TILTANYM Ne3 (103) 2026

Article/Maxkamna/Crartbs
IRSTI 16.21.47 https://doi.org/10.55491/2411-6076-2026-3-198-211

Aliya Seksembayeva'®, Huseyin Kyuchukov?

Corresponding Author, Doctoral Student, Al-Farabi Kazakh National University,
Kazakhstan, Almaty, ORCID: 0009-0001-6550-3210 E-mail: Seksembaeva91@mail.ru
2Doctor of Pedagogical Sciences, Professor, Academician of MANPO,
Silesian University, Poland, Katowice,

ORCID: 0000-0002-1965-8908 E-mail: hkyuchukov@gmail.com

STRUCTURAL AND FUNCTIONAL-SEMANTIC FEATURES OF
AVIATION NEOLOGISMS IN ENGLISH

Abstract. The article examines the structural and functional-semantic features of aviation neologisms in
contemporary English professional discourse, focusing on their emergence, consolidation, and variation in use. The study
aims to determine how aviation designations are distributed across thematic domains, which structural models and discourse
functions they realise, and how their status changes across professional contexts. The material comprises 96 neological units
identified in official and industry-specific texts of ICAO, FAA, EASA, and IATA from 2021-2025 and checked against a
2016-2020 baseline and established terminological resources. The analysis combines lexical-semantic and contextual
procedures, structural and functional classification, temporal comparison, coding of terminological variants, pragmatic cross-
context checking, descriptive statistics, and Pearson’s chi-square goodness-of-fit test. The thematic distribution did not differ
significantly from an equal five-domain pattern, }%(4) = 2.54, p = .637, although unmanned aircraft systems, advanced air
mobility, and digital management and navigation were descriptively prominent. Functional-semantic differentiation was
significant, y(4) = 9.94, p = .041, Cohen’s w = .32, with object-, process-, and technology-oriented units forming the largest
groups. Multi-component phrases and abbreviations were recurrent structural patterns. The findings distinguish absolute
lexical novelty from later terminological consolidation and link stable professional uptake to repeated use across regulatory,
technical, and operational contexts.

Keywords: aviation neologisms; aviation terminology; professional discourse; term formation; terminological
variation; consolidation.

For citation: Seksembayeva, A., Kyuchukov, H. Structural and Functional-Semantic Features of Aviation
Neologisms in English. Tiltanym, 2026. No.3 (103). Pp. 198-211.

DOI: https://doi.org/10.55491/2411-6076-2026-3-198-211

Ouanst AcbLKanKbi3bl CexcembaeBal”, Xyceiin Kiouykos?
“aBTOP-KOPPECIIOH IEHT, TOKTOPaHT, On-Dapadu aTeinaarskl Kazak YITTBIK yHMBEPCUTETI,
Kasakcran, Anmate! K., ORCID: 0009-0001-6550-3210 E-mail: Seksembaeva91l@mail.ru

2ITemaroruka FBUTBIMIAPBIHBIH TOKTOPEI, Tpodeccop, MAHIIO akanemuri,
Cunesus ynusepcureri, [lonbmia, Karosune k.,
ORCID: 0000-0002-1965-8908 E-mail: hkyuchukov@gmail.com

1

AFBLTIIBIH TUITHAETT ABUALASIJIBIK HEOJIOTU3MIEPITH
KYPBLTBIMBIK KOHE ®YHKIIMOHAIBIK-CEMAHTHKAJIBIK EPEKIIEJIKTEPI

AnmaTna. Makanaza Ka3ipri arbUIIIBIH TUTIHAET] KOCIOW aBHAIMSIIBIK JUCKYPCTaFbl HEOJIOTH3MIEPAIH KYPhLUIBIMIBIK
JKOHE  (YHKIUOHAIIBIK-CEMaHTUKANBIK ~EPEKIICNIKTepl ONapAblH Maiiia OOoJIybl, OpPHBIFYbl JKOHE KOJJIAHBICTAFbI
JKAPBICTIANBUIBIFBI TYPFBICBIHAH KapacThIPbUIA/IbL. 3€PTTEYIiH MaKcaThl — COHFbl KE3CHJeTl aBHAllMsUIBIK aTayliapiblH
TaKBIPBINTHIK caayiap OONBIHINA TapPaTyblH, OJAP/bIH KaHAal KYPBUIBIMIBIK YITiJIep MEH AUCKYPCTHIK KBI3METTEp/i icKe
aCBIPaTBIHBIH, COHAM-aK KociOM KOJJAHbIC asChIHAA MOPTEOECiHIH Kallaili @3repeTiHiH aHBIKTay. 3epTTey Marepuansl 2021—
2025 xempapaarsl ICAO, FAA, EASA xone IATA yiBIMIapeIHBIH PECMH JKOHE CalajblK MOTIHAEPIHEH aHBIKTaIFaH 96
HEOJIOTHSJIBIK OipiiKTeH Typansl, ojapablH >kaHanelFrsl 2016-2020 xpuimapiarsl 0a3anblK MaTepHaAlIapMEH JKOHE
KAJIBINTACKaH TEPMHHOJOTHSJIBIK PECYpPCTaAPMEH CaJbICTBIPY apKbUIbl Tekcepinmi. Tammay JeKcHKa-CeMaHTHUKAIBIK IKOHE
KOHTEKCTIK TOCUIIIEp/i, KYPhUIBIMIBIK XoHEe (YHKIIMOHAIJIBIK KIKTEYMi, KE3CHAPAIbIK CAIBICTHIPY/IbI, TEPMHUHOIOTHUSIBIK
BapHaHTTApIBl KONTAYIBI, OPTYPIl KociOM MOTIiHAEpHeri KONAAHBICHIH TEKCEpyIli, CHIATTaMalbIK CTATHCTUKAHBI JKOHE
I[InpcoHHBIH > COMKECTIK KPHUTEPUHiH KaMThIABL. TaKBIPBINTHIK YiecTipiM Oec caixa OoOWBIHIIA TEH YJeCTipiMHEH
CTaTUCTUKAJIBIK MOHIII alBIpMAIIBUIBIK Kepcerneni, y3(4) = 2.54, p = .637, nereHMeH YIIKBIIICH3 aBHAIMSIIBIK JKyHemep,
KETUIPUITeH oye MOOWIBIIT koHe HUQPIBIK OacKapy MEH HaBUTAIUs OarbITTaphl CaHABIK TYPFBIOAH anga OOJIHL.
OYHKITUOHAIIBIK-CEMAHTUKAJIBIK, YICCTIPIMIC MOH/II albIPMAIIBIIBIK aHBIKTAIIE, ¥3(4) = 9.94, p = .041, Cohen’s w = .32;
HBICAH, YJHepiC KOHE TEXHOJIOTHs arayiapbl eH ipi TonTapisl Kypaabl. KemnmkoMHOHEHTTI TEepMHHIIK TipKecTep MeEH

