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In the last two decades a new subfield of linguistics called “lavender
linguistics” has been emerging. The modern scientific direction made it possible
to analyze specific features of speech in communities whose members differ in
their sexual orientation and/or gender identification. For the most part, these
studies are getting more common and recognized in the USA and Europe, while
in Ukraine and CIS countries the subject of sexuality still cause much
controversy. Although it should be noted that gender linguistics, which may be
called the “predecessor” of lavender linguistics, is at a quite high level in Ukraine,
due to the remarkable works of such scientists as L. Stavytska [3], Y. Melnyk [2],
N. Borysenko et al. [1].
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“Gayspeak”, a term synonymous to “lavender linguistics”, already existed
in XX century and denoted the elements of queer communication, however it was
advanced by a professor W. Leap, who was the first to coin the term “lavender
linguistics” in 1995. Before his detailed study of the language use in LGBTQ
community, A. Livia and K. Hall, while examining the gender speech variation in
the 1970s, assumed that “there is still considerable room for linguistic research
based on sexual orientation, rather than gender” [9, p. 61].

The color lavender has been long associated with LGBT community
[10, p. 178]. Besides, according to K. Jay and A. Young, the reason lavender
symbolizes homosexuality might lie in the process of obtaining the color:
lavender is a product of mixing pink (the color symbolizing girls) with light blue
(the color symbolizing boys) [5, p. 54]. In addition, G. Legman in his glossary of
American gay slang in 1941 suggests “lavender” as a synonym for the word
“homosexual” [7, p. 1150].

Such spoken or written language practices as speech patterns and
pronunciation, specific vocabulary or alternative lexicon (Polari) are referred to as
the subjects that lavender linguistics deals with. In 1995 in the work called
“Beyond the Lavender Lexicon”, W. Leap gave more examples of subjects that
are under the study specifying that “there is more to lesbian and gay
communication than coded words with special meanings, and more to lesbian and
gay linguistic research than the compilation of dictionaries or the tracing of
single-word etymologies” [8, p. 55]. Accordingly, lavender linguistics also deals
with overly accentuated pronunciation using a wide vocal range, melismatics and
fricatives, as well as insults, irony, sarcasm and sexually erotic references in the
form of stylistic devices to create imagery and additional expressive effect
[4,c. 3].

The fact that should not be missed is that lavender linguistics incorporates
various language levels, ranging from phonetic to textual and discursive. It also

covers the paraverbal and nonverbal codes, a set of behaviors that are socially
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recognized as homosexual or signal alternative sexual orientation. Its
multidimensionality is also beginning to appear in recent studies by Polish
linguists who are very interested in such terminology, as well as in the
textualization of LGBTQ discursive language [6].

In essence, the emergence of a particular type of linguistics emphasizes that
the relation between biological sex, gender, self-identification and performativity
is much more complex and multifaceted than the interpretations produced by the
social sciences and humanities, which in most cases support the
heteronormativity. This branch of linguistics is extremely important in the context
of modern issues of tolerance, since by signing a number of conventions and
laws, society continues to “misinterpret” or deliberately distort the facts when
talking about gender and sexuality.
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BESONDERHEITEN DER WORTBILDUNG VON DEN
ZUSAMMENGESETZTEN SUBSTANTIVEN
DER MODERNEN DEUTSCHEN SPRACHE
IIunkaprok Inna
cmyoenmia 3 Kypcy bakanagpamy,
Gaxynemem inozemnoi ¢inonoeii, KIIHY im. leana Ozienra
Hayxosuii kepienuk: k. ¢pinon. H., cm. euki. Apemuyx .M.
Zusammensetzung der Worter ist eine von den wichtigsten Arten der
Wortbildung im Deutschen. Die Relevanz dieses Artikels besteht darin, die
Merkmale der Organisation des Wortbildungssystems der modernen deutschen
Sprache im Allgemeinen zu identifizieren und den Platz der Wortbildung von
Substantiven darin zu bestimmen. Gegenstand des Artikels sind die
Besonderheiten der Zusammensetzung des modernen Deutsch.
Die Zusammensetzung ist also eine solche Wortbildungsart, wo ein Wort
durch die Verbindung von zwei Wurzeln bzw. Wortstimmen mit oder ohne

Bindeelement sowie durch das Aneinanderriicken von syntaktischen Strukturen

gebildet wird [1, s. 57].
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