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With the advent of the computer and the dawn of the digital age, access to information has become easier. People are
now able to easily share experiences and integrate foreign loanwords into their own sociocultural space. The development
of modern languages is inseparable from socio-cultural processes, which significantly influence lexical change and borrow-
ing. Every major change in society can be easily traced back to linguistic changes. Technological progress, globalization,
and intercultural communication introduce new concepts into people's everyday lives. As a result, languages need new
ways to describe these changes. This results in a major issue that linguists and translators face. It is they who primarily
take responsibility of normalizing linguistic units. However, there is no one system that would make it possible. That is the
reason why it is essential to comprehend the factors that influence the emergence of lexical innovations and the patterns
governing their occurrence.

Scholars such as William Labov and James Armstrong provide important insights into language change and the nature
of lexical innovation. David Crystal examines the relationship between language and technological development, par-
ticularly in the context of the Internet and digital communication. Yu. Savina and Yu. Laskava focus on the function-
ing of borrowings and the external and internal factors that influence their emergence. The works of Einar Haugen and
Peter Burke are relevant to the study of language contact and the role of social, cultural, and historical interaction in
linguistic change. Translation-related aspects of lexical innovation are addressed in the studies of Lawrence Venuti and
Jean-Paul Vinay and Jean Darbelnet, whose works help explain how new lexical units and culture-specific concepts are
transferred and adapted across languages.

This article examines the socio-cultural determinants that influence the emergence and development of lexical inno-
vations. The main focus is on such factors as technological progress, economic and trade relations, political and historical
events, and cultural exchange. The study also considers how these external changes interact with internal linguistic needs.
These include the principle of language economy and the naming of new concepts. The analysis reveals that lexical inno-
vation is closely connected with changes in social practices, technological development, cultural interaction, and historical
circumstances, which affect both the formation of new lexical units and the ways they are translated and integrated into
another language. The study employs a qualitative approach based on etymological, comparative, and contextual analysis
of selected lexical innovations. Particular attention is drawn to the role of translation in the spread of the new lexicon. By
examining the etymology and development of new words, the study aims to show how changes in society and culture are
reflected in vocabulary and how lexical innovations become part of the language over time.

Key words: lexical innovation, socio-cultural factors, communication, neologisms, lexical units.

3 nosiBoo KOMM'IOTEPA Ta HACTaHHAM LMdPOBOI epu AOCTYN A0 iHdopMaLii cTaB NpocTiwuM. Tenep Noam MOXyTb
nerko oOMiHOBaTMCA AOCBIAOM Ta iHTErpyBaTh iHO3EMHI 3aM03UYEHHS Y CBill COLIOKYNBTYPHUIA NpocTip. Po3BuToK cyyac-
HUX MOB HEPO3PVBHO MOB’A3aHWN i3 COLLIOKYNTYPHUMM NpoLiecamu, ki CyTTEBO BMANBAIOTb Ha NMEKCUYHI 3MiHW Ta 3anosu-
YeHHs. KoXHy 3Ha4Hy 3MiHy B CyCninbCTBi MOXXHa NErko NpoCTEXWUTM Yepes MOBHI 3MiHW. TexHonoriyHuin nporpec, rmoba-
nizauis Ta MiXXKynbTypHa KOMYHiKaLis BBOAATb HOBi MOHATTS B NOBCSAKAEHHE XUTTA Noden. Ak Hacnigok, MoBam NoTpibHi
HOBi cnocobu onucy Lumx 3MiH. Lle ctae ceprnosHoto npobnemoto, 3 AKoK CTUKaTbCA MIHMBICTU Ta nepeknagadi. Came BoHU
B nepuly Yepry 6epyTb Ha cebe BignoBianbHICTL 3a HopManisauito MOBHUX oauHuLb. OfHaK He iCHYE eanHOT cucTemu,
aka 6 ue ymoxnusuna. Came ToMy HaA3BMYANHO BAXKIIMBO PO3YMITV YMHHMKM, LLIO BMMBAOTb HA NOSABY NEKCUYHMX iHHO-
BaLliv, Ta 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI, SIKi PEryntolTh iX BUHUKHEHHS.

