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THE LEXICON OF CONTEMPORARY WAR TIME: COMPRESSIVE
PROFESSIONAL SLANG UNITS IN THE UKRAINIAN LANGUAGE

CTaTTio NPUCBAYEHO BUCBITNIEHHIO CYTHOCTI KOMMPECMBHUX NPOLLECIB, LLLO 3peani3oBaHo y nNpodeciiHii
TEPMIHONOFii Ta CNEHTY YKPAIHCbKMX BiICbKOBMX, BOIOHTEPIB. BOHa NocTae NpoAoBKeHHAM cepii npaLb, Npu-
CBAYEHMX aKTya/lbHUM NpoLecam y MOBi Ta MoB/eHHi. Ocobnusy yBary npuaineHo npouecam abpesialii Ta
yHiBepbauji AK TaKMM, Lo 34aTHI CTBOPHOBATU CTUCAT MOAMOIKALLT HOMIHATUBHUX OAMHULE — AK aHANITUYHUX,
TaK i CUHTETUYHMX, TOBTO AKi NOCTaOTb NPOLECaMM BHYTPILLIHBOTO, MOB/IEHHEBOIO, JOCUCTEMHOTO C/IOBOTBOPY.

AKTyasbHICTb Npaui o4yeBMAHA: Ha Yaci BUCBITNIEHHA He AuLe 3ara/ibHUX iCTOPUYHUX NOAil, ane i
ABWLL, AKI NOCTYNOBO CTAlOTb iICTOPIEID YKPAIHCbKOI MOBM Ta iCTOPIED CNABICTMKKM 3arasom. JocniaKeHHs
MOBHMX GEHOMEHIB, WO BiAb6MBalOTb Cy4aCHWU CTaH Byab-AKOT MOBW, 3aBXK AW NPUBEPTAE yBary NiHrBICTIB.
OTKe, ABMLWA Heosori3au,i, 3 oaHOro 6OKy, Ta aKTyanisalii KOHKPETHMX MPOLLECiB, 3 iHLWOro, HanABHi B Til
YW Tilh MOBHIN CUCTEMI, BUK/IMKatOTb HeabusaKy 3aLikaBaeHicTb ¢paxiBLiB Ta MOCTalOTb NpegMeToM aHanisy.

Mema pocnigeHHA — BU3HAYeHHA MPOAYKTUBHOCTI KOMMPECUBIB AK OAMHULb, WO HanexaTb
BOEHHOMY AMCKYpCY, 3 04HOTO HOKY, Ta AK aKTya/IbHOro MOBHOrO MaTtepiay 3araJloMm — 3 iHLWoro. 3aBaaH-
HA: 1) BMOKPEMWUTM KOMMNPECUBM 3-NMOMIK TPaAMUIAHMX OepuBaTiB; 2) BUM3HAUMTM KpuTepii BUAINEHHA
HaMOCHOBHILWMX KOMMPECUBHMX NpoueciB — abpesiaLii Ta yHiBepbaUii; 3) chopmynoBaTh NPUYUHM NOABU
CNEHTi3MiB A0CNIAXKYBAHOIO 3pa3Ka; 4) AOBECTU BaXKAMNBICTb BUBYEHHA KOMMNPECUBIB Y BOEHHOMY AMCKYPCI.

OCHOBHMMM MeMOoOamu [OCNILKEHHA NOCTAOTb ONMMCOBUI | CTRYKTYPHWUI, AKi CPUAOTb AEMOHCTPaLi 0co-
61MBMX aCMeKTIB yHiBepbOTBOPEHHA Ta abpesiaLlii K NpoLLeCiB, WO BiANOBIAAOTL CYTHOCTI MOB/IEHHEBOT KOMMPECIT.
[nsa Bu3HaueHHs popm TpaHchopMaLLji HOMIHATUBHUX OAUHULLL 3aCTOCOBAHO METOAMKY ANCTPUOYTUBHOIO aHanisy.

