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STRUCTURAL MODELS OF TERM FORMATION
IN UKRAINIAN IT DISCOURSE:
TRANSFORMATIONS AND TRENDS

Abstract

The article presents a comprehensive analysis of the structural models used in the formation of terms
in modern Ukrainian IT discourse and traces their transformation under the influence of the English
language and current trends in information technology development. The relevance of the study is driven
by the dynamic growth of the IT sector in Ukraine and the need to standardize professional terminology
to enhance the precision and efficiency of professional communication.

The paper outlines the challenges of standardizing IT terminology in the context of globalization
processes and examines the contributions of domestic and international scholars to the fields of borrowing
and term formation in information technology. Special attention is paid to the relationship between
national and international elements in the structure of the terminological system.

The study identifies and describes the main structural models of Ukrainian IT term formation and
defines the key trends in their evolution. The methodological framework of the research is based on
structural and word formation analysis and comparative analysis of terminological systems, supplemented
by descriptive and classification approaches.

The article presents typical models of term formation—morphological, syntactic, and mixed —illustrated
with examples of foreign borrowings, calques, abbreviations, and semantic modifications in Ukrainian
IT discourse. It also analyzes transformational changes in the structure of terms during translation from
English, particularly changes in part-of-speech affiliation, paraphrasing, and emergence of synonymous
doublets (e.g., “router” — “mapmpyruzarop” and “poytep”) that compete in actual language use.

The main development vectors of modern Ukrainian IT terminology are outlined, including the
dominance of Anglicisms, the aspiration for terminological stability and standardization, and the influence
of professional language practice on term-formation processes. The article also defines promising
directions for further research aimed at standardization and optimization of the functioning of new terms
in the field of information technology.

Keywords: term formation, IT discourse, borrowing, calque, terminology, structural models, trends.

AHoTaNin

VY crarTi 341iICHEHO KOMILICKCHUI aHali3 CTPYKTYPHUX MOJIEIeld TBOPECHHS TEPMIHIB Y Cy4acHOMY
ykpaincbkomy [T-aucKypci, a Takok MPOCTEKEHO IXHIO TpaHC(HOPMALLitO MMiJT BILIABOM aHIIIIHCHKOT MOBH
Ta aKTyaJbHUX TCHJICHIIIA PO3BUTKY IHQOPMAIIIHHUX TEXHOJIOTIH. AKTYaJIbHICTb 0 CIIDKEHHS 3yMOBIICHA
JTUHaMIYHAM 3pocTanHsM [ T-cekropy B YKpaiHi Ta moTpe0oro B yHOPMYyBaHHI (paxoBOi TEpMIHOIOTIT, 110
CIIPUSIE MiJBUICHHIO TOUHOCTI i e(DeKTUBHOCTI podeciitHOT KOMyHIKaIlii.

VY pobori okpecieHo mnpobieMaruky cranmaptusanii [T-TepMiHoorii B yMoBax riobasi3amiiHux
MIPOLIECIB, a TAKOXK POAHAII30BAHO TOPOOOK BITYM3HIHUX 13apyOKHUX TOCITI JHUKIB y chepi 3armo3nIeHHs
it popMyBaHHS TepMiHIB y ramysi iHpopManiiiHux TexHomorii. OcoOIMBy yBary HPHIIICHO MUTAHHIO
CIIBBIHOILICHHS HAIlIOHAJIBHOTO i IHTEPHAI[IOHAJIILHOTO €JIEMEHTIB Y CTPYKTYPi TEPMIHOCHCTEMH.
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VY Mexax JOCHIIKEHHS iJeHTH(}IKOBAaHO W ONMMCAHO OCHOBHI MOJETl CTPYKTYpHOI Oprasizarii

0a3a MOCIHIKCHHSI CIIMPAEThCS HA CTPYKTYPHO-CIOBOTBIPDHMHM 1 3iCTaBHMH aHali3 TEPMIHOCHUCTEM i3
3aJTly4eHHSAM JECKPHIITHBHOTO I KIacH(DiKaI[iifHOTO MiIXOAIB.

Y crarTi npeicTaBIeHO THITOBI MOJICIT TEPMiHOYTBOPEHHS — MOP(OJIOTIYHI, CHHTAKCUYHI Ta 3MillIaHi —
13 IpHUKIaJaMu IHIIOMOBHHMX 3all03U4Y€Hb, KaJbKyBaHHs, a0peBialil Ta CeMaHTHYHUX MoAudikauii
B ykpaincekomy IT-muckypci. TlpoananizoBano TpaHc(opMalliifHi 3MiHH y CTPYKTYpi TEPMIHIB MpH
nepexiiaii 3 aHMIHChKOI MOBH, 30KpeMa 3MiHM YaCTHHOMOBHOI HAJIEXKHOCTI, nepedpa3yBaHHs Ta MOSBA
CHHOHIMIMHUX JIyOJIeTiB (HAPHUKIIAL, Mapupymuzamop / poymep), o KOHKYPYIOTh Mi’K COOO00 B MOBHIMH
HPaKTHUIL.