Taki B4eHi, sk Binbsim JTaboB Ta [xemc ApMCTPOHT, HaaKTb BaXKIMBI YSBIEHHSI NPO MOBHI 3MiHU Ta NpyUpoay NeKCuy-
HUX iHHOBaUin. [desig Kpictan gocnigxye B3aemMO3B’130K MK MOBOIO Ta TEXHOMOMYHNM PO3BUTKOM, 30KpEMA B KOHTEKCTI
IHTepHeTy Ta umdpoBoi komyHikauii. KO. CasiHa Ta HO. JlackaBa 3ocepedXyTbCsi Ha (DYHKUIOHYBaHHI 3ano3nyeHb Ta
30BHILLHIX | BHYTPILLHIX YMHHKKAX, WO BANUBAOTb Ha iXHE BUHWKHEHHS. Mpaui EiHapa XayreHa Ta [Mitepa bepka € akTy-
anbHUMKW AN AOCHIMKEHHS MOBHOMO KOHTAKTY Ta pPoni couianbHOI, KyNbTYpPHOI 1 iCTOPUYHOI B3AEMO/IiT B MOBHUX 3MiHaX.
AcnekTn nekcuyHUX iHHOBaLii, NOB’A3aHi 3 NepeknagoMm, po3rmnsagaTecs B gocnigxeHHsx JloypeHca BeryTi, XKaHa-lNongs
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Bine Ta XXaHa JapbenbHe, uni npawi fonoMaratoTb NOSCHATH, K HOBI JIEKCUYHI OQMHWLI Ta KYNBTYPHO-CNEUMMidHi TOHATTA
nepefarnTbCs Ta afanTyTbCA MK MOBaMW.

Y Ui cTaTTi AOCNISXKYOTbCA COLIOKYNbTYPHI AETEPMIHAHTK, IO BNAMBAOTb HA BUHWKHEHHS Ta PO3BUTOK JTIEKCUYHMX
iHHOBaUi. OCHOBHa yBara NpuAinAeTbCa TakMM pakTopam, sk TEXHOMOTYHUIA NPOrpec, EKOHOMIYHI Ta TOProBenbHi Bia-
HOCWHK, NONITUYHI Ta ICTOPUYHI NOAII, @ TAKOX KyNbTYPHUA OOMIH. Y JOCHIIXEHHI TaKoX pO3rMSAAaeTbCs, AK Li 30BHILLHI
3MiHV B3aEMOZIOTb i3 BHYTPILLHIMKM MOBHMMM noTpebamu. [1o HUX Hanexarb OopieHTaLis Ha EKOHOMIKY Ta HalMeHyBaHHS
HOBUWX NOHATb. Pe3ynstaTy aHanisy nokasytoTb, WO NEKCUYHI iIHHOBaLii TICHO NOB’A3aHi 3i 3MiHAMUW B CyCMifIbHUX NPaKTu-
Kax, TeXHOMOrYHNM PO3BUTKOM, KYNbTYPHOI B3aEMOLIEI0 Ta iCTOpUYHMU oBCTaBuUHaMK, SKi BNNMBaKOTb SK Ha OpMy-
BaHHS HOBUX NEKCUYHMX OAMHWLb, TaK i HA cnocobu ix nepeknagy Ta iHTerpauii B iHWY moBy. [loCnimpKeHHs 3aCTOCOBYE
AKICHUIA NiAXiA, WO FPYHTYETHCA Ha ETUMOIIONYHOMY, MOPIBHANBHOMY Ta KOHTEKCTYanbHOMY aHanisi BUOpaHWX NeKCUYHnX
iHHoBaLi. Ocobnuea yBara NpuAiNseTbCa poni nepeknagy B NOLUMPEHHI HOBOMO NEKCUKOHY. AHanidytoum eTMMOrorito Ta
PO3BUTOK HOBMX CNiB, AOCMIAKEHHSA Mae Ha METi nokasaTu, SIK 3MiHM B CyCNINbCTBI Ta KyNnbTypi BigbyBatoTbCA Ha NekcuLi
Ta SK NNEeKCWYHi iHHOBALii 3 YaCcOM CTalt0Tb YaCTUHOK MOBM.