BilicbkoBUMI guckypc € chepoto PyHKLIOHYBAHHA MOBM, AKa 34aTHA NPOAYKYBATU HEONOF3MM, LLO BU-
HWMKaoTb BHACNILOK Pi3HMX BMAiB KoMMpecii. Lie NoB’a3aHO 3 AMHAMIYHICTIO MOB/IEHHA BIMCbKOBMX, @ HAATO
3 NOTPEHOI YMICTUTU MaKCUMabHY KisbKicTb iHGOpMaLLii y MiHIManbHWIA BiZPI30K Yacy, NParHeHHAM A0 YiT-
KOCTi, NaKOHiIYHOCTi GOpM 1 BOAHOYAC 3MICTOBHOCTI MOBNEHHSA. 3-NOMIXK A0CNIAKYBAHOIO IEKCUKOHY YKpaiH-
CbKMX BilICbKOBMX BUOKPEM/TIOEMO iIMEHHMKM (L0 YTBOPHOIOTLCA 3aBAAKM abpesialii, yHiBepbauii Ta imutau,ii
yHiBepbaLji), aiecnosa Ta ixHi opmu (AKi vacTile nocTatoTb HacNiAKamu yHiBepbali). Mossa gocnigKyBaHNUX
KOMMpPECMBHUX HAMMEHYBaHb BiZMNOBIAAE 3araNbHiN TeHAEHL,ii €AHOCTI NpoLeciB HOMiIHaL,ii, CyTHICTb AKMX MNO-
NArae y Moan®ikyBaHHi aHaniTMYHMX ab0 KOMNAEKCHUX CUHTETUYHUX OAUHWMLb Y BiNblL KOPOTKI MOBNEHHEBI
CErMeHTH, WO € YHIBePCa/IbHOK PUCOID CYy4aCHOro CTaHy 3arasoM iHA0EBPONENCbKMX MOB.

Knro4vosi cnosa: 80eHHUU OUCKYypC, HOMeMa, KOMrpecusu, 8ilicbKosuli #ap20oH, Cy4acHi HOMIHAMUBHI
npouecu, abpesiauis, yHisepbayis.
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The article seeks to reveal the concept of compressive processes implemented in the profes-

sional slang of Ukrainian military people and volunteers — all those connected with warfare. It
continues a series of works [Bondareva, 2023; Diachok, 2015; Diachok, Kuvarova, Vlysotska., Korotkova,
Khurtak, 2022] covering the current processes in language and speech, particularly in a certain subcode
of the Ukrainian language. The main focus here is placed on abbreviation and univerbation, as well as
the processes able to create compressed modification of nominative units (both analytical, and synthet-
ic), i.e., the processes belonging to internal, speech-based, pre-systematic word formation.

The topicality of the research lies not only in the revelation of the impact extralinguistic histor-
ic events exert on the language, but also in the analysis of the phenomena that gradually become the
history of the Ukrainian language and Slavic studies as a whole. The research into the linguistic phe-
nomena that reflect the current state of any language has always been the center of linguists’ atten-
tion. Therefore, the phenomena of neologization, on one hand, and updating of specific processes,
on the other, existing in a particular language, encourage experts’ interest and represent the focus
of the study.

We previously mentioned that the functions of Slavic language systems in their live speech im-
plementation offer linguists room for solving a set of relevant tasks. They include, among other, the
revision and, consequently, the new interpretation of a separate group of processes and phenome-
na, whose essence has been considered unequivocal and unchangeable. The revision targets separate
word formation patterns in language and speech, as well as the implementation of the outcomes of
these word formation acts as separate types of nomination. This up-to-date understanding of linguis-
tic facts is an indispensable component of the modern knowledge of the Slavic languages structure in
general, and that of the Ukrainian language in particular.

It is commonly known that linguistic units are produced via different patterns of word forma-
tion. In modern linguistics, the synchronic approach makes it possible to distinguish between the pat-
terns of word formation depending on the type of the main word formation devices, or formants [Se-
livanova, 2010; Ponomarenko, 2017; Miiller, Ohnheiser, Olsen, Rainer, 2015].

The pattern of word formation is defined as a specific kind of difference between the derivatives
and the base words. This difference embodies the word formation device or a set of devices, thus a
formant. Such differences are combined into classes, which are further referred to as word forma-
tion patterns. The history of Slavic studies suggested several classifications leaning on the concept of
the word formation pattern [Nikitevych, 1978; Grzegorczykowa, 1984; Nagdrko, 1997; Ponomaren-
ko, 2017]. Their authors defined this concept via determining the formant, with the help of which a
new lexical unit had been created. They believed this criterion was enough to identify the word for-
mation pattern.

