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ZLOZENE SLOVA V SLOVENCINE A ANGLICTINE

ENGLISH AND SLOVAK COMPOUNDS

Cldnok sa zaoberd odlisnym spésobom, akym jazyk odrdza mimo-
Jazykovu skutocnost v anglictine a slovencine. Toto je ukdzané na
odlisnom postaveni anglickych a slovenskych zloZenych slov spolu
s niekolkymi prikladmi z oblasti prdva.

Slovna zasoba obsahuje Cast slov, ktoré boli vytvorené kom-
poziciou, ¢ize kombinadciou samostatne stojacich morfém. [1] Uz
pri snahe o presnejSiu definiciu podstaty tejto kombinacie vSak
medzi jazykovedcami existuju rozdiely. Horecky popisuje tvorenie
zlozenych slov ako proces, pri ktorom jeden denotat prestava byt
oznacovany dvoma slovami, ale iba jednym. Hibkova §truktira slova
je potom namiesto syntagmaticky charakterizovana logicko-séman-
tickym vzfahom. [2] S jednoslovnym charakterom kompozita by
nesuhlasilo hned’ niekol'ko zapadnych lingvistov; spomefime R. B.
Leesa (1960) a novsie prace H. Marchanda (1974). V. Adamsova
pripomina, Ze prave neodmyslitelnost syntagmatického vztahu je
dovodom, preco su zlozené slova niekedy povazované za hranicu
medzi syntaxou a slovotvorbou. [3] Ako ukaZeme, tieto odliSnosti
maju Ciastoéne svoje korene v odliSnej typologii jazyka.

Zda sa, ze skepticky postoj voéi univerzalnym principom slo-
votvorby, ktoré by mohli byt aplikované na jednotlivé jazyky, plati
osobitne pre zlozené slova. Tu Stekauer pripomina, Ze ,... jedna
a ta ista definicia nemdZe byt pouZzita pre slovenské a anglické
zlozZené slova kvoli ich zasadne odliSnym vlastnostiam.” [4]

Vo vSeobecnosti hra kompozicia v anglickej slovotvorbe o nieco
dolezitejsiu ulohu ako v slovotvorbe slovenskej (tomu zodpoveda
i rozsah vyskumu). V anglictine je kompozicia v§eobecne povazo-
vana za najproduktivnejsi sposob tvorenia slov. [5] Napriklad V.
Adamsova vo svojej An Introduction to Modern English Word-for-
mation (1973) venuje zlozenym slovam temer polovicu knihy. Na
druhej strane, v Horeckého Slovenskej lexikologii (1971) je kom-
pozicii v porovnani s afixaciou venovany pomerne uzky priestor.

Prvy formalny rozdiel, ktory si v§imneme v pisanom jazyku,
je odlisna ortografia. Zatial ¢o kompozita su v slovencine v pre-
vaznej vacésine pisané dohromady (pripadne so spojovnikom), angli¢-
tina vyuZziva tri rozne typy pravopisu, a to ako samostatné slova, so
spojovnikom a pisanie dohromady. Treba pripomenut, Ze vSetky
tri ortografické typy sa sucasne objavuju v réznych slovnikoch, ¢o
naznacuje istu kolisavost pravopisu v anglictine. V Britanii navyse
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The article comments on how differently English and Slovak lan-
guages reflect the extra-linguistic reality. This is proved by the differ-
ent status of English and Slovak compounds supplemented by some
examples from legal terminology.

There is a stock of words that have been formed by way of com-
pounding, i.e. by “the combination of free lexical morphemes.” [1]
An attempt to define the exact nature of such combination, however,
reveals differences among linguists. Horecky characterizes the cre-
ation of compounds as a process, in which one referent stops being
referred to by two words, but rather by one word only. The deep
structure of the word does not entail a syntagmatic, but rather
a logico-semantic characteristic. [2] The one word character of
compounds would not be agreed on by a number of Western lin-
guists; let us just mention Robert B. Lees (1960) and the later work
of Hans Marchand (1974). V.Adams claims that it is due to their
syntagmatic character that compounds are sometimes considered
a borderline between syntax and word-formation. [3] As will be
shown, the above differences are partly rooted in the opposition
between a mainly analytic versus mainly synthetic language.