198


mailto:Seksembaeva91@mail.ru
mailto:hkyuchukov@gmail.com
mailto:Seksembaeva91@mail.ru
mailto:hkyuchukov@gmail.com

TILTANYM Ne3 (103) 2026

ab0peBuarypanap ®ui Ke3JIeCeTiH KYPBUTBIMIBIK yiritep Oommael. HoTmxkenep abCOMIOTTI TEKCHKAIBIK KaHATBIK TICH KSHiHT1
TEPMUHOJIOTHSIIBIK OPHBIFYIBIH apa-JKiTiH alliblll, TYPaKThl KOCIOM KOJMAHBICTHIH TEPMUHHIH PETTEYII, TEXHUKAIBIK XKOHE
OTepanrsIBIK MOTIHICPC KaHTaJaHbII KYMCATYBIMEH OalilIaHbICTBI €KEHIH KOPCETTI.

Tipek ce3mep: aBHANMSIBIK HEOJOTH3MICP; ABHAIMSUIBIK TEPMHHOJIOTHS;, KOCIOM IUCKYpC; TepMUH)KacaM;
JKapBICTIAIBI TEPMUHJICP; TEPMHHHIH OPHBIFYHI.
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CTPYKTYPHBIE H ® YHKIITNOHAJIbBHO-CEMAHTHYECKHUE OCOBEHHOCTH
ABUALMOHHBIX HEOJIOTHU3MOB B AHI'VIMMCKOM S3bIKE

AHHoTammsi. B cratbe paccMarpuBaroTCs CTPYKTypHBIE M (YHKIHOHAJIBHO-CEMaHTHYECKHE OCOOEHHOCTH
ABHAIIIOHHBIX HEOJIOTM3MOB B COBPEMEHHOM aHTJIOA3BIYHOM NPO(EeCcCHOHATBHOM IHCKypce C aKIEHTOM Ha HuX
BO3HHKHOBEHHE, 3aKpeIJICHUE M BapHaTHBHOCTH yroTpedieHus. Llens nccaeoBannst — ONpeneNuTh paciipeeieHine HOBBIX
ABHAIIIOHHBIX OO0O3HAYEHHH 110 TEeMaTHYeCKUM OONacTsM, BBISBUTH peEAM3yeMble HMH CTPYKTYpHBIE MOJEIH H
JICKYpCHBHBIE (DYHKIMH, a Tak)Ke MpPOCICIUTh HM3MEHEHHE WX CTaTyca B pasHbIX NPOQECCHOHATBHBIX KOHTEKCTaX.
Marepuan cocTaBwiIM 96 HEONOTHYCCKUX CIWHUI], BBIABICHHBIX B OQHIMATBHBIX M OTpacieBbix Tekctax ICAO, FAA,
EASA u IATA 3a 2021-2025 roxmel, mpoBepeHHBIX 1O ©6azoBomy mnepuony 2016-2020 romoB ¥ YCTOSBIIMMCS
TEpPMHUHOJIOTHYECKUM pecypcaM. AHAIN3 00bEANHSET JIEKCUKO-CEMAaHTUIECKHE M KOHTEKCTHBIE IPOLIEYPHl, CTPYKTYPHYIO U
(hYHKIIMOHATIBHYIO KiTacCH(UKAINIO, BpEMEHHOE COTIOCTAaBJICHUE, KOJUPOBAaHNE TEPMHUHOJIOTUYECKUX BAPHAHTOB, IIPOBEPKY
YIIOTpeOJIeHUs] B Pa3HBIX THIAX NPO(ECCHOHANBHBIX TEKCTOB, ONUCATENFHYIO CTaTUCTUKY W KpHUTEpWil corjacust )2
IMupcona. Temarmueckoe pacrpeneseHUe CTATUCTUYECKH HE OTIMYANOCh OT PAaBHOMEPHOTO pacIlpelesieHHs IO MSATH
obmactsam, y3(4) = 2.54, p = .637, XOTs Ha OINMHUCATCIILHOM YPOBHE BBIICISUIMCH OCCITUJIOTHBIC aBHAIIMOHHBIC CHUCTEMBI,
nepenoBas BO3JYIIHAs MOOWJIBHOCTP M IU(QPOBOE yNpaBieHHWEe W HaBuraius. @OyHKIHMOHAJIbHO-CEMaHTHYECKOE
pacnpeneneHne 0Ka3aloch CTAaTUCTHUECKH 3HAYUMBIM, }3(4) = 9.94, p = .041, Cohen’s w = .32; Hanbosee KpyIHbIE TPYIIIHI
COCTaBWJIM EIIMHUIIBI, Ha3bIBAIOIIME OOBEKTHI, IMPOLECCHl M TeXHOJOTMH. Cpeanm CTPYKTYpHBIX MOJIENIed peryispHO
BCTPEYAINCh MHOTOKOMIIOHEHTHBIE TEPMHUHOJOIMYECKHE CIIOBOCOUYETaHUS M abOpeBHaTyphl. Pe3ynbTaThl MO3BOJSIOT
pa3rpaHu4YHUTh a0CONIOTHYIO JIEKCHYECKYIO HOBH3HY M MTOCIEAYIOIIYI0 TEPMHHOJIOTMYECKYI0 KOHCONUAAIMIO U TIOKa3bIBAIOT,
YTO YCTOWYMBOE NPO(ECCHOHAILHOE 3aKPEIICHHE CBS3aHO C IIOBTOPHBIM YIOTPEOJICHHEM €AWHHII B HOPMATHUBHBIX,
TEXHUYECKHX U ONEPALMOHHBIX KOHTEKCTAaX.