However, modern language and speech material requires a comprehensive approach to its in-
vestigation. Therefore, when it comes to interpreting this or that word formation pattern, we suggest
using the set of criteria, which are no less important than the aforementioned one. This set includes,
except for the formant type, the concept of word formation base and a type of motivation. More-
over, with respect to all possible (formal and semantic) transformations of the derived word versus
the base one, our idea is to arrange the existing classification as the following groups:

1) morphological patterns, where belong all cases of affixation based on the simple (one-root)
word;

2) non-morphological patterns, where belong all cases of word formation via an affix-free for-
mant, i.e., all types of meaning transfer and conversion;

3) complex patterns, where the words are formed based on collocations or word combinations;

4) mixed patterns, where belong words formed not only via various formants, but also via vari-
ous word formation bases;

5) abbreviation as a syncretic word formation pattern, where belong shortenings based on word
combinations, as well as on the simple — one-root — base.

As to the final pattern, it is noteworthy that abbreviation can be considered both as the word
formation pattern, and as the form-building pattern. In each specific case, the key role belongs to the
type of motivation. Generally speaking, the set of criteria for such differentiation leans primarily on
the motivation principle, since the essence of word formation or its imitation is currently reflected in
the concept of motivation.

I ntroduction
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Traditionally, motivation is seen [Selivanova, 2010; Ponomarenko, 2017] as a semantic depen-
dence of the meaning of any derived, including compound, word on the meanings of its constituents;
in word formation, certain units serve as the sources of motivation, while others, which result from
word formation, are defined as determined motivated ones.

The main statements that outline our vision of the modern nomination theory are as follows:
1) if a new word’s lexical meaning differs from that of its base word (in terms of etymological con-
nection), it is reasonable to talk about external — word-building, system-based — motivation; 2) if the
lexical meanings of the derived and the base unit (either a word, or a word-combination) coincide,
are identical, it is reasonable to talk about internal — relational, speech-based — motivation. This pro-
cess is actually a special form-building process, which uses the homonymic word formation devices.

We believe that the units that correlate as word — word, word — word-combination, word-com-
bination -—word, do not reflect word-formation connections, being etymologically similar; they repre-
sent analytical and synthetic implementations of respective invariants — nomemes (following the ter-
minology suggested by V. Nikitevych) [Nikitevych, 1985].

Therefore, the determination of the status of the derivational or relational process depends,
above all, on the type of motivation relationships between the derived and the base units. Hence,
the number of affixation types, compounding, general abbreviation, word-based abbreviation as the
means of word formation in a traditional sense do not correspond to the genuine linguistic reali-
ty. Such examples, particularly, abbreviations and univerbs, can be qualified as the output of inter-
nal (speech-based) word formation. Its essence coincides with the principles of form-building, the
main criterion for the determination of which is the semantic similarity between the invariant and its
speech or textual implementations — the so-called doublets.

Certainly, such units exist in the military discourse. Yet, not all professional lexis and slang words
that are currently relevant have been explored in detail; this is particularly applicable to the units that
have appeared in language and speech due to compression. In the Ukrainian language, such units are
produced quite actively. This is connected not only with the accelerated life pace as a whole, but also
with the strive for accuracy and at the same time form brevity of each element of the military vocab-
ulary. Hence, it is clear that this very vocabulary continues to attract linguists — all those who compre-
hensively explore the modern motivation processes.

Consequently, the aim of this research is to demonstrate the productivity of compressives as units
belonging to the military discourse, on one hand, and as the up-to-date linguistic material as a whole,
on the other. Objectives stemming from the aim formulation are as follows: 1) to separate compressive
from the traditional derivaties; 2) to determine the criteria for distinguishing the main compressive pro-
cesses — abbreviation and univerbation; 3) to formulate the causes of the emergence of the investigat-
ed slang; 4) to prove the importance of studying compressives in the military discourse.

Research methods and techniques

The main research methods include the descriptive and structural ones, as they encourage
the summarizing of the special aspects of univerb formation and abbreviation as the processes that
match the concept of speech compression. We have utilized the distributive analysis approach to de-
termine the types of nominative units’ transformation.

