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This article is devoted to the study of word-formation
processes in English-language social media and internet
communication. The digital era has introduced unique
linguistic mechanisms such as blending, acronymization,
and conversion to ensure communicative efficiency. The
research analyzes how these structural changes reflect the
principle of linguistic economy. By examining
contemporary examples from platforms like Telegram and
Instagram, the paper identifies the most productive models
of neologism formation in the modern digital landscape.
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Introduction
​ The rapid digitalization of the modern world has transformed language from a static

system into a dynamic tool for instant global interaction. In the 21st century, internet
discourse has emerged as a specific functional style characterized by its own set of rules,
norms, and word-formation strategies. As David Crystal notes, "the internet is a medium
which is both like and unlike speech and writing, and which is constantly evolving".1

The primary driver of word formation in social media is the necessity for brevity and
speed. Users strive to convey complex emotional and factual information within the technical
constraints of digital platforms. This has led to the dominance of "linguistic economy," where
traditional word-formation rules are often bypassed in favor of more efficient structures like
acronyms, clippings, and blending. Understanding these mechanisms is not only essential for
linguists but also for pedagogues to bridge the gap between formal language teaching and
real-world communication.

Main Part: Morphological Word-Formation Mechanisms
​ The evolution of English in the digital space is predominantly characterized by the

emergence of shortened and hybridized forms. The most productive mechanisms include:
​ 1. Blending
Blending involves combining parts of two or more words to create a new lexical unit

with a combined meaning. This method is highly popular in social media as it creates catchy
and efficient terms.

​ Examples: Staycation (Stay + Vacation), Fintech (Financial + Technology), Netiquette
(Network + Etiquette).

1 Crystal, D. Language and the Internet. Cambridge University Press, 2001, p. 17
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​ Analysis: These blends function as a single unit and are often used to describe new
cultural phenomena. According to G. McCulloch (2019), such forms are not just "slang" but
structural adaptations to the rapid exchange of information.2

2. Acronymization and Initialisms
This is perhaps the most visible aspect of internet discourse. It serves the principle of

"minimum effort for maximum communication."
​ Examples: FOMO (Fear Of Missing Out), YOLO (You Only Live Once), ICYMI (In Case

You Missed It).
​ Analysis: Unlike traditional abbreviations, internet acronyms often carry emotional

weight and social identity markers. Naomi Baron suggests that these forms reduce the
"phonological cost" of communication, making digital text more like speech than writing.3

3. Conversion. In digital discourse, nouns are frequently used as verbs without any
morphological change. Examples: To DM (from Direct Message), To Friend/Unfriend (from
Friend), To Ghost (from Ghost). Analysis: This flexibility shows the high adaptability of the
English language. This process streamlines the syntax of a sentence, allowing for faster typing
and processing.

​ Comparative Aspect: English and Uzbek Internet Discourse
​ The influence of English on global digital communication is profound, and the Uzbek

language segment is no exception. While English primarily uses blending and conversion,
Uzbek internet discourse shows a high frequency of calquing and hybridization.

​ Hybrid forms: Words like "bloklamoq" (to block), "sharlamoq" (to share), and
"layklamoq" (to like) demonstrate how English roots are integrated with Uzbek verbal
suffixes.

​ Structural differences: English acronyms (e.g., OMG) are often used directly in Uzbek
discourse, but they do not undergo the same morphological changes as indigenous Uzbek
words. This cross-linguistic interaction highlights the dominance of English as a "source
language" in the digital sphere.4

Conclusion
​ In conclusion, word formation in English internet discourse is driven by the necessity of
linguistic economy and expressive efficiency. Mechanisms like blending, acronymization, and
conversion allow users to bypass traditional linguistic barriers. The comparative analysis
shows that these English models are not only evolving within their own system but are also
actively influencing the morphological structures of other languages, including Uzbek. Future
research should focus on the long-term impact of these digital neologisms on formal literary
standards
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