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This study examines linguistic innovations on social media platforms, analyzing a corpus of over 50 recent neologisms
collected between 2016 and 2024. It investigates word formation processes, semantic domains, and sociolinguistic func-
tions of these new terms to understand how language shapes online communication.

The methodology includes analysis of each neologism: its formation process, semantic categorization, and sociolin-
guistic functions. The study shows that blending is the most prevalent word formation process (40%), followed by affixation
(21%), compounding (17%), and abbreviation (6%). Semantic analysis identified five primary domains: user types/roles
(23%), online behaviors/practices (38%), platform-specific features/trends (19%), psychological/social phenomena (13%),
and content types (7%).

The study displays the development of platform-specific language, showing how various social media ecosystems are
a breeding ground for unique neologisms. Sociolinguistically, they serve functions such as in-group marking, commentary
on digital culture, and determination of online/offline boundaries.

This research contributes to our understanding of contemporary sociolinguistic processes by illustrating the swift lin-
guistic evolution in online contexts and the role of language in creating digital identities and communities. It demonstrates
how neologisms help users navigate and describe their online experiences while reflecting further integration of digital
culture into everyday life.

The results have implications for sociolinguistics and digital communication studies, showing the need for continued
research into linguistic changes in online spaces and their potential impact on offline language use. The study emphasizes
the importance of digital literacy in social media and provides practical insights into evolving online communication.
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Lle pocnigxeHHsi BUBYA€E MiHrBICTUYHI iHHOBALLT B coLianbHUX Mepexax, aHanidytoum kopnyc i3 6inbL Hix 50 Heomoris-
miB, 3ibpaHux mix 2016 Ta 2024 pokamu. [locnigaxyoTbCa NPOLECH CIIOBOTBOPEHHS, CEMaHTWUYHI JOMEHM Ta COLOMIHrBIC-
TUYHI PYHKLIT LMX HOBMX CAiB, W06 3pO3yMiTH, ik MOBa BMNMBae Ta PopMye OHMaH-KOMYHiKaLito.

MeTogonoris BKNto4ae aHarni3 KoXXHOro Heornoriamy, B TOMy Y1Chi MOro npoLec oopmMyBaHHS, CEMaHTUYHY KaTeropum3aa-
Lito Ta COUIONIHIBICTUYHI (PyHKLii. Pe3ynstatn 4EMOHCTPYIOTh, WO TENECKOMNis € HaNMOLIMPEHILLMM NPOLIECOM CIIOBOTBO-
peHHs (40%), 3a Heto nayTb adpikcauis (21%), cnosocknagaHHs (17%) Ta ckopoyeHHs (6%). CeMaHTUYHWIA aHani3 BUSBUB
N'AATb OCHOBHMX AOMEHIB: TUNw/poni kopuctysadis (23%), oHnanH-noBediHka/npakTnku (38%), cneumndiyHi yHKLii/TpeHan
(19%), neuxonorivHi/couianeHi aeuwa (13%) Ta TMNKM KOHTEHTY (7%).

LocnimKeHHs MigKpecnioe po3BUTOK MOBU, ClieumdivHOi Ansa couianbHux nnatopM, AEMOHCTPYHOUM, SK PisHi coui-
anbHi Mepexi CnpusioTb NOSABI YHIKaNbHWX HEONOri3MiB. 3 COLIONIHIBICTUYHOI TOUKN 30PY, BOHN BMKOHYIOTb Taki OyHKLT,
SIK MapKyBaHHSA MPUHANEXHOCTi 4O rpynu, ouiHKa LMdpOoBOI KynbTypy, Ta BU3HAYEHHS OHMNalH/onanH mMex.

