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The article is devoted to the comparative description of youth vocabulary on the
example of German and Ukrainian languages. At the first stage of the study, the
key features of youth vocabulary have been singled out. It has been established
that this linguistic phenomenon is a specific lexical subsystem of the national
language, which is most actively used by socio-age group “youth”. Compared
to standard language, it is characterized by informality, emotional connotation,
and expressiveness. A high gedree of sensibivity to external influences is typical
for young people. That affects the choice of the means of communication.
Nominative processes in the given language subcode are determined by the
search for new words and collocations that indicate the social status and
social roles of their users, as well as intra-group relations and hierarchy. At
the second stage of the study, criteria for comparative description of German
and Ukrainian youth vocabulary have been developed: interrelationship with
other vocabulary subsystems, the use of specific vocabulary as a means of
self-identification, amount of lexical-semantic groups, regional heterogeneity,
intra-group heterogeneity, conspiracy function, features of borrowing from
foreign languages, emotional connotation, the share of rude words, dependence
on the mass-media impact. As a result, common and distinctive features of the
given language subcodes have been found out. Both German and in Ukrainian
vocabulary subsystems verbalize young people’s worldview and feelings,
reflecting their try to demonstrate protest, self-identification, intra-group
heterogeneity. The most important lexical-semantic groups contain a wide
choice of synonyms for satisfying the above-mentioned needs. Historical,
social, and cultural factors determine some differences between two studied
language subcodes, mainly in the regional heterogeneity and the share of rude
words. At the same time, both studied vocabulary subsystems are constantly
enriched by words and collocations taken from popular mass-media sources.
The growing role of American subcultures has been pointed out as well.
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Knrwouoei cnoea: monoodisxcna
JIeKCUKA, MOBHULL CYOKOO,
Jexcuuna niocucmema,
HayioHanbHa Moéd,
aimepamypHa Moéd, COYialbHO-
8iK08a epyna, epyna 0OHONIMKIE,
cyoxyremypa.