OxpeciIeHO OCHOBHI BEKTOPH PO3BUTKY Cy9acHOi ykpaiHCbKo1 I T-TepMiHOIIOTIT, 30KpeMa JOMiHyBaHHS
AHMII3MIB, TIPArHEHHS [0 TEPMIHOJIOTIYHOT CTaOLIBHOCTI W HOPMATHBHOCTI, & TaKOXK BIUIMB MOBHOT
IpakTUKU NpodeciiiHoi CHiIPHOTUM Ha TEpMIHOTBOPYI Npolecd. Bu3HaueHO MEPCIEKTHBHI HApsSMU
MOJIAJIBINNX HAYKOBHMX JIOCIIKEHb, CIIPSIMOBAHUX HA CTAHAAPTU3AIIIO0 i onTHMI3allifo (yHKIIIOHYBaHHS
HOBITHIX TEpMiHIB y c(epi iHpopMaifHUX TEXHOIOTIH.

KarouoBi caoBa: TtepminoyTBopeHHs, [T-mamckype, 3amo3wdeHHs, KaJbKyBaHHS, TEPMiHOJIOTIS,
CTPYKTYpPHI MOz, TEHICHIII.

Introduction. The development of the IT sector is accompanied by the emergence of a
large number of new terms that require adequate representation in the Ukrainian language.
Modern Ukrainian IT discourse is heavily influenced by the English language, as the vast
majority of new concepts originate in English-speaking environments (Kanbhik, 2019). As
a result, Ukrainian IT terminology is increasingly enriched with borrowings and translated
equivalents of English terms, often resulting in the coexistence of multiple variants to
denote the same concept. Despite efforts toward standardization, the issue of unifying
IT terminology remains relevant: in practice, there are instances of simultaneous use of
Ukrainian and foreign terms, inconsistencies in spelling and form, as well as discrepancies
between scientifically recommended and commonly used versions (Kouan, 2009). This
situation complicates professional communication and creates barriers to effective
knowledge exchange, making the study of structural models of term formation timely and
necessary.

The relevance of this article is driven by the need to systematize and analyze the
terminology used in Ukrainian IT discourse in order to identify the main patterns of its
development. Studying models of term formation allows us to understand the mechanisms
of adapting foreign concepts, predict trends in further enrichment of the terminological
system, and contribute to the development of recommendations for terminology dictionaries
and standards. Given the growing importance of information technology in Ukraine and
globally, ensuring a clear and unambiguous terminological framework in Ukrainian has not
only linguistic but also practical significance.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The issue of term formation in the IT
sector attracts attention of many linguists and terminologists. Significant contributions
to the theory of terminology formation have been made by Ukrainian researchers, in
particular Diakov, Kiyak, and Kudelko (/’stxoB Ta iH., 2000), who examined the semantic
and sociolinguistic aspects of terminology creation. The basic principles of term formation
outlined by these scholars remain the foundation for current studies; however, the rapid
development of the IT sector requires updating the approaches, taking into account the
influence of the English language and the digital culture (Bacunescbka & T'ominko, 2025).

Recent foreign and domestic works show increased interest in IT terminology. In
particular, researchers focus on the issues of translation and borrowing of IT terms from
English. For example, Sydor and Nanivskyi (Cumop & Haniscekuii, 2019) analyze
the formation of English-language neologisms and the methods of rendering them in
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Ukrainian. For most English information technology terms, the Ukrainian language offers
either direct borrowings (via transliteration) or translated equivalents, with the choice of
strategy depending on the tradition of usage and the existence of an established equivalent
(Kanphik, 2019; Cunop & Hanicbkwuii, 2019).

Kalnik (Kanbhik, 2019) focused on the terminological challenges of translating scientific
texts in the IT sector, emphasizing the difficulties of selecting adequate equivalents and the
need for unified approaches. Specific aspects of term formation (e.g., the creation of verb-
based IT terms) are analyzed in the work of Kushlyk and Smienova (2022), which shows
that translated Ukrainian equivalents of English computer verbs can serve as a source for
further terminological derivation through semantic expansion of meanings and formation
of new derivative terms.