Lle gocnigxeHHs cnpusie pO3yMiHHIO Cy4aCHUX COLONIHMBICTUYHMX NPOLECIB, iNIOCTPYIOYMN WBKMAKY NiHMBICTUYHY €BO-
MIoLi0 B OHMaMH-KOHTEKCTaX Ta pofib MOBW Yy CTBOPEHHI LMPPOBUX iAEHTUYHOCTEN i CMiflbHOT. BOHO AEMOHCTpPYE, SK
HeonorisaM1 JonomaratTb KOpUCTyBavyaMm OPIEHTYBATUCA Ta OMMCYBaTW CBIil OHMAWH-AOCBIA, Bigobpaxatoun noganbluy
iHTerpauito LM poBOoi KynbTYpW Y NOBCAKOEHHE XUTTS.

Pesynbtatv gocnigxeHHss MalTb Hacigkn AN COUIOMIHMBICTUKMA Ta SOCHiAXeHb LMMPOBOI KOMYHiKaLi, NoKasyuun
HeoOXigHICTb NoganbLMX AOCHiIMKEHb NIHMBICTUYHNX 3MiH B OHMaMH-NPOCTOpax Ta iX MOTEHUINHOro BNNUBY Ha odnanH
BMKOPUCTaHHA MOBW. [locniaxeHHs NigKpecnioe BaXMBICTb LMQPOBOI FPaMOTHOCTI B CoLlianbHUX Mepexax i Hagae npak-
TUYHI YAIBNEHHS MPO EBOIIOLLIK0 OHNANH-KOMYHIKaLlii.

KniouyoBi cnoBa: couianbHi Mepexi, Heonorismu, oHNanH-KOMYyHikauis, CIIOBOTBOPEHHS, TENEeCKOnis, COUOMiHrBiC-
TUKa, eBheMmi3Mm.

Introduction. The swift evolution of social media  practices in digital spaces. As Thurlow and Mroczek
platforms and online culture has led to the creationofa  note, “new media language” is a key site for under-
vast array of new terminology. Linguistic innovations  standing contemporary sociolinguistic processes [1].
reflect not only the advance of technology, but are Social media, according to Koronevych, “have a
also shifting social interactions and communication  significant influence on spreading the new words and
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expressions, since their ease of use encourages users
to create, alter, and adopt newly coined lexemes as part
of their online communication” [2, p. 92]. The neolo-
gisms coined within the social media serve multiple
functions: they name new concepts and practices,
facilitate in-group communication, and often comment
on or criticize aspects of online culture. These terms
can spread rapidly across platforms and enter main-
stream discourse, highlighting the increasing influ-
ence of digital communication on language change.

This paper analyzes a corpus of recent social
media-related neologisms to better understand lin-
guistic innovation in digital spaces and its broader
sociolinguistic implications. By examining word
formation processes, semantic domains, and socio-
pragmatic functions, we aim to shed light on how
language adapts to and shapes online communica-
tion. The research also contributes to ongoing discus-
sions about the impact of social media on language
variation and change [3].

Methodology. The corpus consists of over
50 neologisms related to social media usage, collected
from various online sources between 2016-2024.
This timeframe was chosen to focus on recent lin-
guistic innovations that reflect current trends in social
media use and online culture.

The neologisms were sourced from:

— Technology, social media, and news websites
(The Cut, Wired, NBC News);

— Online dictionaries specializing in internet
slang (Word Spy, Cambridge Dictionary Blog of
Neologisms);

— Academic publications on internet linguistics.

Each term was recorded along with its definition,
etymology (where available), and example usage in
context. Each neologism was analyzed for:

a) Word formation process: Identifying the lin-
guistic mechanism by which the new term was cre-
ated (e.g., blending, affixation, compounding);

b) Semantic domain: Categorizing the term based
on its meaning and the aspect of social media culture
it relates to;

c) Associated platforms/communities: Noting any
specific social media platforms or online subcultures
particularly associated with the term;

d) Sociolinguistic functions: Examining how the
term is used in social contexts, its pragmatic func-
tions, and its role in constructing or reflecting online
identities and communities.

By using this methodology, we aimed to provide
a comprehensive analysis of recent social media
neologisms, offering insights into both linguistic
processes and the sociocultural dynamics of online
communication.