CrarTs IpUCBAYCHA NOPIBHATIBHOMY OMHUCY MOJIOJIPKHOI JIEKCUKU Ha TIPUKIIAN]
HIMeIbKOI Ta yKpaiHcbkoi MOB. Ha mepiiomy erami JOCIiIKEHHS BUOKPEM-
JIECHO KIIIOYOBI OCOOIMBOCTI MOJOMIDKHOI JIEKCHKH. BCTaHOBIEHO, IO II€
MOBHE SIBUIIIE € CHENU(DIYHOO JEKCHUHOIO MiJICHCTEMOIO HALlIOHANBHOI MOBH,
1110 HAHAKTHUBHIIIIE BUKOPUCTOBYETHCS COLIATbHO-BIKOBOIO TPYIIOI0 «MOJIOZBY.
[opiBHSIHO 3 JMiTEpaTypHOIO MOBOIO 1if BlIacTHUBI He(hOPMATBbHICTh, EMOLIINHE
3a0apBiIeHHS, EKCIPECUBHICTb. MOIOIUM JIIOSM MPUTAMAaHHA BHCOKA UyT-
JMBICTH O 30BHIMIHIX BIUIMBIB, L0 BU3Ha4ae BUOIp 3ac00iB CIINIKyBaHHS.
HominatuBHi nporecu B TaKOMy MOBHOMY CYOKOJIi A€TEpMiHOBaHI MOITYKOM
HOBHUX CIIIB 1 BUPa3iB, sIKi BKAa3yIOTh HA COLIAJIBHUI CTaTyc 1 colianbHi pomi
iXHIX KOPHCTYyBauiB, a TAKOX BHYTPIIIHBOIPYIOBI BIAHOCHHHU Ta i€papxilo.
Ha npyromy etami gocmifkeHHs po3poOsieHO KpHUTepii Ais MOPIBHAIBHOL
XAPaKTEPUCTUKU HIMELBKOI Ta YKPaiHCBKOI MOJIOAIKHOI JIGKCHKH: B3a€MO-
3B 530K 3 IHIIUMH JEKCHUHIMU MiJJCUCTEMaMH, BUKOPUCTAHHS CIIEHU(ITHOTO
BOKaOyIsApy sIK 3aco0y caMoifeHTUdIKaIil, KiITbKICTh JIEKCUKO-CEMaHTHIHUX
IpyI, perioHanbHa HEOAHOPIAHICTh, BHYTPIIIHBOTPYNOBA HEOXHOPIIHICTS,
KOHCIipaTUBHA (YHKIIiSl, 0COOIMBOCTI MpoOIeCcy 3amo3MYeHHS 3 1HO3EMHHUX
MOB, €MOIliiHa KOHOTAILisl, YacTKa IpyOuX CIiB, 3aJICKHICTh B/l BIUTUBY 3aCO-
6iB MacoBoi iH(popmanii. SIk pe3yasrar, BUSBICHO CHUIBHI Ta BIIMIHHI PUCH
3a3HAUCHUX MOBHHX CyOKOJiB. SIK y HIMEUBKilf, Tak 1 B yKpaiHCBbKili MOBax
BOHHM CITyXaTh Ul BepOamizallii CBITOIISAAY Ta OYyTTiB MOJO/I, BioOpaxa-
I0Th CIIPOOY MPOAEMOHCTPYBATH MPOTECT, CaMOiIeHTH(iKaIli}0, BHYTPINIHbO-
IPYIIOBY TETEpPOreHHicTh. HalBa)kIMBIIIl JIEKCHKO-CEMAaHTHUHI TPYMH Mic-
TATh IIUPOKUN BUOIp CHHOHIMIB JUIs 3aJOBOJICHHS BUINE3a3HAYCHUX MOTPEO.
IcTopuuHi, conmianbHi Ta KyJAbTYpHI YMHHUKH BU3HAYAIOTh ACAKI BIAMIHHOCTI
MDK JBOMa AOCIHIPKyBaHUMU MOBHHMH CyOKOZaMH, TOIOBHUM YHHOM Y PETi-
OHANBHIN HEOTHOPITHOCTI Ta yacTLi rpyoux ciis. [Ipu npomy obuasi noci-
JOKYBaH1 JIEKCHYHI IMiJICHCTEMH TOCTIHHO 30aradyroThCs CIOBaMH Ta BHUpa-
3aMH, 3aMO3MYCHUMH 13 TOMYISAPHUX Meiajpkepen. Takoxk Bill3HA4a€ThCs
3pOCTaHHA POJIi AMEPUKAHCHEKUX CYOKYIBTYD.

Formulation of the problem. At the current stage
of historical, social and cultural development of our
society, youth vocabulary hasbecome animportant part
of people’s everyday communication. This language
subcode is widely used by representatives of different
social and age groups in various communicative
situations. Words and collocations created by young
generation are considered a productive source of
enrichment and development of standard vocabulary.
These lexical units are characterized by emotional
connotation, which determines their communicative

Collection of scientific papers “New Philology”. Ne 85 (2022)

effectiveness. Through the active use in the mass-
media, a significant share of youth vocabulary has
become a part of written and spoken variants of
national language.

At the same time, there is no unified definition
of this language phenomenon in modern linguistics.
In our opinion, it can be explained by a number
of reasons, such as: lack of unified criteria for its
description; high degree of dependence on social
processes, which are regarded as main determinants
of its formation and use; the influence of historical
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development of the respective national language.
These factors create prerequisites for comparative
analysis of young people’s vocabulary subsystems in
different national languages by means of identifying
their common and distinctive features.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
It can be stated that there is considerable interest
of Ukrainian and foreign scientists to the issues of
origin, formation, and functioning of German and
Ukrainian youth vocabulary subsystems. The works
by germanists deal with a wide range of issues
related to determining the place of the given language
phenomenon in the system of German language
(H. Henne, P. Schlobinski), its structure and functions
(J. Androutsopoulos, S. Augenstein, E. Neuland),
social and regional features (J. Beneke, H. Ehmann),
interrelation ~ with  other language sybcodes
(J. Androutsopoulos), peculiarities of functioning in
mass-media (M. Nowottnick, M. Chun), as well as
lexicographical registration (M. Heinemann, M. Horx,
H. Ehmann). The results of the study of Ukrainian
youth vocabulary are represented by a much smaller
number of works highlighting overall features of this
language subcode (Yu. Mosenkis, O. Kondratiuk), its
group and urban specifics (N. Shovgun, S. Martos),
role as a tool for reflecting the language world-image
(P. Hrabovyi), connection with the vocabulary of
colloquial Ukrainian (N. Dziubyshyna-Melnyk).
There is also practice of compiling specialized
dictionaries (L. Stavytska, S. Pyrkalo).

