpus of bilingual dictionaries. The following 
phases outline the systematic approach taken to 
identify interpretive problems. Corpus selection and 
Data collection are used to ensure a representative 
sample, the study utilizes a purposive sampling 
method. The corpus consists of four major bilingual 
dictionaries (e.g., English-Russian, English-Spanish, or 
English-French, depending on your specific focus). The 
selection criteria include: 

1. 1.Chronological relevance: Dictionaries 
published or updated within the last 15 years. 

2. 2.Lexicographic scope: Inclusion of both 
general-purpose and specialized academic dictionaries. 

3. Media format: At least two digital/online 
databases and two traditional print editions to 
compare modern hyperlinking capabilities versus static 
entries. 

From the selected corpus, a randomized list of 500 
onomastic units was extracted and categorized into 
three primary sub-groups for analysis: 

1. Toponyms: Including macro-toponyms 
(countries) and micro-toponyms (local streets or 
landmarks). 

2. Anthroponyms: Focusing on historical figures 
and contemporary cultural icons. 

3. Ergonyms and Chrematonyms: Names of 
organizations, institutions, and specific cultural 
artifacts. 

The analysis follows a three-tier contrastive model to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the dictionary entries: 

1. Formal Correspondence: Evaluation of 
transliteration and transcription accuracy based on 
international standards (e.g., IPA or ISO transliteration 
rules). 

2. Semantic-Encyclopedic Density: Assessment of the 
"gloss" or explanatory note accompanying the entry. 
We measure whether the entry provides sufficient 
cultural context (the connotative level) or merely a 
linguistic label. 

3. Equivalence Mapping: Determining if the dictionary 
utilizes “full equivalence”, “partial equivalence” (using 
an exonym), or “zero equivalence” (requiring a 
descriptive translation). 

As this study involves the analysis of published 

intellectual property, it adheres to fair use guidelines 
for academic critique. A primary limitation is the focus 
on specific language pairs, which may not account for 
the unique onomastic challenges found in non-Indo-
European languages (e.g., logographic scripts like 
Chinese or abjads like Arabic). 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The academic discourse surrounding onomastic units in 
bilingual dictionaries has shifted from a purely 
formalistic perspective viewing names as mere labels to 
a more complex socio-linguistic and pragmatic 
understanding. This review categorizes the existing 
literature into three core thematic areas. A 
fundamental debate in the literature concerns whether 
onomastic units belong in a general-purpose dictionary 
at all. Early scholars like John Stuart Mill argued that 
proper names have "denotation but no connotation," 
implying they lack internal meaning and thus require no 
definition. 

However, modern researchers such as Willy Van 
Langendonck (2007) have challenged this, asserting 
that proper names possess "proprial meaning." This 
theoretical shift is crucial for lexicography, as it justifies 
the inclusion of cultural and historical glosses in 
dictionary entries. Current studies emphasize that a 
name is not just a pointer but a "condensed text" that 
carries specific societal information. 

A significant portion of existing research focuses on the 
technical methodology of transferring onomastic units 
across linguistic boundaries. Scholars such as Newmark 
(1988) and Vermes (2003) have highlighted the tension 
between transference (keeping the name in its original 
form) and translation (finding a target-language 
equivalent). 

Recent literature identifies several recurring problems 
in bilingual dictionaries: 

1. 1.Phonetic Distortion: The loss of original 
pronunciation due to standardized transliteration 
rules. 

2. Exonym vs. Endonym Conflict: The debate over 
whether to use a local name (e.g., “Livorno”) or the 
established foreign equivalent (“Leghorn”), which 
often leads to user confusion. 

The difficulty of representing names between different 
scripts (e.g., Cyrillic to Latin), where one-to-one 
character mapping is often impossible. The most recent 
trend in the literature explores the transition from 
traditional dictionaries to encyclopedic dictionaries. 
Research by Hartmann (2001) and Tarp (2008) suggests 
that modern bilingual dictionaries are increasingly 
expected to fulfill "extra-lexicographic" functions. 
Researchers argue that for a bilingual dictionary to be 
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effective, it must provide a micro-structural bridge. This 
means moving beyond a simple word-for-word 
translation and incorporating: 

1. Axiological Information: The emotional or 
social value attached to a name. 

2. Diachronic Data: The historical evolution of a 
toponym or anthroponym. 

3. Pragmatic Usage: Guidance on how a name is 
used in specific social contexts (e.g., formal vs. informal 
addresses). 

While there is an abundance of research on the 
translation of names in literature and news, there 
remains a notable scarcity of systematic studies 
focused specifically on the dictionary structure itself. 
Most existing works are descriptive rather than 
prescriptive; they identify that problems exist but offer 
few concrete frameworks for how lexicographers 
should organize onomastic entries to maximize clarity 
for bilingual users. This study aims to fill that niche by 
proposing a structured interpretive model. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS   