Results and Discussion

Word Formation Processes

The neologisms in our corpus demonstrate a
variety of word formation processes, reflecting the
creative and dynamic nature of language evolution
in digital spaces. The most prominent processes
observed were:

1. Blending (40%):

Blending was the most frequent word formation
process, combining parts of two (or occasionally
more) words to create a new term. This prevalence
likely stems from blends’ ability to efficiently con-
vey complex concepts in a memorable, often play-
ful manner. Examples include: finfluencer (financial
+ influencer); shoefie (shoe + selfie); vaguebooking
(vague + Facebooking); sharenting (sharing + par-
enting); petfluencer (pet + influencer); fitstagrammer
(fitness + Instagrammer); plandid (planned + candid):

1t’s hard to take a truly good candid photo, so we can
all thank Instagram for making it socially acceptable to
post “plandids” — pictures that have been meticulously
planned to look as spontaneous as possible. [Watch:
Instagram Influencers Explain How to Carefully
Plan a Spontaneous Photo, The Cut, Sep 19, 2017]

Many of these blends incorporate established
social media terminology (e.g., -fluencer, -gram, -sta-
gram), demonstrating how new terms build on exist-
ing digital vernacular. This process creates a layered
lexicon where understanding newer terms requires
familiarity with earlier social media language.

2. Affixation (21%):

Affixation was the second most common pro-
cess. This suggests that users are extending existing
words to describe new, often contrasting concepts.
Examples include: to deplatform (de— + platform);
to unalive (un— + alive); algospeak (algo + -speak);
cyberhoarding (cyber— + hoarding); anti-fan (anti— +
fan); outfluencer (out— + influencer). The prefixes
used often carry specific connotations in the digital
context. For instance, cyber— relates to online activi-
ties, while de-/un— often indicate reversal or removal
in the social media context.

3. Compounding (17%):

Compound words, formed by combining two or
more existing words, were also prevalent. These often
describe complex concepts or practices in a straight-
forward manner. Examples include: rage-farming;
social listening; live-shopping; social commerce,
etc. Many of these compounds metaphorically apply
offline concepts to online behaviors, helping users
conceptualize new digital practices in familiar terms.

4. Abbreviation (6%):

While less common, abbreviation plays a role in
creating concise terms for frequent use. Examples
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include: FOLO (fear of living offline); sponcon
(sponsored content). These abbreviations often origi-
nate in text-based communication where brevity is
valued, and can subsequently spread to wider usage.

5. Other (16%):

This category includes other word formation
processes:

a) Eponyms: Terms derived from names of plat-
forms or brands, e.g., DoggoLingo (based on “Doggo”
internet slang and DuoLingo language learning app);

b) Semantic extension: Broadening or shifting the
meaning of existing words, e.g., shadow ban (extend-
ing the concept of banning to a more subtle form of
content suppression);

c¢) Back-formation: e.g., “to rizz up” (verb derived
from the noun “rizz”);

d) Truncation: e.g., “finsta” (fake + Insta[gram]).

The diversity of word formation processes
observed reflects the creative and adaptive nature of
language use in social media contexts. Users employ
arange of linguistic strategies to efficiently coin terms
that capture new concepts, practices, and identities in
the constantly evolving digital landscape [4, p. 124].

The prevalence of playful and efficient word for-
mation strategies like blending and creative com-
pounding aligns with the fast, informal nature of
online communication. These processes allow users
to quickly coin and adopt new terms that resonate
with their online experiences and communities.

Semantic Domains

The neologisms in our corpus can be categorized
into several distinct semantic domains, reflecting the
diverse aspects of social media culture and usage.
This categorization offers insights into the areas of
online life that are most dynamic and salient to users.
The major semantic categories identified are:

1. User Types/Roles (23%): This category encom-
passes terms that describe different types of social
media users or specific roles they adopt online.
Examples include: cleanstagrammer (users who
post content about cleaning and organization on
Instagram); petfluencer (pet owners who have gained
a following by posting about their pets); kidfluencer
(children who have significant influence on social
media platforms); outfluencer (influencers who focus
on outdoor activities and adventures); finfluencer
(individuals who share financial advice and content
on social media):

Back in March, the FCA introduced new guid-
ance aimed at regulating the behaviour of so-called
"finfluencers" — social media personalities who issue
financial advice and tips to their followers. [Reality
TV stars charged in finfluencer' crackdown,
The Week, May 17, 2024]

These terms reflect the increasing specialization
and diversification of influencer culture. They also
highlight how social media allows niche interests to
develop substantial followings, creating new forms
of micro-celebrity.