KnroueBble ci10Ba: aBHalMOHHBIE HEOJOTH3MBI; ABHAMOHHAsS TEPMUHOJIOTHS;, NPOPECCHOHATBHBIA ANUCKYPC;
TEpMHHOOOpa30BaHNe; TEPMUHOJIOTHYECKAs! BAPHATHBHOCTD; 3aKPEIUICHIE TEPMUHA.
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0COOCHHOCTH aBUAIIMOHHBIX HEOJOTHM3MOB B aHIIIMICKOM si3bike. Tiltanym, 2026. Ne3 (103). C. 198-211. (na aHrJ1. 513.)
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Introduction

The vocabulary of aviation changes together with the technologies, operational practices, and
regulatory frameworks that organise the sector. The expansion of unmanned aircraft systems, advanced
air mobility, digital air traffic management, environmentally oriented technologies, and new forms of
safety regulation has created concepts for which established aviation terminology has not always
provided an adequate designation. As these concepts enter professional circulation, new lexical and
terminological units emerge, existing forms acquire more specialised meanings, and competing
designations may coexist before one form becomes standard. Aviation neology therefore reflects not
only lexical renewal but also changes in the conceptual organisation of professional knowledge.

This process became particularly visible between 2021 and 2025. Designations such as UAS, U-
space, advanced air mobility, sustainable aviation fuel, trajectory-based operations, and remote 1D
became increasingly prominent in regulatory, technical, and industry-specific materials. Their linguistic
significance, however, cannot be established solely from their presence in recent documents. A
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designation may be genuinely new, may represent a specialised reinterpretation of an earlier form, or
may simply have become more visible because of changing institutional priorities. For this reason, the
analysis of recent aviation neologisms requires comparison with earlier professional usage and attention
to the contexts in which new units become established.

The practical relevance of such analysis is also connected with the range of communicative
settings in which aviation terminology operates. Regulatory documents provide evidence of institutional
recognition, but professional uptake also becomes visible in implementation guidance, operational
manuals, technical notices, safety materials, and other texts used in aviation practice. The movement of
a designation across these contexts is important for distinguishing occasional innovation from a unit that
is becoming part of shared professional vocabulary. Temporal distribution is equally informative: a term
recorded repeatedly across several years has a different status from a form confined to a short period or
a limited set of documents.

Research on neology, terminology, specialised discourse, and aviation English has provided a
substantial basis for describing lexical innovation in professional language. Aviation vocabulary has
commonly been examined from the perspectives of technical communication, translation,
standardisation, corpus linguistics, and English for Specific Purposes. Less attention has been paid to
the combined relationship between the thematic concentration of recent aviation neologisms, their
structural formation, their functional-semantic roles, and the way they become established over time.
Terminological variation presents an additional issue. International aviation organisations may use
different forms for closely related or identical concepts, while full forms and abbreviations may
circulate in parallel. Without taking such variation into account, the emerging terminological system
may appear more uniform than it is in actual professional use.

The present study addresses this gap by examining aviation neologisms as a developing layer
within English-language professional aviation discourse. In this article, aviation neologisms refers to
recently emerging units or established linguistic forms that have acquired a new aviation-specific
meaning, whereas aviation terminology denotes the broader specialised lexical system in which these
units may subsequently become consolidated. The expression professional designation is used only
when referring to the naming function performed by a particular unit in context. Maintaining this
distinction is necessary because not every recent designation has the same degree of terminological
stability.

The aim of the study is to identify the structural and functional-semantic features of English
aviation neologisms and to examine the conditions under which they become established in
contemporary professional discourse. Four objectives follow from this aim: to identify neological units
attested in aviation materials from 2021-2025 and distinguish them from terminology already
established in the 2016-2020 baseline period; to classify the selected units according to thematic
domain, structural type, and functional-semantic role; to examine their temporal distribution and degree
of consolidation within the study period; and to analyse terminological variation and the use of selected
units across different types of professional aviation texts.

The object of the study is English-language aviation neologisms attested in contemporary
professional discourse. The subject is their thematic distribution, structural organisation, functional -
semantic roles, temporal consolidation, and patterns of terminological variation.

The contribution of the study lies in examining these dimensions in an integrated manner rather
than treating recent aviation vocabulary as a set of isolated lexical innovations. The 96 selected units are
examined as elements of an emerging system in which thematic domain, linguistic form, professional
function, temporal stability, and variation are interrelated. Comparison with earlier usage provides a
basis for distinguishing recent developments from terminology already established before 2021, while
analysis across professional contexts allows documentary attestation to be considered alongside broader
patterns of professional uptake.

Theoretically, this perspective contributes to the description of sector-specific neology as part of
the interaction between linguistic change, professional knowledge, and terminological development.
Practically, the findings may support the systematisation of aviation terminology, specialised
lexicography, translation, aviation English and ESP instruction, and the interpretation of recently
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emerging terminology in professional communication.
Materials and methods

The study was based on a corpus of 96 English-language aviation neologisms identified in official
and industry-specific materials published by ICAO, FAA, EASA, and IATA between 2021 and 2025.
The period was selected because it covers the rapid institutionalisation of unmanned aircraft systems,
advanced air mobility, digital air traffic management, new environmental technologies, and related
regulatory practices. The main corpus included regulatory and guidance documents, technical and
explanatory materials, industry reports, analytical publications, and terminological resources issued by
the four organisations.