The work of Maksymov (Makcumos, 2017) outlines the importance of a discourse-
based approach to translation analysis, which is relevant in the study of IT discourse, where
the meaning of terms is often determined by context and functional load in professional
communication. In this context, the work of Turovska (Typoschka, 2018) also deserves
attention, as it systematizes the directions of development of modern Ukrainian terminology
studies, particularly from the perspective of its institutional and linguistic formation.

In general, the literature review shows that although a considerable body of material
has been accumulated on the translation and lexical aspects of IT terminology, some issues
remain debatable or under-researched (Tatsenko & Orol, 2021). These include finding
the optimal balance between borrowing and native word-formation, criteria for choosing
between several synonymous names, and the influence of the language practices of the
IT community on the consolidation of a particular term variant. Thus, a comprehensive
approach to the study of structural models of term formation is necessary, one that integrates
both classical theoretical principles with modern trends in the functioning of terms in real
discourse. Against this background, we formulate the aim and objectives of our study.

The aim of the article is to identify the main structural models of term formation
in Ukrainian IT discourse and to analyze the transformations of these models under the
influence of the English language and current trends in the field of information technology.
To achieve the stated aim, we set the following objectives: (1) to classify typical methods
of term formation in the IT sphere (morphological, syntactic, semantic, etc.) based on
Ukrainian language material; (2) to analyze the structural transformations of terms during
translation from English into Ukrainian (changes in grammatical structure, word-formation
adaptations, emergence of multi-component equivalents); (3) to identify examples of
duplication and competition of terms (variability of terminological names) and to evaluate
their causes; (4) to outline current trends in the formation of new IT terms (e.g., increase
in the number of abbreviations, influence of colloquial usage, regulation of terminology
through standards and dictionaries).

Research methods and methodology. The study is conducted using a set of methods
appropriate to the stated objectives. The primary method is the descriptive method, used for
the inventory and characterization of terms, combined with structural and word-formation
analysis to identify models for constructing terminological units (types of word formation,
components of term compounds, abbreviations, etc.). A comparative analysis is applied
when juxtaposing English-language terms with their Ukrainian equivalents, enabling the
identification of structural transformations (e.g., the shift from single-component to multi-
component nominations or vice versa).

To generalize trends, we employ the classification method to categorize terms according
to their types of formation models (lexico-semantic borrowings, calques, hybrid formations,
original word-formation neologisms, etc.).
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The source base for the study includes scholarly publications on IT terminology,
glossaries and dictionaries of computer terms, as well as authentic texts from Ukrainian
IT discourse (professional articles, educational materials, web resources), from which
representative examples of terms were extracted and analyzed.

Results and discussion. The analysis of information technology terminology reveals
several main models of term formation, including: (1) direct borrowing; (2) calquing; (3)
native Ukrainian word formation; (4) semantic transformation (terminologization); (5)
abbreviation.

In particular, direct borrowing of English-language lexemes occurs through
transliteration or transcription. This category includes numerous basic terms that entered
the Ukrainian language with minimal changes: xown’iomep (Eng. computer), cepsep
(server), npunmep (printer), ckanep (scanner), 6payzep (browser), etc. This method ensures
maximum closeness to the original and supports international understanding, but it can
cause difficulties for the Ukrainian morphological system (e.g., declension of foreign-
origin words) and pronunciation. Often, borrowings are adapted to Ukrainian phonetic
and graphic norms: for example, computer is rendered with Ukrainian orthography as
xomn tomep (using the letter “10” to represent [ju:]); smartphone as cmapmghon (with
“smart” transliterated as “cmapt” and a Greek root for “phone” is adopted into Ukrainian
as “¢on”) (Cunop & Haniscwrkuid, 2019).

Another common approach is calquing (literal translation of a term’s components). This
method is mainly used for multi-word terms where semantically transparent Ukrainian
equivalents exist. For example, hard disk is translated as occopecmxuii ouck, cloud computing
as xmapui obyucienns, and operating system as onepayitina cucmema. In these cases, the
structure of the English term remains unchanged: adjective + noun, with both components
replaced by their Ukrainian equivalents. Calquing allows the creation of terms that are
easily understandable to native speakers without special training, since they are composed
of familiar words. However, not all English terms lend themselves to accurate literal
translation. In some cases, literal calques may appear clumsy or uncommon, resulting in
competition with foreign variants in practice. For instance, the term firewall has the calqued
equivalent mepeorcesuti exkpan but is also used in its transcribed form ¢gacepson; router is
translated as mapwpymuszamop, while the borrowed form poymep is also common. Such
duplication reflects a transitional stage in terminology system development, where different
formation models compete for dominance.

