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While Western countries have explored the questions of sexual identity in their language
since mid-19th century, it is a conversation lacking in Ukrainian linguistics. [1]. The given
research is based on the achievements of lavender linguistics. The last is the branch of socio-
linguistics which studies different language peculiarities, such as heteronormativity, sexism,
heterosexism, and speech of LGBTQ+ community representatives. Professor William Leap
broadens the issue of lavender linguistics and includes gender and cultural studies as well [2].
The objects of my research were language and speech means of sexual identity expression in
contemporary English-language discourse.

The same words in English language may have way opposite meanings. The understanding
of the word will depend on the speaker (speaker’s sexual identification) and context in which
this word was used. Slang in the context of lavender linguistics holds a very special place. Gay
slang helps gay people to veil their sexuality or, in contrary, to underline their sexual identity
[3]. For example, if a heterosexual girl addresses to another girl as «sis» or «sister», probably,
that would mean that they are relatives. Not the same meaning would have this word if a les-
bian woman would call another woman like that. In this situation «sister» may have different
explanations: either these women are partners but they didn’t come out and they do not want to
speak about their relationships openly, or they just want to mark themselves as the representa-
tives of the same group or community. But if two gay men would call themselves «sisters» that
means that they have an intimate but non-sexual relationship, usually best friends. The range
of such examples is huge. In today’s English there are multiple examples of words that may be
misinterpreted by heterosexuals because gay people convey absolutely different meanings. If
for a straight person the word «orphan» means «a child who doesn’t have parents», then for a
gay person it means «someone who has recently been broken up with»; «a chicken» for a het-
erosexual means «a baby of a hen», while in gay-slang it’s «a young homosexual male seeking
older men».

Using specifically coloured slang is not the only way to express one’s sexual identity.
«Naming without naming» is one more way to express or to hide person’s sexuality. The same
things may be understood completely differently. «/ don't want to have a husband!» This
phrase bares in itself much more information that can be seen on the first sight. Let us give this
phrase some context. Two girls (just friends) are texting each other about some other person
who’s recently got married, and in the process of this communication one of them replies with
such a message. In this situation we cannot judge upon one’s sexuality because here we would
face the set of interpretation and that would be only our assumptions that are not always cor-
rect. But if this phrase came out in the process of oral communication the result would be to-
tally different. Now we have the same context but instead of texting our characters were call-
ing each other. In this case we see that the given situation has two variants «/ don't WANT to
have a husband!» or «I don't want to have a HUSBAND!» And now we can understand how
that very person marks herself: either as a heterosexual woman (as in the first variant) or as a
lesbian (as in the second one).

The results of the given research show not only the variety of the English language but un-
derline the problem of multiple interpretations of the same concept among different social
groups. Studying of these questions will help an average person to avoid miscommunication
and misinterpretation, at the same time contributing to the scope of scholarly achievements of
lavender linguistics.
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YepuiBeupkmii HauioHanbHuit yHiBepcuteT imeni IO0pis ®enpkoBuya
M. Yepnisui, Ykpaina

3BYKOCHUMBOJIIBM I ®OHOCTHJIIICTUYHI XAPAKTEPHCTHKH b
JIIPUYHHUX TEKCTIB

[Ipobnemoro 3Ha4MMOCTI 3ByKa 3aiiMacTbes (POHOCEMAHTHMKA, KA BMBYAE B3aEMO3B’A30K
«3BYK — 3MICT», JI0CTIDKYI04H 3BYK0300paxaibHicTs MOBH. OOpa3HO 3ayBaXHB 3 LLOrO MPH-
oy D. ne Coccmp «MoBy MoOXxHa nopmmrm 3 apKyIeMm nanepy. 3mict — Horo JIMUbOBHIA
Gik, a 3ByK — 3BOPOTHHIA; He MOXKHA PO3pi3aTh HLBOBHIT ik, He po3pi3asiun 38B0poTHOr0. Tak
i y MOBi: He MOXHA BiJIOKDEMHMTH Hi 3MIiCTY BiJl 3ByKa, Hi 3ByKa Bill 3micTy» (2, ¢. 27].