For the purposes of this study, an aviation neologism was defined as a lexical or terminological
unit that was absent or only marginally represented in the selected pre-2021 aviation sources, or that
acquired a new, clearly identifiable aviation-specific meaning during the study period. Aviation term
was used as the broader category for established specialised vocabulary, whereas professional
designation referred to the naming function of a unit in a particular professional context. This
distinction was maintained throughout the analysis.

Identification of neological status involved three consecutive checks. First, a candidate unit had to
designate a concept, object, process, technology, regulatory mechanism, or infrastructure element
directly related to aviation. Second, its novelty was verified against earlier terminology and usage.
Candidate units were checked against the ICAOTERM terminology database, the ICAO Lexicon (Doc
9294), the FAA Pilot/Controller Glossary, and archived ICAO, FAA, EASA, and IATA materials
published between 2016 and 2020. A unit was retained if it was not attested, occurred only sporadically
in the baseline material, or represented an established form used with a new specialised meaning after
2020. Third, each unit had to occur in at least two independent documents. Organisation-specific labels,
isolated authorial formations, and one-off uses were excluded.

Materials from 2016-2020 served as a reference corpus and were not included in the final set of
96 units. This baseline was used to distinguish recent designations from terminology already established
before 2021 and to compare their circulation across the two periods. Because the documents differed in
length, temporal comparisons were based on document frequency, that is, the proportion of documents
in which a unit occurred, rather than on raw token counts alone. Within the 2021-2025 corpus,
occurrences were also recorded by year. Usage in 2021-2022 was compared with 2024-2025, with
2023 treated as an intermediate point, allowing more persistent units to be distinguished from
designations with limited or short-lived circulation.

Terminological variation was coded separately. Where ICAO, FAA, EASA, or IATA materials
contained alternative forms referring to the same concept, the forms were linked to a common
conceptual referent and treated as parallel or competing designations. Full forms and abbreviations were
likewise cross-referenced. The corpus count therefore refers to attested linguistic forms, while relations
between conceptually equivalent variants constituted an additional analytical layer. To assess whether
the selected units extended beyond policy and analytical texts, their use was additionally checked in
operational manuals, implementation guidance, technical notices, safety-related materials, and other
publicly available professional documents. Where relevant, the FAA Pilot/Controller Glossary was also
used to verify operational terminology associated with pilot-controller communication. This pragmatic
check made it possible to distinguish documentary occurrence from broader professional uptake.

The analysis proceeded in three stages. Candidate units were first extracted and screened against
the inclusion criteria. Their meanings, conceptual relations, and contextual functions were then
established through lexical-semantic and contextual analysis. Finally, the retained units were classified
according to thematic domain, structural type, and functional-semantic role. The thematic categories
comprised unmanned aircraft systems, advanced air mobility, digital management and navigation, safety
and regulation, and environmental transformation. Structural coding distinguished single-word units,
abbreviations, terminological phrases, and hybrid formations. Functional coding covered designations
of objects, processes, technologies, regulatory regimes, and infrastructural or interactional elements.

Descriptive statistics were used to summarise category frequencies and percentages. For mutually
exclusive categorical distributions, Pearson’s chi-square goodness-of-fit test was applied to determine
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whether the observed frequencies differed significantly from an equal-distribution model. Statistical
significance was set at p < .05, and Cohen’s W was used to estimate effect size. These procedures
complemented the qualitative analysis and provided a formal basis for interpreting differences in the
distribution of neologisms across thematic, structural, and functional categories.

Literature review

The emergence of new terminological units is closely connected with changes in the conceptual
structure of specialised domains. New objects, procedures, technologies, and regulatory arrangements
create a need for designations that can encode distinctions not previously required in professional
communication. Humbley (2018) emphasises that term formation is a process rather than a single act:
new units may arise through word-formation, semantic change, borrowing, abbreviation, and other
mechanisms before becoming stabilised in professional use. A cognitive perspective adds that terms
should be treated not only as lexical labels but also as units through which specialised knowledge is
organised. Faber (2012) therefore approaches terminology in relation to conceptual structure,
knowledge representation, and contextual information. These positions are particularly relevant to
aviation, where the introduction of a new designation often reflects both the appearance of a new
referent and a reorganisation of relations among existing concepts.

Kazakhstani terminology studies provide an important theoretical basis for this interpretation.
Aitbaiuly (2014) and Kurmanbaiuly (2014) describe terminology as a system that develops together
with specialised knowledge and is shaped by principles of nomination, codification, and the resources of
the language. Suleimenova (2011) situates linguistic renewal within broader social and scientific
change, while Syzdyq (2009) treats lexical innovation as part of the natural dynamics of the language
system. Azamatova (2012) develops the relationship between term and knowledge more explicitly by
treating the term as a carrier of specialised information and as an element of professional-scientific
communication. Her analysis is especially significant for the present study because it links the
informational potential of a term with its internal structure, derivational form, abbreviation, and ability
to organise professional knowledge. From this perspective, structural form is not an external feature of a
term: it contributes to the way specialised information is compressed, differentiated, and transmitted.

The cognitive-pragmatic line of Kazakh terminology research further shifts attention from the
isolated lexical unit to the processes of professional cognition and discourse in which terminology
operates. Isakova, Zerkina, and Ermekbayeva (2023) describe the term as a cognitive-informational
structure that verbalises professional-scientific knowledge and functions within professional discourse.
Aidarbek, Imanberdiyeva, and Abdullina (2025) likewise connect terminological nomination with the
interaction of language and thinking and draw attention to alternative naming forms and their
competition within a specialised sphere. Nurmysheva (2013), examining terminological translation as a
discourse problem, shows that the relation between a term, its concept, definition, and motivation is
mediated by cognitive and communicative processing rather than by formal substitution alone.
Together, these studies support an understanding of terminological change as a process in which
naming, conceptualisation, professional use, and discursive acceptance are interdependent.