Results and discussion

The significance, and therefore, relevance belong to the research material, which is a variety of
lexical shortenings used in the speech of people directly or indirectly related to warfare. The military
discourse contains Ukrainian slang lexical elements, a part of which can be classified as compressives,
such as 3ayoxaumu (Engl. to cover), BI1/IA (Engl. UAV), naumHsak (Engl. plate carrier), 3ampodgei-
mu (Engl. win trophies), TPO (Engl. TRD — territorial defense), TPOwHuk (Engl. TRD-officer), menaak
(Engl. thermal imager, 6poHik (Engl. body armor) etc. Following the trend of saving speech effort, the
dynamics of the investigated discourse implies the use of shortened, syntagmatically reduced nomi-
nations. To the main ways of building such shortenings belong abbreviation and univerbation.

The military discourse is represented in a language by the professional vocabulary and slang.
“Slang, professional jargon and argo are rigorously opposed to the standard literary language for its
purpose, as one of the functions of the nationwide literary language is to unite various social groups
into one whole — the nation; slang seeks to bring closer together one group of people and oppose it
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to society as a whole” [Dorda, 2008, pp. 69-72]. This broad approach gives reason to remark that mil-
itary slang is built and thus distinguished amid the appropriate professional vocabulary, on one hand.
On the other, relevant slang units are created through the impact exerted by the general word forma-
tion tradition with the use of the general linguistic tools.

L.M. Palamar argues that professional vocabulary “belongs to substandard field-specific lexis;
it is not presented in terminology dictionaries, as it functions primarily in oral and colloquial speech
of professionals in a certain field. If terms may be known to people who have no tight connections to
the certain professional field, professional vocabulary is understood only by experts, as professional
vocabulary has a specific application area and emerge as part of professional communication as the
secondary forms of expression” [Palamar, 2000, p. 104].

In view of the above, slang, if seen broadly, can contain certain terminology, particulary, military
terms. We study the material from this perspective.

Military slang is a system of lexical elements that arose in the military community and are clear, first
and foremost, to military people. Obviously, this thematic field, just like any other, has a center and a pe-
riphery, and has no clear borders, which determines slang movement not only within the field (from the
center to the periphery and vise versa), but also beyond its borders, which implies a different status (tar-
get, social) of the investigated units. Many of those emerged in the previous century. Yet, the language
of military people continues to acquire the elements that are able to reflect current realia. Certain slang
words are clear to wider community, while other are used by the military or individuals connected to war-
fare. The military slang can also contain compressive slang words belonging to other subcodes, for in-
stance, youth one: ouugpposysamu (nepesodumu y yugposuii popmam) (Engl. to digitize — convert to
digital format), nalikysamu / nalikamu (cmasumu ‘natiku’) (Engl. to like — put ‘likes’), Hopm (HopmarsbHO)
(Engl. norm —normally) etc. Such units certainly represent the periphery of the investigated thematic field.

These units appear for various reason. Most frequently, they stem from the strive for a group-specif-
ic ‘codification’, decoding which requires appropriate, including field-specific, knowledge and experience.
Moreover, their emergence can be explained by speech expression, reflection of a special (sometimes
ironic, even disdainful) attitude to life and its realia. They result from speech acceleration under the accel-
erated life pace. It is a sort of a collective pragmatic linguistic games, which ends with a specific person’s
leaving a specific group or transition to another society with its linguistic and communication peculiarities.

Therefore, as mentioned above, to the main active processes that enrich, particularly, the
speech of military people and language as whole with the investigated units, belong abbreviation and
univerbation. Yet, it is reasonable to explore the output of these processes through defining the main
nominative unit — nomeme.

“A word and a word combination are studied from the point of view of their nominative poten-
tial. Generally speaking, the essence of the nomination theiry lies in the specification of relationships
between the ideas of types of thinking, i.e., in clarifying the ways nomitations are created, stabilized
and distributed in terms of various fragments of objective reality. The concept of nomination reflects
both the process of name creation, adaptation and distribution in terms of various fragments of real-
ity, and a meaningful language unit built during the nomination” [Diachok etc., 2022].

Previously, we repeatedly mentioned the fact that the implementations of the language nom-
ination units are presented by the identical speech nomination units — synthetic and / or analytical
modifications of respective nomemes, lexemes, compound words, that is, invariants capable of being
implemented in various — synthetic or analytical — structural variations [Diachok, 2015].