[ikaBuM € BU3HAYECHHA POJI i MiCLIA 3BYKa B MY3HLL, B NIOCTHYHOMY TEKCTi, BCTAHOB/ICHHS
foro 3Ha4ywoi GyHKuUIl 1A po3ymiHHs Toro uu inworo Teopy. Tak, E. l'opuGocren, intepn-
PETYIOYH pOJib 3ByKa B MY3WYHOMY TBOPI, MIJAKPECTIOE, O BiH MOXeE «BTIIIATH, BPayKkaTH,
3aCroKOKOBaTH, 00yploBaTH, BUKIIMKATH MEBHI eMouii, cnoraauw» [7, c. 6]. Hanpukiaa, oaHy
MOBY Ha3HMBalOTh OUIbLI MY3WYHOIO; MY3HYHICTh «BIAYYBalOThY y 3BY4YaHHI NMOETHYHOIO TBO-
py. E. Binknep, BU3Hauar0uu OCHOBH CTHIIICTHKH, MiJIKPEC/IOE, 110 CaMe CTHIIICTHKA MOEIHYE
rajy3i MOBO3HABCTBa ii JiiTeparypo3HaBcTsa. [Ipasbki niHrBicTH, J0CHDKYI0MH (PyHKUIOHAIB-
HOCTWJIICTHYHI MOBHI c()epH Ta 3B’A3KH MOBH 3 JIITEPATy PO, MUCTELITBOM, KYJIbTYPOIO, PO3r=
NAAI0Th MOSTHYHY (PYHKLIIO MOBH.

0. Xypagnbos, 1. ['openos, B. Xnebunkos, 10. Jlorman, A. llitepn nocnipkyroTs 3Ha4H-

MICTh 3ByKa B 110€3ii, BAKOPUCTOBYIOUH ncuxomuralcnﬂm eKCIIEPUMEHTAIbHI, MaTeMaTHHi
metomam. Tak, T. @ininoBa, BUBYaKO4M 3B A30K «3BYK- amic y Bipwax K. Yykoscbkoro, anani-
3y€ 4acTOTY BKMBAHHs IOJIOCHMX 3BYKiB, Xapakrep iX pO3NOALUICHHA B 31eXKHOCTI BiJl PO3BH-
TKY CIOXKETY Ta €MOLIHOro 3MicTy. ABTOP MiJIKPEC/IOE, 110 «3BYKOBA OpraHi3allis MoeTHYHHX
TEKCTIB» MA€ 3MiCTOBHIA, 3Ha=|HMHifl xapakrep [5; ¢. 95-110}.
HATTAM Ta peakuisMH. 3ByKOBa CBPUTMisi PO3KPHBAE MY3HYHI C/IEMEHTH MOBH, SIKi Haiikpaiue
NpOABNAIOTECA B moesii. ko ¢goHernka i GoHONOris MaIOTh BIAHOWIEHHA 10 BUBYCHHA 3BY-
Ka, a CEMaHTHKa BHBYA€ 3HA4YeHHA (3MICT), TO oHOCEMaHTHKA 3aiMAETHCA THM, 1O B TPadu-
LWIHUX TepMiHAX HA3HBAETHCA «3B°A3KOM MK 3BYKOM i 3HaueHHAM» [3, c. 20].

CyyacHi HiMeUbKi JIHIBICTHYHI WIKOJH PO3MIIAAAIOTH TMOHATTA 3ByKocumBonismy (Laut-
symbolik) B po3aini GOHOCTHIICTHKH, SKa JOCTIDKYE 3BYKH, 3BYKOCTNIONYHCHHA B Pi3HHUX M0~
3ULIAX C/IOBA, PUTM, aKLEHT (C/IOBA, peYeHHs, KOHTpacTy), oHomaronelo. [Ipu ubomy «nesHi
eJIEMEHTH 3HAYeHHs BUPaXaloThes Ge3nocepeIHbo Yepes 3BYKH YH 3BYKOCTIOyUEHHS Ha PiBHI
moppemm» [6, c. 232]. Tak, 3Bykocnony4eHHs gl- MIiCTHTH Mo3Ha4YeHHA (eHOMeHa CBiTiIa
(Lichtphinomen): gldnzen, gleifien, glitzen, glihen; 1- cumBonizye «xBwii npuGOO»
[6, c. 233]. A. Hoenii, npososixyioun teopito E. IOurepa npo 3Hauumicts 3ByKlB y MOBI, Ha-
rOJIOLIY € TAKOXK, L0 «MOBHI 3BYKH — Lie HE NPOCTo GYKBH Ha NMCHMI, BOHH I10B’s3aHi 3 acoLli-
aTHBHICTIO Ta 3MicTOBHiCcTION [8, c. 46]. ABTOp nOCHi/DKYE (POHECTEMHY JIEKCHKY B aHiayTi
(schw-Worter: schwatzen, schwdtzen, schweigen; schm-Worter: schmeicheln; fl-Worter:
flehen, fluchen, flunkern, fliistern, Flausen, flachsen, flennen, flattieren (110 BiIHOCATHCA [0
ciiiB roBopinns) Ta schr-Worter: Schrei, Schreck) ta innayTi (-schau-Worter: Schaub, Schaube,
schauern, schauen, schaufeln, schaukeln) i 3HaxoaNTh «CMHCIIOBY €aHicTh» (Sinngemeinsam-
keit) AesAKHX CIIOBECHHX IpyIl, Ki BOJIOAIKOTH «CBOEPIAHOK 3BYKOBOK YapiBHicTiON [8, c. 65].
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