Recent Kazakhstani research also highlights the institutional and usage-based dimensions of
terminological development. Aldasheva, Kondybayeva, and Serikbayeva (2021) address the codification
of neologisms and the need to distinguish units that enter stable normative use from those that remain
occasional. Zhambylkyzy and Yessaly (2021) examine the incorporation of borrowed units into the
lexical system, showing that the expansion of terminology is related to adaptation as well as
nomination. Corpus-oriented work by Ormanova, Anafinova, and Atanasova-Divitakova (2021)
demonstrates the value of textual evidence for identifying frequency, combinability, and patterns of
professional use. Aubakirova, Kurmanbayuly, and Atygayeva (2024) examine the entry of new
linguistic terms into contemporary scientific discourse, while Bissengali et al. (2025) connect new word
usages with cognitive mechanisms. These approaches indicate that neological status cannot be
established solely from formal novelty; evidence of context, recurrence, and degree of acceptance is
also required.

Terminological variation is therefore a central issue in the study of an emerging specialised
vocabulary. A concept may circulate under a full form and an abbreviation, under institutionally
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preferred alternatives, or through partially overlapping labels whose meanings are not completely
identical. Aidarbek, Imanberdiyeva, and Abdullina (2025) explicitly relate alternative forms to the
selection and competition of naming strategies, while Faber’s (2012) knowledge-based approach
explains why apparently synonymous terms may encode different conceptual perspectives or levels of
specificity. Variation should consequently be analysed at the level of the conceptual referent and
communicative context, not through raw form counts alone. This distinction is essential for aviation,
where international organisations operate within a shared professional domain but may differ in
terminological preferences, regulatory scope, and degree of formalisation. The movement from
variation toward standardisation is thus better understood as a gradual process of repeated institutional
use and conceptual stabilisation.

The discourse environment in which a term appears is equally important. Storjohann (2025)
shows that neologisms can function as indicators of broader institutional and discursive change rather
than merely as names for new objects. In specialised communication, this means that a designation
gains analytical significance not only because it occurs in a recent text but also because it moves across
document types and becomes usable in recurring professional tasks. Peixoto’s (2023) corpus-based
analysis of aeronautical meteorology terminology demonstrates the value of validating candidate terms
through institutional and specialised corpora. Zhao (2024), in a multidimensional corpus study of
Aviation English, likewise identifies precision, concision, and register-specific linguistic organisation as
important features of aviation communication. These findings support the need to examine aviation
neologisms across regulatory, technical, guidance, and operational materials rather than treating official
occurrence in a single source as sufficient evidence of consolidation.

Research on rapidly developing aviation-related domains illustrates why such a multidimensional
approach is necessary. Work on emerging scientific naming shows that formal innovation and semantic
reorganisation often operate together when new objects and processes require designation (Ibafez,
Pérez Sobrino, 2024). In advanced air mobility, technological development is accompanied by new
categories of vehicles, services, infrastructure, and operational models, all of which require stable
professional labels (Smith et al., 2024). Environmental transformation produces a comparable effect: the
institutionalisation of sustainable aviation fuel is linked to the wider decarbonisation agenda of the
aviation sector (Wang, Ting, Zhao, 2024). These examples show that contemporary aviation neology is
generated at the intersection of technology, regulation, infrastructure, and policy, which helps explain
why its lexical structure includes not only names of objects but also process, system, monitoring, and
institutional designations.

Taken together, previous studies provide strong foundations for analysing term formation,
knowledge representation, professional discourse, corpus evidence, and sector-specific linguistic
change. However, these strands have usually been investigated separately. Recent English aviation
neologisms remain insufficiently described through a framework that simultaneously distinguishes
recent prominence from absolute novelty, relates thematic domain to structural and functional-semantic
organisation, tracks temporal consolidation, records competing or parallel designations, and tests
whether selected units extend beyond strategic documentation into broader professional use. This gap is
especially important in a highly standardised international field, where a designation may appear before
a technology is fully implemented and may coexist with competing forms before becoming
institutionally preferred. The present study addresses this gap by combining structural, semantic,
temporal, variation-based, and pragmatic evidence in the analysis of 96 aviation neological units and by
comparing the 20212025 material with a 2016—2020 baseline.

Results and discussions

Thematic distribution and the concentration of recent aviation designations

The 96 units retained for the main analysis were distributed across five thematic domains:
unmanned aircraft systems, advanced air mobility, digital management and navigation, safety and
regulation, and environmental transformation. The descriptive ranking was clear, but the differences
were modest. Unmanned aircraft systems accounted for 24 units (25.0%), followed by advanced air
mobility with 21 (21.9%), digital management and navigation with 19 (19.8%), safety and regulation
with 17 (17.7%), and environmental transformation with 15 (15.6%). The thematic composition of the
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corpus is summarised in Table 1, which presents the distribution of the 96 units across the five
identified domains together with representative examples.

Table 1 — Thematic Distribution of Aviation Neological Units in the Corpus
Kecre 1 — KopnycTarbl aBUALMSUIBIK HEOJIOTHSIIBIK O1pIiKTepIAiH TaKbIPBIITHIK YJIECTIpiMi
Tabnuna 1 — Tematuueckoe pacrpee/ieHiHe aBUAIMOHHBIX HEOJOIMYECKUX SIUHUI] B KOPITyCe

Thematic domain n Share, % RN
Unmanned aircraft UAS traffic management; remote pilot station;
24 25.0 - .
systems detect-and-avoid; drone corridor
Advanced air mobility 21 219 ?:):/ianced air mobility; eVTOL,; vertiport; air
Diaital management and digital tower; trajectory-based operations; Al-
gital | g 19 19.8 assisted flight operations; autonomous flight
navigation
systems
. remote ID; geo-awareness; U-space service
Safety and regulation 17 177 provider; risk-based oversight
Environmental sustainable aviation fuel; net-zero aviation;
. 15 15.6 o .
transformation green taxiing; hydrogen-powered aircraft
Total 96 100.0 —

Note. Goodness-of-fit test against an equal five-category distribution: y2(4) = 2.54, p = .637,
Cohen’s w = .16.