2. Online Behaviors/Practices (38%): The largest
category in our corpus, these terms describe specific
actions, strategies, or patterns of behavior on social
media platforms. Examples include: sadfishing (post-
ing about one’s emotional problems to gain attention
or sympathy); plandid (posting seemingly candid pho-
tos that are actually carefully planned); vaguebooking
(making intentionally vague posts to provoke curios-
ity); cyberhoarding (compulsive saving of digital files
and information); rage farming (deliberately posting
inflammatory content to provoke angry responses):

American right-wing influencers Charlie Kirk
and Candace Owens planted the most recent seeds of
corporate-targeted rage farming — the exploitation
of emotions to spread misinformation — by accusing
airlines, particularly United, of endangering lives
through inclusive access to pilot training programs.
[How Companies Should Combat Rage Farming
Attempts, ProMarket.org, February 6, 2024]

This category sheds light on the evolving norms
and practices of social media interaction. Many of
these terms implicitly criticize some online behav-
iors, suggesting a growing self-awareness and meta-
commentary within social media culture.

3. Platform-Specific Features/Trends (19%):
These neologisms are tied to particular features,
trends, or communities on specific social media plat-
forms. Examples include: dark post (a targeted ad
on Facebook that doesn’t appear on the advertiser’s
timeline); WaterTok (TikTok community focused
on flavored water recipes); BookTok (book-loving
community on TikTok); algospeak (language used to
avoid triggering content moderation algorithms).

This category demonstrates how each platform
develops its own unique culture and vocabulary.
It also highlights the impact of platform design and
algorithms on user behavior and language.

Some social media neologisms function as euphe-
misms to avoid uttering words considered offensive,
controversial or explicit, as well as to avoid conflicts
with community guidelines of the relevant social
media. For example:

— Using “unalive” rather than “dead” or “to
unalive” instead of “to kill/murder”;

— Saying “adult/explicit content”
of “erotic” or “porn”;

— Using “camping” instead of “abortion”;

— Generally using “algospeak” rather than directly
naming inappropriate topics:

instead
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Since the Supreme Court overturned Roe v. Wade,
social media has been flooded by posts from people
offering to take people "camping" — coded language
for assisting people seeking abortions out of state.
But some activists and experts warn that offering to
house strangers isn't as helpful as connecting them
with local abortion rights organizations. [Post-Roe,
‘camping’ has become code for abortions. Activists
sayitmay putpeople atrisk. NBC News, June 30, 2022]

This reflects social sanctions around appropriate
social media discourse, especially regarding contro-
versial or adult themes.

Other euphemisms aim to temper criticism or con-
flict. For instance:

— “Ghosting” instead of more confrontational
terms for ceasing communication;

— “Phubbing” rather than “ignoring” someone
by using one’s phone;

— “Problematic” as a milder way to characterize
offensive content.

Thus, euphemistic neologisms reflect evolving
social media etiquette, values, and relationship strat-
egies. Their emergence shows tensions between free
expression and avoiding offense, criticism and con-
flict in digital spaces.

4. Psychological/Social Phenomena (13%):

These terms describe broader psychological or
social effects related to social media use. Examples
include: FOLO (Fear of Living Offline) (anxiety
about not documenting one’s life on social media);
digital campfire (small, intimate online communi-
ties); doomscrolling (compulsively scrolling through
negative news on social media). These neologisms
reflect growing awareness of the psychological
impacts of social media use, both positive (like form-
ing close-knit online communities) and negative
(such as anxiety or compulsive behavior).