Among the terms referring to the nominative language invariant existing in the linguistic sci-
ence, we prefer the term nomeme suggested by V.M. Nikitevych [Nikitevych, 1985]. Our preference
leans on a few reasons. First, it best reflect the essence of the central nominative unit. Secondly, this
name sounds similar to other terms that nominate the units of the main systematic levels, such as
phoneme, lexeme, phraseme, syntaxeme.

As a language substance, the invariant is interpreted in terms of the structural approach. The
main postulate lies in the distinction of the language as a certain semiotic sysmen of invariant units
and speech as the means of language functioning seen as the way of implementing language units in
thousands of its variants.

We distinguish between synthetic and analytical nomemes. The variants of the synthetic no-
memes are represented by “all semantically identical units, which can be distinguished at the level of
words” [Diachok, 2015, p. 107]. In this case, we consider the following types of nomeme modification.
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I. A word implemented in its forms, particularly, prepositional ones, depending on the con-
text; this type may include abbreviations equivalent to the word (A — apmis [A — army], Bl — 6o€zo-
noeka [WH — warhead], 6710 — 6poHenoi30 [AT — armored train], 6T — 6poHemexHika [AV — armored
vehicles], e-n1—2eHepan [g-| — general], 20108kom — 20108HOKOMaHOY8ay [chief-comm —commander-
in-chief], IMB — demobinizauia [DMB — demobilization], ELLl/ew. — ewenoH [ECH/ech — echelon],
3p./3pas. — 3paszok [smp — sample], 3PY — 3apyuHux [HA — hostage], 3x. — 3axid [W —West], k-7 — Ka-
npan [c-| — corporal], k-H/kan. — kanimax [cap — captain], KA — kamep [CU — cutter], kom. — KomaH-
oup [comm. —commander], KoMmaHd. — komaHOysay4 [command. — commander], nelim. —nelimeHaHm
[lieut. — lieutenant] etc.).

Il. A word-combination implemented in its forms, particularly, synthetic ones. The variations of
this nomeme pattern are represented by all semantically identical units that are distinguished at the
level of word-combinations [ibid, pp. 106—-107].

Among those, we separately distinguish a “univerbalized (verbal) equivalent” of the word-com-
bination, i.e., a word that has emerged as a result of the verbal modification of the word-combina-
tion, and is identical to the word-combination from the lexico-grammatical viewpoint [ibid, c. 110].

As the structural type of the analytical nomeme, the univerbalized equivalent of the word-com-
bination has its own hierarchical structure, within which it is important to distinguish a few levels.

1. The level, at which the verbal representative of the nomeme emerges due to ellipsis — ellipti-
cal univerbation, which may produce nouns (6poHik — 6poHbosaHul »cunem [bronik —armored vest],
naumHaAK — wunem 3 naumamu [plytnyak — a vest with plates], nnumorocka — naumoxocrui »cunem /
Hunem 04 naum [plate carrier — plate carrier vest], po3saHmMaxka — po3eaHMaxcysanbHUlli NACoK
[unload — unloading belt], medyxa / meduuka — meduyra cymrka [medukha — medical bag], TPOwHuk —
60€euyb TPO [TROshnyk —TRO fighter), verbs (6os1oHmepumu — 6ymu sonoHmepom [to volunteer —to be
a volunteer], miHycHymu — 3pobumu «miHyc» (8opoeay) [to minus — make “minus”], 3a0soxcomumu —
3pobumu «dsoxcomum» [to cargo 200 — make cargo 200], 3ampogheimu — 3006ymu mpogpei [to win
trophies], 3agiHanumu — dosecmu 0o giHany [to finalize — to bring to the end]), participles and ad-
verbial participles (3agpiHantorouu — dosodayu 0o giHany [finalizing — bringing to the end], 3ampsox-
coyeHuli — 3pobneHuli «mpooxcomum» [made ‘by three-hundred’ — wounded]).

2. The level, at which the verbal representative of the nomeme emerges due to the univerbal
compression of the word-combination (mepwokypcHuk — kypcaHm nepwoeao Kypcy [freshman — first-
year military student]).