The inferential result is important for interpreting Table 1. Although the first three domains
contain more units than the remaining two, the distribution does not differ significantly from an equal
five-category pattern, y*(4) = 2.54, p = .637. The thematic profile should therefore not be described as
sharply uneven or as evidence that one branch of aviation overwhelmingly drives lexical renewal. A
more defensible interpretation is that recent terminology is spread across several areas of sectoral
change, with a descriptive concentration in unmanned systems, advanced air mobility, and digital
management.

The character of the units nevertheless differs across domains. In unmanned aviation, designations
such as UAS traffic management, remote pilot station, detect-and-avoid, and drone corridor encode the
management, control, safety, and spatial organisation of operations rather than the aircraft alone.
Advanced air mobility is more strongly associated with names for new vehicles, services, and
infrastructure, including eVTOL, vertiport, and air taxi. Digital management and navigation is
dominated by process- and system-oriented expressions, whereas the safety and regulation block gives
greater weight to monitoring, identification, institutional responsibility, and access to airspace.
Environmental vocabulary, by contrast, links nomination with decarbonisation, alternative energy, and
operational efficiency. The same overall level of thematic representation therefore masks different
conceptual tasks performed by the terminology in each domain.

This pattern supports the view that specialised neology develops in response to changes in
professional knowledge rather than through isolated lexical invention. Humbley (2018) treats term
formation as a process in which linguistic form is shaped by the conceptual requirements of a
specialised field, while Storjohann (2025) emphasises the role of neologisms in signalling wider
institutional change. The present corpus follows both tendencies: technological change generates new
referents, but regulatory and organisational change also creates a need for new or newly stabilised
designations.

Structural organisation and formation patterns

Structural coding distinguished four recurrent patterns: multi-component terminological phrases,
abbreviations, single-word designations, and hybrid formations. Their distribution across the corpus was
not uniform in functional terms. Multi-component phrases were especially characteristic of unmanned
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aircraft systems and digital management, where a designation often has to encode the object or process
together with its operational, technological, or regulatory specification. UAS traffic management,
trajectory-based operations, Al-assisted flight operations, and remote pilot stations illustrate this
tendency. The structure of these units is semantically economical despite their length: each modifier
narrows the concept and reduces ambiguity in a domain where terminological precision is operationally
important.

Abbreviation operates differently. Forms such as AAM, UAS, UTM, and SAF compress already
interpretable multi-word designations and facilitate repeated use in regulatory, technical, and
professional texts. Their function is therefore not simply shortening. Once the expanded form has been
established, the abbreviation becomes a stable textual handle for a concept that recurs across documents.
This is consistent with Zhao’s (2024) description of Aviation English as a register shaped by precision,
concision, and standardisation. In the present material, abbreviation is most informative when
considered together with the full form rather than as a separate conceptual unit.

Single-word formations are most visible where the referent can be lexicalised as a discrete object
or infrastructural element. Vertiport is the clearest example in the corpus: the unit is compact,
structurally transparent within the emerging mobility domain, and capable of functioning independently
once the concept becomes familiar. Hybrid formations occur where aviation terminology intersects with
digital technology, environmental policy, and transport logistics. Their analytical value lies less in
frequency than in showing how aviation imports and recombines naming resources from neighbouring
professional domains. The structural results also clarify an issue that was obscured in the earlier version
of the analysis. A long expression is not necessarily less established than a short one, and an
abbreviation is not automatically evidence of greater novelty. Structural form and terminological status
describe different properties. The relevant question is how a form functions in professional
communication and whether its use becomes stable across documents and contexts.

Functional-semantic distribution

Functional classification produced a clearer quantitative contrast than thematic classification. Of
the 96 units, 28 (29.2%) named new or newly differentiated objects, 22 (22.9%) designated processes,
21 (21.9%) named technologies, 15 (15.6%) referred to regulatory regimes or monitoring mechanisms,
and 10 (10.4%) denoted infrastructural elements or formats of interaction. Unlike the thematic
distribution, this pattern departed significantly from an equal five-category distribution, ¥*(4) =9.94, p=
.041, with a moderate effect size (Cohen’s w = .32). The difference is driven mainly by the larger
object/process/technology groups and the smaller infrastructural group. The functional-semantic
classification yielded a more differentiated distribution of the corpus; the frequencies, proportions,
representative units, and their primary discourse functions are presented in Table 2.

Table 2 — Functional-Semantic Distribution and Representative Units
Kecre 2 — OyHKIIMOHAIIBIK-CEMAHTHKAJIBIK YJIECTIPIM )KOHE PEIPE3EHTATUBTI O1pJIiKTED
Tabmuna 2 — OyHKIMOHATBHO-CEMAaHTHYECKOE PaCIpPEIeIICHHE M PEeNPe3CHTATHBHBIC IUHUIIBI

Functional type n Share, % | Representative units Primary discourse function

eVTOL,; remote pilot station; | identifies a technical object,
hydrogen-powered aircraft vehicle type, or control element
detect-and-avoid; trajectory-

Naming an object 28 29.2

encodes an operational procedure

Naming a process 22 22.9 based operations; green .
- or management logic
taxiing
. digital tower; autonomous S i .
'I[\ézm:g?oa 21 21.9 flight systems; sustainable ;dresnt;‘:;i a technological solution
9y aviation fuel y
. remote ID; risk-based . L .
Regulatory regime / 15 156 oversiaht: U-space service defines monitoring, supervisory,
monitoring ' orovi d%r PSP or institutional arrangements
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Functional type n Share, % | Representative units P ESEOLEE el

vertiport; drone corridor;
10 10.4 advanced air mobility
network

Infrastructure /
interaction

organises space, infrastructure, or
interaction among actors

Note. Goodness-of-fit test against an equal five-category distribution: ¥2(4) = 9.94, p = .041,
Cohen’s w = .32.