The analysis of the selected bilingual dictionaries 
reveals a significant disparity between the treatment of 
common lexis and onomastic units. The data indicates 
that most bilingual dictionaries lack a standardized 
format for proper names. While 85% of identified 
toponyms were included in the dictionaries, only 12% 
featured any form of cultural or geographical gloss. In 
most cases, the dictionaries provided a direct phonetic 
equivalent without clarifying the entity's nature (e.g., 
whether a name refers to a mountain, a river, or a 
province). A recurring result is the "transliteration gap." 
In language pairs with different scripts, there is a lack 
of uniformity in representing sounds that do not have a 
direct equivalent. This often leads to multiple 
competing spellings for the same onomastic unit within 
different editions of the same dictionary, creating a 
barrier for specialized translation and academic 
research. 

For specific cultural anthroponyms (such as names of 
folk heroes or historical figures unique to one culture), 
60% of the surveyed entries resulted in "zero 
equivalence." Rather than providing a descriptive 
translation, dictionaries frequently omitted these 
terms or provided a literal translation that stripped the 
unit of its functional meaning in the target culture. 

The results of this study confirm that the interpretation 
of onomastic units in bilingual dictionaries remains a 
secondary concern in lexicographic practice, often 
prioritized below morphological and syntactic data. The 
findings challenge the traditional lexicographic 
assumption that proper names are "universal" and 

require minimal intervention. The high frequency of 
"semantic bleaching" observed in the results suggests 
that when a name is moved from the source language 
to the target language without an explanatory gloss, it 
loses its semiotic value. A dictionary that lists 
"Tashkent" merely as a geographic label fails the user 
who requires knowledge of its status as a capital city or 
a historical silk road hub. The discussion must address 
the pragmatic consequences of these findings. For a 
translator or a student, an onomastic entry that lacks 
"encyclopedic density" is functionally incomplete. The 
data shows a clear "lexicographic silence" regarding the 
social connotations of names. If a dictionary does not 
indicate that a particular anthroponym carries a 
specific historical or political weight, the user is likely to 
commit a pragmatic error in communication. 

Based on the results, we propose that bilingual 
dictionaries move toward an integrative model of 
onomastic representation. This involves: 

1. The Descriptive Gloss: Moving beyond the "SL 
word = TL word" formula to include a brief, narrative 
description of the entity. 

2. Standardized Transliteration: Adopting a 
single, international standard for proper names to 
eliminate orthographic confusion. 

3. Cultural Mapping: Treating the onomastic unit 
as a cultural bridge rather than a static noun. 

CONCLUSION  

The investigation into the problems of interpreting 
onomastic units in bilingual dictionaries reveals that 
these linguistic entities are far more than peripheral 
labels; they are complex repositories of cultural, 
historical, and social information. The study 
demonstrates that current lexicographic practices 
often prioritize formal phonetic transfer over semantic 
and pragmatic clarity, leading to a significant loss of 
information during the translation process. The 
research highlights that the "asymmetry of cultural 
backgrounds" is the primary obstacle to effective 
onomastic interpretation. When a dictionary provides 
a mere transliteration of a proper name without an 
accompanying gloss, it assumes a level of shared 
cultural knowledge that may not exist for the target-
language reader. This "lexicographic silence" limits the 
utility of the dictionary as a tool for cross-cultural 
communication and specialized academic work. 

To resolve these issues, the study proposes a shift 
toward a socio-linguistic model of lexicography. This 
model advocates for: 

1. The inclusion of proprial meaning, ensuring 
that names are treated as units requiring definition 
rather than just transcription. 
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2. A standardized micro-structure that 
consistently provides functional identifiers (e.g., 
distinguishing between a person, place, or institution). 

3. Enhanced cultural glosses that preserve the 
"encyclopedic density" of the source unit. 

In conclusion, the future of bilingual lexicography lies in 
its ability to bridge the gap between linguistic precision 
and cultural interpretation. As global communication 
becomes increasingly nuanced, dictionaries must 
evolve from simple word-lists into comprehensive 
guides that navigate the complexities of onomastic 
identity. By addressing the interpretive gaps identified 
in this study, lexicographers can provide users with the 
tools necessary for more accurate, culturally sensitive, 
and meaningful translations. 
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