The third model is internal word formation, where a new term is created based on
existing Ukrainian morphemes and words. In the IT sector, many terms arise through
affixation or compounding. The term ingpopmamuxa is formed from the root “indopm-"
(information) and the suffix “-aruka” (analogous to mamemamuxa — mathematics);
obuucnosarpbrHa mextixa is a phrase formed from the adjective “o6uucitoBansua’ (derived
from the verb “oOumcmoBatu”, i.e., to compute) and the noun “rexnika” (technology/
equipment). This group also includes terms using classical (Latin or Greek) components
that became part of Ukrainian word formation inventory: merexomynixayis (from Greek
“tele-” — “far”, and Latin “communication” — “communication”), xibepbesnexa (from
Greek “kyber-" — steersman, synonymous with “cyber-" in the context of computers, and
“Oesmexa” — security), areopumm (from the name of the mathematician Al-Khwarizmi,
Latinized as “algorithmus™). Although these terms have foreign origins, they were not
created by directly borrowing modern English words but by incorporating international
roots and affixes within the framework of Ukrainian word formation.

A special group includes terms formed through semantic transformation
(terminologization) of existing words. Many commonly used words acquired specific
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meanings in IT discourse. A classic example is mouse — in the computing field, it is not
just an animal, but an input device. Similarly, window refers not only to an architectural
element but also to a graphical interface block; post refers to electronic mail; web — not a
fishing net, but a data network (network). These terms are not borrowed in form but are
created by extending the meaning of an existing Ukrainian word to a new technical concept.
Terminologization allows for deep integration of the term into the language system, though
it may sometimes lead to ambiguity (polysemy) between general and technical meanings.
However, in professional contexts, such terms are unambiguous due to the usage situation.

In addition to the above-mentioned models, abbreviations are also present in IT
discourse. Abbreviations are shortened forms created from the initial letters or syllables
of words. Many of such abbreviations are borrowed from English along with the concepts
they represent: /7 (Information Technology — IT, indopmaniiini Texnonorii), A7 (Artificial
Intelligence — LI, mrryunwii intenekt), CPU (Central Processing Unit — [II1, nenTpansHmii
mporiecop), SMS (Short Message Service — CMC, ciry:k0a KOpOTKHX ITOBITOMIIEHB). Some
English abbreviations are so well established that they are not expanded into full forms in
Ukrainian usage; for instance, GPS is typically not translated or spelled out in texts, as it is
perceived as the name of a technology. Some Ukrainian terms are formed by abbreviating
already translated phrases: for example, English DBMS (database management system)
corresponds to Ukrainian CYB/] (cucrema ynpasniHHs Oazamu nanux); OOP (object-
oriented programming) — OOIl (00’ekTHO-OpieHTOBaHe mporpamyBanHs); Ul (user
interface) — /K (intepdeiic kopuctyBaua), though this last abbreviation is rarely used in
practice, with the English Ul prevailing. Thus, in the realm of abbreviations, a dual practice
is observed: original English abbreviations are retained (especially when they concisely
and clearly represent a concept and are widely recognized by specialists), or Ukrainian
equivalents are created when justified by word formation logic and convenience.

Transformations in term structure during translation from English. A significant
portion of Ukrainian IT terminology emerges as a result of translating English-language
terms. However, the original grammatical or word-formation structure is not always
preserved, transformations often occur due to differences between the two language
systems (Cherneha et. al., 2024).

One typical phenomenon is a change in the part of speech of term elements. For
example, the English structure where a noun acts as a modifier (N + N) may correspond to
an adjective + noun (A + N) model in Ukrainian. In the term management server, the word
“management” is a noun, but the Ukrainian translation uses an adjective model: kepyrouuii
cepsep — where “kepyrounii” (a participial adjective) describes the function of the server.
Similarly, information technology would be literally translated as mexuonocis ingpopmayii,
but the established Ukrainian equivalent is inghopmayiiini mexnonoeii (adjective + noun).
This reflects the tendency in Ukrainian to use adjectives for attributes, whereas English
commonly employs nominal attributes without morphological changes. As a result, a word
may shift grammatical category while retaining the overall semantic meaning of the term.

Another type of transformation involves restructuring multi-word terms. An English
term may consist of two, three, or more words, and in translation, the number or syntactic
relations of those words may change. For example, random access memory consists of three
words (adjective + noun + noun modifier), while the Ukrainian equivalent onepamuena
nam ’asms has only two components: the adjective “omeparnBra” conveys the compound
meaning of “random access”, thus shortening the structure. The addition of a preposition
and case inflection ensures syntactic coherence in Ukrainian, as stringing together multiple
nouns without function words is not typical of Ukrainian syntax. As a result, the structural
scheme changes from [N + N + N] (English) to [N + (V + N) + N] (Ukrainian), where
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30epicanns (storage) is a deverbal noun forming an attributive group with danux (of
data), modifying mepeorca (network). Despite the more complex structure, this translation
accurately conveys the term’s meaning and aligns with Ukrainian grammatical rules.