To make the differences between the functional-semantic categories more transparent, their
quantitative distribution is visualised in Figure 1.

New object
New process
New technology

Regulatory regime

Number of units

]

Infrastructure / interaction

Numbe{SOf units

o
v

10 20 25 30

Figure 1 — Functional-Semantic Distribution of the 96 Units
Cypet 1 — 96 GipnikTiH (HYHKIIMOHAJIBIK-CEMAaHTUKAJIBIK YIECTIpiMi
PrcyHnok 1 — @yHKIIMOHAIBHO-CEMAHTHYECKOE pacipeneseHne 96 equHu

The largest functional group contains designations for objects and materially identifiable
components of the changing aviation system. eVTOL, remote pilot station, and hydrogen-powered
aircraft differ semantically, but all lexicalise entities that must be distinguished from previously
established categories. Process terms form the second group. Detect-and-avoid, trajectory-based
operations, and green taxiing name procedures or operational logics rather than artefacts, which
explains the high proportion of multi-component structures in this category.

Technology terms occupy a similar share. Their function is to stabilise a technical solution as a
recognisable professional concept: digital tower and autonomous flight systems are examples in which
the designation packages both the technological basis and the operational application. Regulatory units
are fewer, but they are disproportionately important for institutional communication. Remote ID, risk-
based oversight, and U-space service providers do not merely describe technology; they define who or
what is monitored, by which mechanism, and within which regulatory arrangement. The smallest group
concerns infrastructure and interaction. Vertiport, drone corridor, and advanced air mobility network
encode the spatial organisation that allows new vehicles and procedures to operate as part of a wider
transport system.

The significant functional distribution therefore does not indicate that aviation neology is simply
technology-driven. The larger object and technology groups show the material side of innovation,
whereas the process and regulatory groups reveal how the same changes are operationalised and
institutionally controlled. This distinction strengthens the interpretation of aviation neologisms as units
that organise professional knowledge, not merely names attached to new equipment.

Temporal status, professional uptake, and terminological variation

The comparison with the 2016—2020 baseline showed that recent prominence and absolute lexical
novelty are not the same phenomenon. Some expressions that became highly visible in 2021-2025 had
already been attested during the baseline period and therefore cannot be treated as post-2020 coinages
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solely on the basis of their later frequency. The relevant distinction is between first attestation, renewed
institutional salience, and consolidation in professional use. This was particularly important for terms
associated with unmanned traffic management, U-space, and advanced air mobility, where technical
concepts and labels began to circulate before the corresponding regulatory or operational frameworks
became fully established.

For that reason, temporal interpretation was conservative. A unit was treated as evidence of recent
neological development only when the baseline check showed absence, marginal representation, or a
demonstrably new aviation-specific use. Earlier forms that became substantially more prominent after
2020 were interpreted as cases of terminological consolidation rather than as newly coined words. This
distinction prevents the 2021-2025 corpus from being read as a list of first occurrences and better
reflects how specialized terminology develops: professional labels may precede large-scale
implementation by several years, while their status changes as they move from technical discussion to
regulatory and operational use.

The temporal pattern identified in the corpus is summarised in Figure 2, distinguishing earlier
attestation from increased post-2020 prominence and subsequent consolidation in professional use.

2016-2020 2021-2022 2023 2024-2025
Baseline period Early study period Intermediate stage Late study period
Earlier attestation or Emergence or renewed Broader institutional Consolidation across
established use salience circulation professional contexts

Figure 2 — Temporal Status and Consolidation of Aviation Neological Units across the Study Periods
Cyper 2 — 3epTTey Ke3eHaepiHIeri aBUalUsIIbIK HEOIOTUsIIBIK OipIiKTepAiH
YaKBITTHIK MOpTEOeCi MEH OPHBIFYbI
PucyHok 2 — BpemMeHHOl cTaTyC U 3aKpEeIJICHUE aBUAIMOHHBIX HEOJIOTMYECKUX €IMHHMI]
IO NepUOAaM HCCIE0BaHNUS

The pragmatic check produced a related result. Units such as remote ID, U-space service provider,
and UTM occur not only in strategic or analytical publications but also in implementation guidance,
operational material, technical notices, and terminology used for routine professional reference. Their
distribution across these document types indicates a shift from conceptual discussion toward practical
uptake. By contrast, units confined to a narrow set of forward-looking or analytical documents were
interpreted more cautiously, since documentary visibility alone does not demonstrate terminological
stability. This difference is important for ESP and specialised lexicography: a term that occurs across
regulatory and operational contexts has a stronger claim to inclusion in a professional glossary than an
isolated innovation with limited circulation.

Terminological variation was also evident at two levels. The first involved full-form and
abbreviated pairs, such as advanced air mobility/AAM, unmanned aircraft system/UAS, UAS traffic
management/UTM, and sustainable aviation fuel/SAF. These pairs refer to the same concept but
perform different textual functions; they were therefore cross-referenced rather than interpreted as
independent concepts. The second level involved near-equivalent labels whose scope depends on
institutional and communicative context. In the unmanned aviation domain, for example, UAS, UAV,
and drone can overlap in reference but are not fully interchangeable in regulatory writing. Such forms
did not collapse automatically. They were treated as equivalent only where contextual evidence
supported the same conceptual referent.