Scientific novelty of the article. The review
of scientific papers has shown that there are
works devoted to comparative study of German
youth vocabulary. First of all, the publications by
L. Freimane [11] and J. Zhu [18] should be mentioned.
They represent description of German youth
vocabulary in comparison with the same subcodes
in Latvian and Chinese languages. Meanwhile, we
have not found similar complex works, which contain
comparative analysis of Ukrainian youth vocabulary.

Theaim ofthearticleistofind outthe peculiarities
of German and Ukrainian young people’s language
subcodes through their comparative analysis.
Another purpose of the study is to establish the
specifics of the influence of historical, social, and
cultural factors on the origin and evolution of these
lexical subsystems.

The objectives of the article include: to identify
key features of youth vocabulary; to develop the
criteria for its comparative analysis on the example
of German and Ukrainian languages; to single out
common and distinctive characteristics of the studied
vocabulary subsystems taking into consideration their
extralingual conditionality.

The object of research are lexical units of
German and Ukrainian youth vocabulary, and its
subject includes the peculiarities of historical, social,

36ipHuK HaykoBHX Hpans «Hosa dizomoris» Ne 85 (2022)

and cultural determinants of the origin and use of the
sudied language subcodes.

To achieve the objectives of the article, a number
of general scientific and linguistic methods have been
applied: descriptive method, comparative method,
method of analysis and synthesis, method of word
formation analysis.

The material of research are words and
collocations that respresent a sample from specialized
dictionaries of German and Ukrainian youth
vocabulary [2; 5; 7; 8; 13; 15].

Results and discussion. At the first stage of the
study, we have singled out the key features of youth
vocabulary in general. For this purpose, we have
analyzed a number of works by Ukrainian and foreign
researchers (such as O. Selivanova, S.Y. Yermolenko,
D. Dumas, R. Spears, O. Akhmanova and others). It has
been established that the given linguistic phenomenon
is a specific lexical subsystem of the national language,
which is most actively used by socio-age group “youth”.
Compared to standard language, it is characterized by
informality, emotional connotation, and expressiveness.
As a rule, these words and collocations are secondary
synonyms of the vocabulary of standard language. Their
meaning often includes an evaluative component of the
surrounding reality.

The need for self-identification, protest, creativity
in verbalization of thoughts and feelings are the main
factors that cause the origin and formation of youth
vocabulary [10, p. 12-14]. Nominative processes
are determined by the search for new words and
collocations that indicate the social status and social
roles of their users, as well as intra-group relations and
hierarchy. Representatives of the above-mentioned
socio-age group are characterized by a high gedree of
sensibivity to external influences [16, p. 37]. Young
people often try to compensate that by using rude
words or lexical units with pejorative components. The
awareness of peer-group affiliation and subordination
to its system of values also play an important role in
choosing the means of communication [1, p. 5].

Both age and social factors determine the range of
active users of the studied language subcode. At this
stage, the person is between childhood and adulthood
[14, p. 312]. It is important not only to achieve
a certain stage of physiological development, but
also to have a certain worldview. Hence, the period
of active use of youth vocabulary is purely individual.

At the second stage of the study, criteria for
comparative description of German and Ukrainian
youth vocabulary have been developed. Using these
criteria, we take into consideration historical, social,
and cultural determinants of semantic and stylistic
features of the analyzed language subcodes.

Interrelationship ~ with  other  vocabulary
subsystems. Both German and Ukrainian youth
vocabulary subsystems are components of the
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respective national languages. According to H. Henne,
young people’s words and collocations represent
a secondary language subsystem. Therefore, its use is
possible only with the simultaneous use of grammar
and vocabulary of standard language [12, p. 5]. That
is why, the given communication is usually carried
out through compliance with morphological and
syntactic rules in German and Ukrainian (Mann,
endlich funzt das Teill; He naixcoocati na menel).
This determines the close interrelation of the studied
language subcode with the vocabulary of colloquial
language. Young people’s words and collocations are
actively used by speakers of different professions,
age, cultures, and social status to satisfy a wide range
of routine communication needs. Thus, the common
feature of both German and Ukrainian youth lexical
subsystems is their informality (Schwanzmiitze —
“Kondom”; epuzno — «obauuusy).