Knro4yoBi cnoBa: nekcuyHi HOBOYTBOPEHHSI, COLLIOKYNBTYPHI YMHHUKI, KOMYHiKaLisl, HEOMNOri3mMu, NIEKCUYHI OANHML.

Problem statement. The importance of lan-
guage as a conduit for information, a qualifier of
experience, the primary means of communication,
and a material expression of mentality is becom-
ing increasingly evident. It is language that reflects
objective, cognised reality and serves as one of the
distinctive markers of a nation. It enables communi-
cation across all social spheres, and since every act
of communication is purposeful, the communication
process encompasses not only linguistic but also
socio-psychological aspects. Communication is an
intersubjective process that involves the participants’
comprehension of the essence of the subject matter;
consequently, every communicative process entails
the integration of activity, communication, and cog-
nition. The possibility of communication and mutual
understanding is achieved through the development
within society of an established system of linguistic
norms, amongst which great importance is associated
with lexical semantics manifestations. Language
helps people describe the world around them. It also
changes when the world changes. New events and
experiences can affect the way people use language.

However, over time and as a result of extra- and
intralinguistic factors, they may undergo transfor-
mation. These factors can be connected with both
language and society. Social changes can lead to
changes in vocabulary. Cultural contact can also
influence the development of new words and mean-
ings. Technological progress is another important
factor. The results of these transformations more
often remain on the periphery of the semantic struc-
tures of lexemes, whilst less frequently affecting their
core. It is precisely the latter case that attests to the
emergence of linguistic innovations through lexical-
semantic processes. In the vast majority of cases, such
phenomena refer to a specific time in the history of
society and to significant events that occurred during
that time — whether it's good or bad. At the moment
of their emergence, the linguistic code shifts, and uni-
fication is established, leading to the development of
new evaluative connotations.

The analysis of recent research and publica-
tions. Lexical innovation has been widely studied
from different linguistic perspectives. Armstrong [2]
studies the nature of lexical innovation and the emer-
gence of new lexical forms. Hickey [10] and Labov
[12] focus on such aspects of lexical innovation as
internal and external factors that influence language
change. Carling et al. [5] analyse the causes of lexical
borrowing, and Haugen [9] studies borrowing as a
result of language contact and bilingual interaction.
Burke [4] also considers the connection between lan-
guage and communication. These studies show that
lexical development is influenced by both internal
linguistic processes and external social factors.

Also, recent studies pay attention to the influ-
ence of social and technological changes nowadays.
Babelyuk [3] examines lexical innovations in the con-
text of a digital and multicultural society. Ocheretian
and Marchenko [14] investigate the functioning of
lexical innovations in modern English Internet dis-
course. Ezuruike and Ibileye [8] analyse Gen-Z neol-
ogisms and their morphosemantic features. Savina
and Laskava [1] study the use of Anglicisms in
professional speech, and Crystal [7] examines the
influence of the Internet on language use. Chiper [6]
focuses on business translation and the transfer of
professional terminology between languages.

Several scholars have also examined the connec-
tion between translation and lexical development.
Vinay and Darbelnet [15] describe translation proce-
dures that contribute to linguistic adaptation, while
Venuti [16] emphasizes the cultural dimension of
translation. Hutchins and Somers [11] discuss lexi-
cal transfer in machine translation, and Malamatidou
[13] examines translation as a form of language
contact that can contribute to linguistic change.
Therefore, previous research covers different aspects
of lexical innovation. These include borrowing, lan-
guage contact, social change, digital communication,
and translation. However, the interaction between
these factors and their combined influence on lexical
development remains insufficiently explored.
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Identification of previously unresolved aspects
of the general problem addressed in this article.
Although lexical innovation and language change
have been extensively studied, the influence of
socio-cultural factors on the emergence of new lexi-
cal units has not always been examined as a complex
and interconnected process. There is a lot of research
that focuses mostly on different types of innova-
tions, such as neologisms, borrowings, or semantic
changes, but not enough attention is paid to the con-
nection between socio-cultural determinants and lex-
ical development. Thus, a broader approach to under-
standing the socio-cultural changes leading to lexical
innovation is needed. The present paper aims to fill
this gap by investigating the relation of socio-cultural
factors with the emergence and development of new
lexical units.

