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The basis of the formation of ethnic consciousness are both innate and acquired in the process of 
socialization subconsciously conceived ideas, knowledge about objects, behaviors, life situations of a 
particular ethnic group - ethno-cultural stereotypes that are acquired through language, personify the 
results of cognition of reality human consciousness cultural traditions and habits that characterize the 
mono-ethnic environment. Emphasis is placed on the importance of ethnic stereotypes in the reproduction 
of characteristics characteristic of each ethnic group; on their stability and continuity; on their great 
power; extreme persistence of ethnic stereotyped images that are easily transmitted to all members of the 
ethnic group; emotional and evaluative, which allows us to consider the latter not only as a generalized, 
ethno-specific, regularly reproduced cognitive-discursive fixation of the results of profiling the world by 
ethnic consciousness, but also as a fragment of the linguistic picture of the world, as a way of fixing the 
features of linguistic ethno-consciousness. 

The formation of ethno-cultural stereotypes is produced by a number of factors: cultural and 
religious traditions, customs, certain historical events, norms of behavior, etc., which allows for the 
different nature of their origin. Some ethnic stereotypes are born naturally in the process of interaction of a 
certain part of society with another group, and accumulate the experience of interaction of individual 
representatives of society and transmit it through the language of society in general; others are artificially 
created. Because ethnic stereotypes are inextricably linked to the linguistic and cultural environment, they 
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can be defined as a fragment of the linguistic and cultural picture of the world, a linguistic and cultural 
phenomenon, natural and inevitable as long as peoples and ethnic groups exist. 
Keywords: ethnic stereotype; linguistic and cultural picture of the world; language interactions; ethnic 
consciousness. 
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This article deals with structural peculiarities of the terms belonging to the field of translation 

studies. Word-formation and structural organization of a certain vocabulary provides deeper insight to the 
nomination processes. This allows not only more qualitative understanding of the named phenomena 
themselves, but also provides some field for further studies on translatability of these terms. Translation 
was always an essential part of cross-cultural communication and knowledge dissemination. However, it 
experienced (and is still experiencing) a major boost with the development of science and technologies. 
Therefore, translation acquired not only new techniques and equipment for more efficiency, but also new 
terms to operate its notions. Taking into consideration that translation terms have not been studied enough, 
it stipulates the topicality of the research. In particular, this article deals with the word structure of such 
terms. According to the conducted analysis, the terms were divided into words and word-combinations. 
Terms-words are such terms that include only one component of either part of the speech (noun, verb and 
adjective mainly). Terms-word-combinations were grouped by their structural models that were 
determined according to what part of the speech the included components belong to. Based on the 
obtained quantitative results, a conclusion what made as to productivity of a certain model. 
Key-words: single-component, multicomponent terms, structural models, translation studies. 