The use of specific vocabulary as a means of
self-identification. According to J. Zinnecker, peer-
group is a kind of social environment that protects
its members from hostile external influences. At the
same time, it is considered to be favourable for self-
affirmation and achieving desirable intra-group status
[19, p. 39]. Young people often express themselves
through the creation of various subcultures and
specific vocabulary. Such words and collocations have
a typically informal stylistic marking, which ensures
the expressiveness of communication [4, p. 54]
(Schmutzwurtst — “perverse Person’; menegizop —
«CKIAHUL NUBOAPY).

Amount of lexical-semantic groups. The use of
youth vocabulary is determined by common interests
of its creators. Therefore, the amount of lexical-
semantic groups of the studied language subcodes is
rather limited by a range of social sphreres suitable
for their use. Most words and collocations of German
and Ukrainian youth vocabulary subsystems denote
people (divided in members and non-members of
a certain peer-group or subculture), assessments,
feelings, communication, different kinds of leisure
activities (for example, music styles or sports) and
illegal things (drugs, alcohol, sexual relations etc.).
Each of these groups includes a lot of synonyms
(schloten, nebeln, rufen, knérzen — “rauchen’;
OyxHymu, emazamu, OPUHbKHYmMU, 3a0ausyumu —
«BUNUMU ATIKO2ONIbHULL HANITLY).

Regional heterogeneity. It is well known that there
are a large number of territorial dialects in German
language, which have been formed as a result of
historical processes. Their lexical units are frequently
preferred by German-speaking youth because of
unusual morphological structure and spelling. These
words and collocations give a regional connotation
to the vocabulary of certain groups of young people.
A more detailed description of regional differences
in German youth vocabulary is provided in the work
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by H. Ehmann [9] (ribbeln (norddt.) — “jemanden auf
den Arm nehmen’; rumzicken (ostdt.) — “Probleme
machen”). Ukrainian youth vocabulary, for its part, is
considered a component of urban subculture, first of all,
of the inhabitants of large cities [3, p. 240]. However,
due to the general availability of the latest information
technologies and universal access to modern media
sources, the above-mentioned language subcode tends
to spread among rural youth. These representatives
of the studied socio-age group are rather users than
creators of specific words and collocations (mpon —
CVHIMA3»; HYbOBULL — «AOCOTIOMHO HOBULLY).

Intra-group heterogeneity. The socio-age group
“youth” in general can be regarded as a sum of a vast
number of peer-groups. Each of these groups has its
own vocabulary subsystem to express the worldview
and values of its members and followers. On the other
hand, all of them are influenced by global subcultures
spread through popular mass-media. Therefore, both
compared language subcodes are characterized by
intra-group heterogeneity, on one hand, and existence
of'an overregional and overcultural lexical subsystem,
on the other. This vocabulary reflects the language
of a certain generation and is inherently a dynamic,
fast-changing lexical system [6, p. 56] (Rollkabine —
“Schulbus”; 3y3a — «epowiy).

Conspiracy function. Conspiracy is one of the
important functions of youth vocabulary. In the intra-
group communication, young people use specific
vocabulary to hide their deviant activities from non-
members, first of all, from adults (parents or teachers).
Both German and Ukrainian youth language subcodes
include a lot of words which denote different sorts of
drugs, drug dealers, drug-taking. They are used as akind
of “parole” to show the belonging to a certain peer-
group or subculture. However, there are differences in
the studied vocabulary subsystems. German-speaking
youth prefers lexical units formed through word-
building accompanied by metaphorization processes,
while in Ukrainian youth vocabulary such words are
mainly formed by means of semantic changes without
transforming morphological structure (volldréhnen —
“Drogen nehmen”’; koneca— «mabiemxu, uo Micmsimo
HAPKOMUKUY).