Task setting. This article aims to identify and ana-
lyse the socio-cultural determinants that influence the
emergence and development of lexical innovations.
The task is to determine how social transformations,
cultural contact, technological progress, and signifi-
cant historical events contribute to the creation of new
lexical units and the development of new meanings.
Particular attention is paid to the connection between
linguistic change and the social context in which new
lexical units emerge. The study also seeks to identify
possible patterns in the development and spread of
lexical innovations. Furthermore, understanding these
processes is relevant to translation, as new lexical units
often carry specific cultural associations and conno-
tations that should be considered when selecting an
appropriate equivalent in another language.

Presentation of the Main Findings. The study anal-
yses 15 lexical units related to technological, economic,
political, historical, and cultural changes. The analysis
covers different periods of lexical development and
focuses on the origin, development, meaning, and inte-
gration of the selected lexical units. They were selected
based on their etymological origin and their connection
with lexical innovation. Most of the analysed words
have become part of everyday vocabulary, while their
meanings and forms have developed over time.

The democratization of public life and the liberal-
ization of social and moral principles caused contin-
uous changes in the information landscape, which in
turn influenced the development of language and lex-
ical systems. Lexical innovations are the outcome of
language contact and they make language work well
in public life. Every small change in life can be seen
in the language changes, as it evolves and adjusts to
the current situation in the community's life [12].

The emergence of new lexical units in the lan-
guage is faced with conservatism on the part of

native speakers, caused by the desire to maintain the
status quo. Thus, only the new lexical units that do
not duplicate existing ones are established in usage,
truly fulfilling the role of expressing and solidifying
new ideas and concepts, as well as newly developed
connotations and associations, while filtering out
homonymy and similar issues [3, pp. 9-12].

Lexical innovation occurs when a speaker employs
aphrase that combines a fundamental expression with
a new meaning. New contexts encourage the devel-
opment of unusual neosemes; however, this phenom-
enon is possible only if the original lexical-seman-
tic variant's semantics serve as the foundation for
the derived meaning. A neologism is a nominative
unit formed according to an existing productive and
regular word-formation model in the language dur-
ing a specific historical period of society’s develop-
ment, and may enter the category of commonly used
vocabulary provided it is relevant to speech and used
frequently. In such a case, the neologism retains the
marker of novelty for a certain period of time [2].

If a significant number of neolexemes have rap-
idly appeared in speech to denote facts and phenom-
ena that humanity had not previously encountered, a
portion of which will then enter linguistic circulation,
and linguists must analyse, standardise and introduce
them into the sphere of codification.

According to Savina Yu. O. and Laskava Yu. V.,
the emergence of lexical borrowings is influenced by
both external historical and socio-economic factors
and internal linguistic needs. Among the external
causes, they highlight the intensification of economic
and trade relations between different countries, their
increasing interaction in global politics and the econ-
omy, the development of innovative and digital tech-
nologies, as well as the expansion of the Internet as a
global communication space [1].