Variability in translation is often observed depending on the chosen model. Some
English terms allow multiple Ukrainian equivalents. For instance, the term software is
widely known through the borrowed word “codt” (a localized version of the English
term, especially in informal contexts). In official terminology, however, the established
equivalent is the calque npoepamne 3abesneuenns. Thus, for the concept “software”, at
least two names exist — stylistically and structurally different. A similar situation arises
with laptop — alongside the direct borrowing zanmon, the word “HoyTOyk” (notebook)
is also frequently used. Both are borrowings, though from different English synonyms.
Additionally, in technical documentation, the descriptive term nopmamueénuii komn romep
(portable computer) may appear. Each version carries its own connotations and usage
domain: English forms are more common in everyday communication among IT
professionals, while descriptive Ukrainian terms are used in regulatory texts, standards, or
educational materials (3ackanera & I'punrenko, 2024).

It is worth noting that terminological standardization is gradually taking place:
among several variants, one usually becomes dominant. Typically, the one supported by
authoritative sources (dictionaries, state standards, major localization companies). Such
unification contributes to the elimination of alternative forms. However, language practice
does not always immediately conform to prescriptive recommendations. Sometimes, a
term proposed by translators or linguists fails to gain traction among users, who continue
to rely on the borrowed counterpart. This influences modern trends: language norms in the
IT sector emerge at the intersection of professional community practices and the efforts of
language planners (terminology commissions, dictionary compilers). As practice shows,
the deciding factor is often convenience and familiarity: professionals tend to choose the
variant that is easier to pronounce, write, and generally understood by colleagues.

As a result, IT terminology continues to balance between a drive for systematization
(through calquing or neologism creation) and the tendency toward globalization (through
borrowing international English terms).

Conclusions and prospects for further research. Ukrainian IT discourse represents
a dynamic terminological system, the development of which is largely shaped by external
influences (English as the donor language) and internal linguistic word-formation resources.
Based on the conducted analysis, several key structural models of term formation have been
identified: (1) direct borrowing of foreign terms (mostly from English) without significant
changes or with minimal graphic adaptation; (2) calquing of foreign terms through
translation of their components into Ukrainian; (3) native Ukrainian word formation using
affixation, compounding, and semantic extension of the existing vocabulary; (4) creation
and (5) borrowing of abbreviations. Each of these models contributes to the enrichment
of the IT lexicon, and they often coexist, offering alternative nominations for the same
concept.

Term transformations during the shift from English to Ukrainian are manifested in
changes to grammatical forms (from noun constructions to adjectival ones), in differences
in length and structure of phrases, the addition of explanatory elements, or, conversely,
compression of expressions. The choice of the optimal variant is influenced by factors
such as comprehensibility for the target audience, compliance with linguistic norms, usage
traditions, and the authority of the professional community.

Among current trends in IT term formation, the ongoing internationalization of the
lexicon stands out. Many new concepts are adopted with their English names preserved or
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with only minor adaptations. At the same time, there is a counter-trend toward standardizing
terminology: industry-specific dictionaries and glossaries are being compiled, and terms are
being formalized in standards. This promotes the consolidation of Ukrainian equivalents
for international concepts, though in practice, English terms are not always displaced from
use. Another observed trend is the active use of abbreviations and acronyms, both borrowed
(IT, AI) and created based on Ukrainian equivalents.

The prospects for further research include a more detailed study of how terms function
across different genres of IT discourse (e.g., in programmers’ professional communication,
educational materials, or media) to understand how normative models align with real-
world usage. An interesting direction is the exploration of terminological borrowings not
only from English but also from other languages such as the potential influx of borrowings
from Japanese or Korean into the lexicon of e-sports and the gaming industry. Continued
work on standardizing Ukrainian IT terminology requires collaboration between linguists
and industry professionals to ensure both accuracy and usability of terms.

The development of artificial intelligence and machine translation systems also
introduces new challenges related to term consistency: algorithms must learn to recognize
and accurately translate IT terms, which is impossible without high-quality bilingual
terminological databases.

In conclusion, the structural models of term formation in Ukrainian IT discourse are
diverse, and their use is influenced by a range of linguistic and social factors. Ongoing
monitoring of trends and development of term formation recommendations will contribute
to improving the culture of professional communication and integrating Ukraine into the
global scientific and technological community through language.
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