Features of borrowing from foreign languages.
As mentioned above, most units of German and
Ukrainian youth vocabulary are secondary synonyms
of the vocabulary of standard language. Therefore,
they reflect historical features of the development
of certain national languages, in particular, the
peculiarities of borrowing processes. German-
speaking youth is more likely to use loanwords from
American English [17]. It can be easily explained by
the origin of popular subcultural styles. A significant
part of the given vocabulary is preferred to emphasize
subcultural affiliation (shredden — “skaten”;
rdven— “tanzen’). Ukrainian youth vocabulary is rich
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in lexical units taken from Russian. The reason for it
is that Russian is the native language of many young
people in Ukraine, especially in large cities — centers of
subcultural activity (renpyxa — «nesoauay). However,
there has also been a trend to enrich the vocabulary
of Ukrainian youth with anglo-americanisms, first of
all, in the field of music and computer technology.
Nowadays, this trend has spread to other spheres of
young people’s life. Such words and collocations are
widely used in different communication situations
(cetiwenumu — «geceno aynamuy).

Emotional connotation. Young speakers frequently
use expressively marked words and collocations in
the search for subjective assessment of people and
things. Metaphorization plays an important role in
the process of verbalizing the inner world of youth
and realizing the need for emotional communication.
A wide range of lexical units to denote positive
and negative emotions, impressions, assessments is
typical for both compared language subcodes (7riiffel,
Melone, Tomate, Kiirbis — “Kopf”; «pokooun,
npomueas, Yyma — «He2apHa OiguuHay).

The share of rude words. The young people’s
protest against the existing rules of the world of
adults is sometimes realized through the use of
obscene vocabulary. The creativity of German-
speaking youth here is represented by the formation
of metaphorical derivatives and compounds with
pejorative components (Fressbrett — “Zunge”;
blickficken — “dumm anschauen”). According
to L. Stavytska, a significant part of Ukrainian
youth vocabulary is borrowed from the language
subcode of criminals [6, p. 56]. At the level of youth
communication, these lexical units are semantically
modified retaining some components of their original
meanings (raga — «bezmypdommue  drcummsy;
3AHUKAMU — «3aX08AMU Y NOMAEMHE MiCYyey).

Dependence on the mass-media impact. Modern
mass-media is an important tool for spreading
youth vocabulary at the level of overregional and
overcultural communication. Frequent use of a word
in popular types of media sources with a broad target
audience contributes to its futher evolution in the
process of becoming a component of colloquial and
standard language variants. On the other hand, both
German and Ukrainian vocabulary subsystems are
actively enriched by words and collocations taken
from favourite movie characters, actors, musicians
etc. (Topschuss — “Person, die sehr gut aussieht”;
PeanbHUll — «2apHUll, AKICHULY).

Conclusions and further prospects of research.
The results of the comparative analysis have proved
that youth vocabulary is a historically, socially, and
culturally determined language subcode. Both in
German and in Ukrainian, it is used for verbalizing
concepts which are of the most importance for young
members of the society. These lexical units reflect the
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systemofvalues and feelings of therepresentatives ofthe
given socio-age group, as well as their need for protest,
self-identification, and intra-group heterogeneity.
The formation of youth vocabulary in general is the
result of significant media influence. In this regard,
both studied lexical subsystems are characterized by
emotional connotation. Futher common features of
German and Ukrainian youth vocabulary are limited
amount of lexical-semantic groups, on one hand, and
wide set of synonyms, on the other.

At the same time, a number of their distinctive
features have been singled out. Trends of development
of a certain national language determine peculiarities
of their subsystems in terms of borrowing processes.
This is illustrated by the dominance of American
English loanwords in German youth vocabulary,
while in Ukrainian young people’s language subcode
there are a lot of words borrowed from Russian
(althouth, this trend is being changed because of the
growing impact of American subcultures). Historical
and social processes also determine the regional
heterogeneity of German youth vocabulary, while the
main difference in the use of means of communication
for Ukrainians depends on their belonging to urban or
rural population. Social factors influence the choice
of priority sources of enrichment of youth vocabulary.
For example, German-speaking young people are
more inclined to word formation and creativity,
while many units of Ukrainian youth vocabulary are
borrowed from other language subcodes. The share
of rude words is also different in the studied lexical
subsystems.

Given the growing importance of youth vocabulary
in modern communication process, we see the
prospects of further linguistic research in clarifying
the specifics of its functioning in different types of
discourse.
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