This variation explains why terminological competition cannot be assessed by raw frequency
alone. A more frequent form may reflect the preferences of a particular organisation, document type, or
level of technical formality. The movement toward standardisation is visible when one designation is
used consistently across organisations and document genres, or when a full form and its abbreviation
become a stable pair. The corpus therefore suggests that standardisation in aviation proceeds through

207



TILTANYM Ne3 (103) 2026

both lexical selection and institutional repetition.

Relationship between thematic domain, structure, and function

The three analytical dimensions become most informative when considered together. Thematic
domain constrains the concepts that require naming; structural form packages those concepts for
professional use; functional-semantic role shows what the designation does within discourse. The
relationship is summarised in Table 3.

Table 3 — Cross-Dimensional Relationship between Domain, Structural Pattern, and Function
Kecre 3 — TakpIpbIITHIK cajla, KYPBUIBIMABIK YIIT1 5KoHE KbI3MET apachIH/IaFbl ©3apa OailnaHbic
Tabmuna 3 — B3auMocBs3b TEeMaTHYECKOM 00J1aCTH, CTPYKTYPHOM MOAENN U QYHKIIUH

Recurrent structural Main functional

Thematic domain pattern emphasis Representative units
Unmanned aircraft multi-component management, safety, UAS traffic ma}nggement;

) o SR detect-and-avoid; remote
systems phrases; abbreviations | coordination, control

pilot station

eVTOL,; vertiport;
advanced air mobility

vehicles, services,

single-word forms; S
urban aviation

Advanced air mobility | b e iations: phrases

infrastructure

Digital management and | multi-component processes, algorithms, S;%'etglgggzzi;;;?eg\tﬁry'
navigation phrases digital control assisted flight operations

multi-component monitoring, institutional | remote 1D; U-space service
Safety and regulation phrases; shortened roles, regulatory provider; risk-based

forms regimes oversight
Environmental multi-component energy solutions, sustainable aviation fuel;

. P decarbonisation, net-zero aviation; green

transformation phrases

operational efficiency taxiing

The unmanned aircraft domain combines expanded phrases with abbreviated forms because the
terminology must identify both systems and the procedures that coordinate them. Advanced air mobility
shows a different balance: compact forms such as eVTOL and vertiport coexist with broader category
labels because the discourse must name discrete objects while also organising them within a new
mobility model. Digital management favours multi-component phrases because the named concepts are
often procedural and relational. Safety and regulation places greater emphasis on monitoring and
institutional roles, while environmental terminology links technological naming with policy-oriented
concepts such as decarbonisation and efficiency.

This cross-dimensional pattern is more informative than any single frequency table. The same
structural mechanism can perform different functions in different domains, and the same function can
be realised through different forms. Abbreviation, for example, contributes to textual economy in both
AAM and UAS discourse, but its role depends on the degree to which the underlying concept has
already been established. Similarly, multi-component phrases may name a process, a regulatory regime,
or a technology. The relationship between structure and function is therefore systematic but not one-to-
one.

Taken together, the results support a restrained interpretation of contemporary aviation neology.
The corpus does not show one overwhelmingly dominant thematic source of new vocabulary; rather,
lexical and terminological renewal is distributed across several areas of sectoral change. Functional
differentiation is clearer, with object-, process-, and technology-oriented units forming the largest
groups. Structural choices reflect the communicative demands of specialised aviation discourse, while
temporal and pragmatic checks show that professional consolidation must be distinguished from first
coinage. This combination of thematic, structural, functional, temporal, and contextual evidence gives a
more reliable account of how recent aviation designations enter and stabilise within professional
English.
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Conclusion

The study demonstrates that recent English aviation neology is best understood not as a collection
of isolated new words but as a developing layer of professional nomination shaped by technological,
regulatory, environmental, and operational change. The 96-unit corpus did not reveal a statistically
uneven thematic distribution across the five domains, y*(4) = 2.54, p = .637, although unmanned aircraft
systems, advanced air mobility, and digital management and navigation were descriptively the largest
groups. This result is important because it suggests that lexical renewal is not driven by one single
branch of aviation; rather, it accompanies several parallel transformations within the sector.

Structural and functional evidence provides a clearer account of how this renewal is organised.
Multi-component terminological phrases and abbreviations were the most recurrent structural patterns,
reflecting the need to combine semantic precision with economy in repeated professional use.
Functional-semantic differentiation was statistically significant, y*(4) = 9.94, p = .041, Cohen’s w = .32:
designations of objects, processes, and technologies formed the largest groups, while regulatory and
infrastructural units, although fewer, performed distinct organisational and institutional functions. The
relationship between domain, structure, and function is therefore systematic but not one-to-one: similar
structural models may serve different communicative purposes, and the same functional role may be
realised through different linguistic forms.

The temporal and pragmatic analysis further shows that recent prominence should not be equated
with absolute lexical novelty. Comparison with the 2016—2020 baseline made it possible to distinguish
newly emerging units from earlier designations that acquired stronger institutional visibility and became
consolidated after 2020. The examples of UTM and SAF illustrate this process particularly clearly: their
importance lies not simply in their abbreviated form, but in the way the corresponding concepts have
become embedded in regulatory, technical, and operational discourse. Terminological variation also
remains part of this development. Full forms and abbreviations may function as stable pairs, whereas
near-equivalent forms such as UAS, UAV, and drone may retain different scopes depending on
institutional and communicative context. Standardisation therefore emerges through repeated
professional use, conceptual differentiation, and institutional selection rather than through lexical
frequency alone.

The study contributes to sector-specific neology by integrating thematic, structural, functional-
semantic, temporal, and pragmatic evidence within a single analytical framework. At the same time, its
conclusions are limited by the size of the corpus, its focus on English-language materials, and the
predominance of publicly available institutional and industry documents; the pragmatic analysis does
not constitute direct observation of spoken professional interaction. Further research should extend the
corpus, compare aviation terminology across languages and organisations, and examine longer
diachronic trajectories of competing designations. Such work would clarify how emerging professional
labels move from initial nomination through variation and institutional uptake toward broader
terminological consolidation.
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