3. The level, at which at which the verbal representative of the nomeme emerges due to the
complex compression of the word-combination — abbreviation (PC3B — peakmueHa cucmema 3anrno-
8020 802HI0 [RSFS — reactive salvo fire system], M/ — 6oliosa mawuHa decaHmy [AAV —amphibious
assault vehicle], BMI1 — 6oliosa mawuHa nixomu [IFV — infantry fighting vehicle], APl — dusepciliHo-
po3seidysasnbHa epyna [SIG — sabotage and intelligence group], 6/1/1A — 6e3ninomHuli nimaneHuli ana-
pam [UAV —unmanned aerial vehicle]).

Besides, the nomemes with the word-combination as the dominant can be represented by their
several structural variations simultaneously, whereby they are formally seen as complex nomemes.

Therefore, the processes of abbreviation and univerbation, which modern linguistics refers to as
word-forming, appeared to be the most interesting for our research. However, the essence of these
processes does not meet the word formation canons, to be more specific, both synthetic, and analyt-
ical unit have the identical lexical meaning. If during the formation of a new unit the semantics does
not become more complex, that is, the new meaning does not appear, such transfortmation can-
not be considered word-forming. It is logically interpreted otherwise, for instance, as the internal,
speech-based word formation, or as the form-building process.

Abbreviation. There is a huge number of definitions for abbreviation as a process and abbrevi-
ation as a unit resulting from this process.

L. Bulakhovsky described this linguistic phenomenon as the speakers’ urgent need: “These days,
people have to rush to be able to work hard, which this or that way accelerates their speech pace. It
has become essential to preserve the strength to give it the most beneficial use; the same is true for
language” [Bulakhovsky, 1928-1929, p. 33].

0. Selivanova defined abbreviation through its output. In her opinion, “abbreviation is usually
a noun made via the reduction of a simple word, or the components of a compound word, or the el-
ements of the base word-combination to the level of sounds or letter, syllables or other word frag-
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ments” [Selivanova, 2010, pp. 5-6]. However, there is still discussion around the issue of telescopisms
(telescopes), abbreviated words that are supposed to be considered either as lexicalized units, or as
doublets of certain nominative word-combinations or words that have a common — identical — lexi-
cal meaning.

Obviously, most linguists share opinion on the derivational nature of abbreviation, in which re-
spect any abbreviation is a result of lexicalization, i.e., a separate independent word. It is only O.0.
Selivanova, who acknowledges other relationships between the initial word combination and the ab-
breviation.

A total match, or similarity, of the semantics of the “base” word-combination or word and the
respective abbreviation leads to the assumption about non-word-forming (rather form-building) rela-
tionships existing between the word-combination and the abbreviation, or the word and the abbre-
viation, for instance:

BEM/ [AAV] — 6oliosa mawuHa decaHmy [amphibious assault vehicle];

PC30 [RSFS] — peakmusHa cucmema 3as1n108020 802H!0 [reactive salvo fire system];

JLLB [AAT] — decaHmHo-wmypmosi silicbka [amphibious assault troops];

eeH.-nelim. [I-g] — eeHepan-nelimeHanm [lieutenant general].

We suggest interpreting the aforementioned compressive units as univerbalized (verbal) equiv-
alents of the respective word-combinations or words, that is, as synthetic units that have emerged
due to the verbal interpretation of the word-combination or the word respectively, have the identical
lexical and grammatical meaning and syntactic function.

And vise versa: every interpretation of the initial word or word-combination, respectively, di-
rectly depends on the abbreviation process. In general, a separate language unit capable of being
implemented synthetically and/or analytically in speech and text is defined as the nomeme, such as
“word-combination + abbreviation” or “word + abbreviation”. It belongs to the structural types of no-
memes with the dominating word-combination or the dominating word, respectively, i.e., it is a se-
mantically identical unit identified at the level of the word-combination or the word.

Consequently, it is reasonable to interpret the abbreaviation of any type as the word, which is
semantically and grammatically identical to the certain word-combination or the separate lexeme
and which, in certain cases, can be stylistically different from this (equivalent) word-combination or
lexeme, yet remains a variant of the common nomeme.

In this respect, we consider the relationships between the abbreviation and the respective
word-combination or lexeme as equal relationships provided that there is semantic similarity.