However, lexical innovations do not emerge in a
vacuum, and they do not remain restricted to a single
community. Translation largely mediates the global
circulation of new concepts, products, and ideas. It
functions not just as a technical transfer of meanings,
but as an active mechanism of linguistic adaptation.
When people encounter foreign innovations that
appear because of technological, economic, or cul-
tural shifts, in fact translators are the primary agents
responsible for deciding how to incorporate this
lexicon. They may use direct borrowing, adapt the
word phonetically, or create a calque. Consequently,
translation serves as a crucial bridge between exter-
nal socio-cultural determinants and internal lexical
development. It shapes how neologisms and lexical
innovations are integrated into the target language

[13, pp. 2-6].
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Internal linguistic factors are associated with the
tendency of the language toward economy, precision,
and the need to fill lexical gaps. As Carling et al.
point out, a significant number of borrowings emerge
due to the necessity of naming new objects, concepts,
and phenomena that previously had no established
equivalents [5, pp. 13—17]. Even though the sys-
tematic demand for new vocabulary is established
by internal linguistic needs, they do not appear in
isolation. Hickey emphasizes that external changes
in society, culture, and technology stimulate these
changes. To understand these external factors that
influence the lexical shift, it is crucial to examine
each determinant individually [10].

One of the most important factors causing lexi-
cal innovation is technological and scientific devel-
opment. The emergence of new technologies intro-
duces new things that were previously unknown to
a particular community and therefore require nomi-
nation. According to David Crystal, the rapid evolu-
tion of digital technologies makes languages expand.
They may create new lexical units using their own
word-formation resources, assign new meanings
to existing words, or borrow terms from other lan-
guages. For instance, the development of digital tech-
nologies has helped the international circulation of
such units as smartphone, podcast, streaming, and
interface [7]. The term smartphone combines smart,
used since the thirteenth century to describe some-
one intelligent, and phone, a shortened form of zele-
phone, from Greek tele (“far”’) and phone (‘“voice”).
The term was used by Ericsson for its GS88 in 1997
and later became widely associated with advanced
mobile phones. Similarly, the word interface was
first recorded in 1874 to describe a common boun-
dary between two bodies. Its modern technological
meaning developed in the twentieth century, when it
came to refer to a point of interaction between sys-
tems and, later, to computer devices or systems [15].
Their spread shows that technological and lexical
innovations are closely connected.

When something new appears in reality, there is
a new word or term to describe it. In this case, trans-
lation acts as an initial filter for new lexical units.
Technical translators and localizers decide whether
a term should be directly imported or adapted via
calquing, drawing on insights from machine transla-
tion studies [11].

Economic and trade relations between different
societies also facilitate the movement of words across
linguistic boundaries. As highlighted in sociolinguis-
tic studies on globalization and language contact by
Einar Haugen, the exchange of goods, services, tech-
nologies, and professional practices frequently intro-

duces new concepts into another linguistic commu-
nity [9, pp. 9-16].

It results in the names associated with these con-
cepts also being transferred from one language to
another. For example, marketing strategies and cor-
porate vocabulary, such as start-up, franchising, out-
sourcing, and logistics, frequently spread with the
help of international trade agreements and business
translation. This way, lexical borrowing and adapta-
tion reflect not only linguistic contact but also broader
processes of economic and social interaction. The
history of franchising shows a long semantic devel-
opment: from “freedom” in the sixteenth century
and “citizenship or membership” in the seventeenth
century to a legal privilege in the eighteenth century
and a business practice in the twentieth century. Its
modern meaning therefore developed through sev-
eral stages of semantic change [15]. Here, translators
serve as mediators by selecting appropriate equiva-
lents or keeping international trade terms. Carefully
analysing the target audience, translators decide
how to adapt financial and business vocabulary to
make new economic concepts clear and successfully
adopted in the new language [6, pp. 220-225].

Political and historical developments have a
major impact on lexical innovation. As Ezuruike and
Ibileye point out, major societal upheavals, such as
wars, revolutions, border shifts, regime changes, and
global socio-political movements, introduce entirely
new lexical units to the community [8]. Ideological
terms, institutional names, and crisis-related jargon
are caused by historical events (such as historical
terms like perestroika and glasnost, or modern dig-
ital-era political terminology). The word perestroika
comes was first proposed in Soviet political discourse
in 1981; it became widely known in English in 1985
during Mikhail Gorbachev’s leadership. Similarly,
glasnost comes from Russian, meaning “openness to
public scrutiny”. It became widely used in English
after Gorbachev prominently used the term in 1985,
linking the word directly to the political changes of
that period [15]. In political translation, texts capture
these systemic societal shifts, where translators navi-
gate loaded narratives. Consequently, lexical innova-
tions serve as direct linguistic snapshots of specific
historical epochs, preserving the etymology of the
crises or transformations that created them [4].