5. Content Types (7%):

This category includes terms for specific types
of social media content. Examples include: walking
around video (videos that give viewers a first-person
perspective of walking through a location); shelfie (a
photo of one’s bookshelfposted on social media), anti-
haul (content where creators discuss products they
don’t recommend buying). These terms display how
social media has spawned new genres of content, often
remixing or subverting traditional media formats.

The distribution of neologisms across these
semantic domains provides several insights into con-
temporary social media culture:

1. The significant number of terms related to
user types/roles (23%) and online behaviors (38%)
emphasizes the importance of identity construction
and performance in social media. Users are con-

stantly developing new ways to present themselves
and interact online, creating vocabulary for descri-
bing these practices.

2. Social media neologisms also function as euphe-
misms, reflecting the evolving norms of online com-
munication, addressing the need to navigate sensitive
topics, mitigate conflict, and maintain a positive self-
image in digital spaces. The emergence of such euphe-
misms highlights social media’s influence on shaping
modern communication patterns and social etiquette.

3. The emergence of platform-specific terms
(19%) reflects how each social media platform deve-
lops a unique ecosystem of features, trends, and com-
munities. This linguistic differentiation may contri-
bute to platform loyalty and distinct user cultures.

4. The presence of terms describing psychologi-
cal/social phenomena (13%) indicates an increasing
awareness of how social media affects mental health
and social interaction.

5. While smaller in number, the terms describing
new content types (7%) show how social media con-
tinues to spawn innovative formats for self-expres-
sion and communication.

This analysis reveals that social media neolo-
gisms serve not just to name new concepts, but to
negotiate norms, construct identities, and navigate
in the rapidly evolving digital social landscape.
The distribution of terms across these domains pro-
vides a snapshot of the aspects of online life that are
most prominent for users at the moment.

Platform-Specific Language

Our analysis reveals that a significant portion of the
neologisms inthe corpus are tied to specific social media
platforms. This platform-specific language not only
reflects the unique features and cultures of each plat-
formbutalso demonstrates how digital spaces can foster
distinct linguistic communities. Key examples include:

1. Instagram-related terms: Instagirl (a model
with a large Instagram following); cleanstagrammer;
fitstagrammer, shelfie.

2.  TikTok-specific ~ language:  WaterTok,
BookTokker, algospeak (while not exclusive to
TikTok, it’s particularly relevant there due to the plat-
form’s strict moderation).

3. YouTube-centric terminology: BookTuber
(YouTube content creators who focus on book
reviews and literary content).

4. Facebook-related terms: vaguebooking, dark
post.

Dark posts were first introduced when targeting
capabilities on platforms like Facebook were still in
their rudimentary stages ... Brands and publishers
used these dark posts to create a post that did not live
permanently on their pages. Instead, the post would
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be specifically targeted to a select few members of
their target audience or following. In other words,
it was a kind of marketing strategy. [What is Dark
Content in Social Media, billo.app, Aug 2, 2024]

This platform-specific language development can
be attributed to several factors:

1. Each platform has distinct features that shape
user behavior and content creation. For instance,
Instagram’s image-centric format naturally leads to
terms like “shelfie”, while TikTok’s short-form video
structure influences the types of content trends that
emerge.

2. Platforms often develop niche communities
(like BookTok on TikTok) that create their own ter-
minologies and practices.

3. The algorithms that govern content distribution
on each platform can significantly impact user behav-
ior and language. The emergence of “algospeak” on
TikTok is a direct response to the platform’s content
moderation practices.

4. While these terms often originate on specific
platforms, they can spread to wider usage. For exam-
ple, “influencer” began on Instagram but is now used
across all social media.

In the future, we can expect further divergence and
cross-pollination of platform-specific languages. This
linguistic differentiation may contribute to platform
loyalty and distinct user cultures, while also reflect-
ing broader trends in digital communication and cul-
ture. The study of platform-specific language offers
interesting insights into how digital spaces shape
communication, community formation, and cultural
practices in the contemporary media landscape.