Univerbation. Linguistics still has no common interpretation for this phenomenon. Univerba-
tion is seen both in a broad, and in a narrow sense of this term. In the broad sense, univerbation im-
plies the derivation synthticism, whereby the meaning that is initially implemented via several units
is expressed in one word. In other words, this view of univerbation used to mean both abbreviation
(BMM — 6olioea mawuHa nixomu), and ellipsis (pomHuli — pom+uli komaHOup), and elliptical univer-
bation, or univerbation in the narrow sense of this word [Diachok, 2015, pp. 25-30], for instance:

BonoHmepumu [to volunteer] — 6ymu sosnoHmepom [to be a volunteer];

3ampogeimu [to trophies] — 83amu mpogpei [win trophies];

TPOwHuk [fighter] — 6oeysb TPO [TRO fighter];

BbpoHs [armor] — 6poHbosaHa mexHika [armored vehicles];

bpoHik [armor] — 6poHbosaHuli #usem [armored vest].

Furthermore, univerbation is defined as the word formation act based on a certain word-com-
bination, whereby the output of this process — the univerb — has a similar meaning. In general, this
broad concept implies shortening, nominalization and suffixation. Therefore, it is interpreted as al-
most any mechanism of a new word emergence based on the word-combination as the syntactic unit.
Summarizing the definitions of the existing types of word-combinations-to-words transformation,
certain scholars use such terms as condensation, univerbation, or univerbization [Diachok, 2015].

The narrow sense of this term highlights univerbation among other so-called derivation pro-
cesses: it implies building a lexical unit on the basis of one of the elements of the certain multi-com-
ponent nomination. Other synonyms also indicate the aforementioned process. Suffixal univerbation
is a part of the overall phenomenon. It stands out for the existence of two formally connected nom-
inatve units sharing the same semantics: analytical and synthetic. Univerbation produces a synthetic
unit, which is referred to as univerb, unverbate or univerbism [ibid, 2015].
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We see the aforementioned phenomenon as a specific type of internal — speech — deriva-
tion characterized by internal motivation and determined by the similarity of the semantics of
the initial nominative unit and its discourse implementations, which formally differ from each
other.

Obviously, the emergence of univerbs was preceded by the number of extra- and intralinguis-
tic factors, which are believed to be the reason for their rise in speech / language. Firstly, it is the ten-
dency for regulating inter-linguistic connections, for building speech automation. Secondly, it is the
strive of any language for its units syntheticism, i.e., for “one-wordedness”. Thirdly, it is an attempt to
overcome internal controversies between the segmentation of the nomination form and the unity of
its meaning. Fourthly, it is a human mental need to communicate the necessary amount of informa-
tion in the shortest possible time, etc.

The research of various compression processes must lean on the understanding of the fact that
intra- and extralinguistic factors always complement each other, are often inseparable and combine
both systematic, and applied peculiarities of this or that language.

Complex nomemes and their implementation. As we mentioned earlier, nomemes with
the word-combination as the dominant can be implemented in modern military discourse in
their several structural variations simultaneously — in the forms that are semantically identical.
The research material has demonstrated at least two structural types of language invariants ca-
pable of being fully implemented in both oral, and written speech. This means that various struc-
tural forms of the same invariant function simultaneously, which can be presented in the follow-
ing way.

1. Word-combination + abbreviation + elliptical univerb, for instance:

b6e3ninomxuli nimansHul anapam
unmanned aerial vehicle
(word-combination)

6e3ninomruli nimaneHuli anapam Bl/IA
unmanned aerial vehicle UAV
(nomeme) (abbreviation)
6e3ninomHuk
unmanned
(univerb).

2. Word-combination + univerbal composite + elliptical univerb, for instance:
6pOoHbOBAHUL HcUem
armored vest
(word-combination)

6poHboBaHUU Hunem bpoHexcunem
armored vest armorevest
(nomeme) (univerbal composite)
bpoHik (1)
armored
(univerb);

6poHbOBAHUL MpaHcnopmep
armored personnel carrier
(word-combination)

b6poHboBaHUL mpaHcriopmep bpoHempaHcriopmep
armored personnel carrier armorecarrier
(nomeme) (univerbal composite)
bpoHik (2)
carrier
(univerb).

The examples of the synthetic forms of the second type (6poHik 1 and 6poHik 2) illustrate hom-
onymy, which is determined by the verbal implementations of two different nomemes (6poHbosaHuli
#unem and 6poHbosaHuli mpaHcriopmep)..
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3. Word-combination + univerbal composite + abbreviation, for instance:
boliosuli Komrnekm
battle kit
(word-combination)

boliosuli Kommnaekm b6oekomnnekm

battle kit battlekit

(nomeme) (univerbal composite)
BK
BK
(abbreviation).