Cultural contact represents another significant
determinant of lexical innovation. As Ocheretian and
Marchenko note, when people interact through tour-
ism, media, and migration, they exchange not only
material goods but also traditions, food, art, and enter-
tainment. When a new cultural phenomenon appears
in another society, its original name comes with it
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[14, p. 469]. Such words as pizza, sushi, ballet, and
karaoke illustrate how lexical units spread beyond
their original communities together with the cultural
meaning they have. The word pizza was borrowed
from Italian and was recorded in English in 1845. It
originally referred to a “cake”, “tart”, or “pie”, but
later became associated with the Italian dish known
internationally. The word karaoke entered English
from Japanese in 1979. It combines Japanese kara
(“empty”) with oke, a shortened form of okesutora
(“orchestra”), and spread internationally together with
the entertainment practice [15]. Etymological anal-
ysis proves that the origin of a word provides direct
evidence of the cultural pathways through which a
concept entered a language. In translation, when inter-
preting culture-specific items (realia), translators fre-
quently use domestication or foreignization strategies.
They decide whether to introduce a raw borrowing or
an explanatory descriptive translation [16].

The passage of new ideas from one language
community to another is part and parcel of the pro-
cess of translation. Translation is an important bridge
between languages and cultures, especially when there
is no existing equivalent of a socio-cultural concept,
as Jean-Paul Vinay and Jean Darbelnet note in their
comparative stylistics studies. Translators are always
challenged by the need to translate lexical innovations
through direct transfer, phonetic/grammatical adap-
tation, descriptive translation, or calques. The role
of translation is particularly visible in the formation
of loan translations (calques). Unlike direct borrow-
ings, a calque copies the semantic or structural pattern
of a foreign lexical unit by means of the indigenous
resources of the recipient language (e.g. translating the
English skyscraper structurally into French gratte-ciel
or German Wolkenkratzer) [17].

Conclusion and prospects for further research.
In summary, this article examines the main determi-
nants and patterns of the emergence of lexical inno-
vations. It introduces different socio-cultural factors
that have a major impact on the linguistic community.
By paying attention to how social transformations,
cultural contact, technological progress, and signif-

icant historical events shape language, the research
demonstrated that new lexical units and meanings do
not appear in isolation. Language is a direct reflection
of the social context. Finally, the findings underscore
the high relevance of these processes to translation
practice. As the new lexical units are often related to
specific culture and special connotations, the transla-
tors have to pay attention to the contextual nuances
when choosing the corresponding equivalents in the
target language. These linguistic inventions reflect
the swift social, intercultural and technological trans-
formations that have characterized digital society
of our time. These lexical units are most common
at a number of important points of growth such as
science, technology, medicine, politics, economics,
advertising and fiction. These areas are character-
ized by the rapid development of new concepts and
the need to name new phenomena. This results in an
increase in new terminology. Interestingly, the pro-
cess of neologization also includes alteration of exist-
ing lexical units. It happens in an effort to articulate
the changing understanding of concepts, especially
those of relationships and family.

The findings show that technological and social
changes are among the main factors behind the emer-
gence of new lexical units, while cultural contact
contributes to their integration through borrowing,
calquing, and translation. Cultural and historical
changes can also influence the development of new
meanings and vocabulary related to changing social
practices and concepts. The analysis therefore con-
firms that lexical innovation reflects both the emer-
gence of new realities and the ways languages adapt
these realities to their own linguistic and cultural
systems.

Despite these insights, there are several pros-
pects for future investigation. Further research could
examine how emerging artificial intelligence tools
and automated translation systems cope with real-
time lexical neologisms and socio-political jargon.
Since this lexicon conveys a cultural connotation,
it can create a problem when rendering it to another
language.
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