Sociolinguistic Functions

The neologisms in our corpus serve various socio-
linguistic functions, reflecting and shaping the social
dynamics of online communication. These functions
show how language evolves to meet the needs of
digital communities and how users employ new ter-
minology to navigate online spaces. The key socio-
linguistic roles identified are:

1. In-group Marking: Many of these neologisms
serve as linguistic markers of belonging to spe-
cific online communities or subcultures. Examples
include: algospeak, DoggoLingo (marking mem-
bership in online dog-enthusiast communities),
BookTokker. These terms create linguistic boundar-
ies that separate insiders from outsiders, fostering a
sense of community and shared identity.

2. Commentary on Digital Culture: Many neolo-
gisms in our corpus carry implicit or explicit com-
mentary on aspects of online behavior and culture.
Examples include: virtue signaling (critiquing per-
formative displays of moral values online), sadfi-

shing, rage farming. These terms provide users with
a vocabulary to discuss and often critique aspects
of online culture. They reflect a growing awareness
among social media users and can serve as tools
for negotiating acceptable online behavior.

3. Negotiation of Online/Offline Boundaries:
Several neologisms in our corpus deal with the
relationship between digital and physical realities.
Examples include: cyberhoarding (applying the con-
cept of hoarding to digital spaces); digital campfire
(using a physical-world metaphor to describe online
communities); FOLO (expressing anxiety about the
online/offline divide). These terms help users concep-
tualize and discuss the increasingly blurred bounda-
ries between online and offline life. They reflect the
ongoing process of integrating digital experiences
into our understanding of social reality.

The diverse sociolinguistic functions of these
neologisms reveal the complex role of language
in shaping online social interactions. Some terms
reflect and potentially influence power relation-
ships, both among users (e.g., influencer hierarchies)
and between users and platforms. The creation and
use of these terms can be seen as a form of digital
literacy, where fluency in this language means com-
petence in navigating online spaces.

These above-mentioned sociolinguistic functions
demonstrate how language serves as a critical tool
for users to navigate and shape their online expe-
riences. The neologisms in our corpus not only
reflect the evolving nature of social media culture
but also actively contribute to its construction and
dynamics.

Conclusion. This analysis of recent social media
neologisms reveals the interplay between linguistic
innovation and digital culture. The emergence and
adoption of these new terms reflect the rapid evo-
lution of online communication practices, social
dynamics, and technological affordances. Key find-
ings from our analysis are as follows:

1. The prevalence of blending as a word formation
process, which allows for efficient and often playful
creation of new terms that capture complex concepts.

2. The significant number of neologisms related
to user types and online behaviors, highlighting the
importance of identity construction and performance
in social media spaces.

3. The development of platform-specific vocabu-
lary, demonstrating how each social media ecosys-
tem creates its own linguistic innovations.

4. The multiple sociolinguistic functions of these
neologisms, including in-group marking, cultural
commentary, and negotiation of online/offline
boundaries.
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5. The role of these terms in professionalizing
influencer culture and providing vocabulary for dis-
cussing the psychological impacts of social media use.

These findings have several implications for our
understanding of language and society in the digital
age:

1. They demonstrate the accelerated speed of lin-
guistic evolution in online contexts, where new terms
can rapidly emerge and gain widespread adoption.

2. They highlight the central role of language
in constructing and negotiating online identities
and communities.

3. They underscore the growing integration
of digital culture into broader societal discourse,

evidenced by the increasing use of these terms
in mainstream media.

This research increases our knowledge of how
language adapts to new communicative environ-
ments and how users employ linguistic innovation
to exist in and use the complex landscape of social
platforms. It also paints a picture of the current trends
and tendencies in social media culture.

As social media continues to evolve and new
platforms emerge, we can expect ongoing linguis-
tic innovation in this domain. Continued study
of these phenomena will provide valuable insights
into the relationship between language, technology,
and society in the digital age.
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