It is obvious that “the nominative unit of this or that language cannot be referred to a word only,
as it is stated by the advocates for word-centrism. It is reasonable to explore this unit as a certain in-
variant able to contain the features of a word and its forms or the features of a word combination
and its forms, respectively. To the most important factors for defining the language invariant belong
nominativeness and the semantic and grammatical similarity between all its forms of various struc-
ture” [Bondareva, 2023, p. 9-10].

Conclusions

Military discourse represents the field of language functioning able to produce neologisms that
emerge as a result of various types of compression. This is connected with the speech dynamics as a
whole, as well as with the need of native speakers, who are military or related to warfare, to commu-
nicate maximum information in the shortest possible time. They aim to communicate clearly and con-
cisely while preserving the meaning of their messages. It is extremely important to comprehensively
explore and analyze such modern (slang and commonly used) compressives, as they contribute to the
modern history of language development. It is this fact that encourages the advancement of modern
theories of neolinguistic phenomena.

Among the investigated vocabulary of Ukrainian military people, we highlight the following:
nouns; verbs and adverbial participles; adverbs; interjections.

Nouns are formed via:

a) abbreviation (based both on a few words, and on one — simple or compound —word), for instance:
BMIC (silicbkoso-mopcbki cunu) [NF (naval forces)], bK (6oekomnaekm) [ammo (ammunition)], 6PAM (60-
liosa po3sidysanbHo-0030pHA mawuHa) [CRSV (combat reconnaissance and surveillance vehicle)];

6) unverbation, for instance: 6poHs (6poHbosaHa mawuHa) [armor (armored car)], TPOWHUK,
mpowHuk (6oeuyb TPO) [TROer (TRO fighter)];

B) simulation of univerbation (through suffixation of a simple word, whereby the derivative is of
colloquial — slang — nature), for instance: mennaak (mennosizop) [thermal (thermal imager)], 6poHik
(6poHexcunem) [armored (armored vest)].

Compressive verbs and their forms more often result from univerbation, for instance: 3adsox-
comumu [make cargo 200], 3ampogeimu [to win trophies], miHycHymu (3pobumu ‘miHyc’ sopozay) [to
minus — make ‘minus’].

The emergence of investigated compressive nominations follows the overall trend of uniting the
nomination processes that seek to modify analytical or complex synthetic units into shorter speech
segments, which is a universal trait of the modern state of Indo-European languages.
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The article seeks to reveal the concept of compressive processes implemented in the professional
slang of Ukrainian military people and volunteers. It is a continuation of a series of works covering the cur-
rent processes in language and speech. The main focus here is placed on abbreviation and univerbation as
the processes able to create compressed modification of nominative units — both analytical, and synthetic,
i.e., the processes belonging to internal, speech-based word formation.

The topicality of the paper lies in its focus on phenomena that gradually become the history of the
Ukrainian language and Slavic studies as a whole, including neologization and adjacent phenomena.

The research aims to define the productivity of compressives as units of military discourse, on one
hand, and as the emergent linguistic material, on the other. The objectives of the study are as follows: 1)
to separate compressives from the traditional derivates; 2) to determine the criteria for distinguishing the
main compressive processes —abbreviation and univerbation; 3) to formulate the causes of the emergence
of the investigated slang; 4) to give reasoning for the study of compressives in military discourse as a pro-
spective research issue.

The main research methods include the descriptive and structural ones, as they help demonstrate
the specificity of univerbs and abbreviation as instances of speech compression. We have utilized the dis-
tributive analysis approach to determine the types of nominative units’ transformation.

Military discourse is the field of language functioning that fosters the production of neologisms
emerging as a result of different types of compression. It reflects the dynamic nature of military discourse
with its need to convey maximum amount of information within the minimum period of time, striving for
clearance, laconic forms, and rich content. Within the range of Ukrainian military lexicon under analysis,
we single out nouns (formed by means of abbreviation, univerbation, and simulation of univerbation) as
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well as verbs and their verb forms (which often result from univerbation). The emergence of compressive
nominations in question follows the general tendency of lexical nomination towards modifying analytical
or complex synthetic units into shorter speech segments, being a universal feature of the current state of
the Indo-European languages as a whole.
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