In this respect, the scepticism with regard to any universal
principles of word formation, which could be applied to individual
languages, holds especially true with regard to English and Slovak
compounds. In this regard, Stekauer maintains that: “one and the
same definition cannot be applied to Slovak and English com-
pounds due to their substantially different characteristics.” [4]

In the most general terms, compounding is granted a more
singnificant role in English word formation than it is in Slovak (and
consequently more research is carried out). In English, it is gen-
erally regarded as the most productive word formation process.
[5] For example, V. Adams in her An Introduction to Modern English
Word-formation (1973) devotes almost half of the book to com-
pounds. On the other hand, compounding in Horecky’s Slovenskd
lexikoldgia (1971) only occupies a minor space compared to that
of affixation.

In written language, the first difference that strikes us on the
formal level is the different ortographic practice. While Slovak
compounds largely use solid spelling (or hyphenation when copu-
lative compounds are concerned), English makes use of three dif-
ferent spellings: open, hyphenated and solid. It is interesting to
note that the three spellings appear side by side across dictionar-
ies, which points to the fact how wayward the orthographic prac-
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neexistuje oficialna institucia, ktora by mala postavenie autority
na jazyk, aké ma napriklad Jazykovedny tistav Ludovita Stiira (SAV)
na Slovensku. To znamena, Ze nie je nikto, kto by vyniesol konecny
verdikt nad akymkolvek pravopisnym problémom.

V pozadi tendencie k spajaniu spojovnikom je snaha o formalnu
vyhranenost kompozit, ktora je nepochybne spojena s oslabenou
schopnostou anglictiny tvorit zlozené slova vyhranené ¢o do formy:
L,V anglictine je mozné tvorit odvodené slova aj od slovnych spojeni.
Toto je Ciastocne sposobené volnej§im pripojenim sufixov, ¢iastoc-
ne oslabenou schopnostou anglictiny tvorit formalne vyhranené
kompozita, namiesto ktorych ¢asto najdeme len suslovia.“ [6]

Tu by nam ako priklad mohol posluzit vyraz Lord Chancellor,
ktory uvadza Mathesius. Tato lexikalna jednotka ako termin pevne
zakotveny v pravnickej terminoldgii anglictiny funguje v slovencine
ako prevzaté slovo lord kanceldr a niekedy, prevedené na domaci
kontext, najvyssi sudca. Hoci obe lexikalne jednotky bezpochyby
oznacuju jeden a ten isty pojem a ich formalna Struktura je
napadne podobna, mozno tvrdit, Ze tieto vyrazy vstupuju do odlis-
nych vztahov v oboch prislusnych jazykoch. Toto dokazuje fakt,
Ze anglicky vyraz moze dat zaklad odvodenému slovu, t. j. Lord
Chancellorship, avsak ten isty vyraz v slovencine takéto odvodzova-
nie nepripusta: *lord kanceldrstvo. Pripomenime vSak, Ze podobna
derivacia v anglictine by pravdepodobne odporovala jednému zo
zakladnych vychodisk teorie Extended Level Ordering Hypothesis,
podla ktorej derivacia predchadza kompozicii. To by znamenalo,
Ze danu lexikalnu jednotku by bolo treba analyzovat ako Lord+
Chancellorship. Toto tvrdenie ma svoje opodstatnenie, hoci musime
mat na paméti diachronické vzduchoprazdno, s ktorym spolupra-
cuje. Inymi slovami, takyto pohlad je vyhradne synchronny. Vystac-
me si teda so v§eobecnejsim konstatovanim, Ze analyticky charakter
anglictiny je ovela nachylnejsi k juxtapozicii typu Lord+Chancel-
lor+ship.

Slovencina, ktora ma k dispozicii sufixy s celkom odlisnymi
‘kvalitami®, tak strca Cast ekondmie, ktoru vo vSeobecnosti
kompozita do jazyka prinasaju, o moze byt ukazané pri preklade
anglického Lord Chancellorship ako napr. iirad lorda kanceldra.

V tejto suvislosti mozno spomentt i skupinu zlozenych slov
reprezentovanul vyrazom court martial, niekedy s pravopisom Court-
-Martial (vojensky stid). Podobne ako prevazna Cast lexiky v oblasti
prava, i uvedena lexikalna jednotka je romanskeho povodu a to
i na urovni syntagmy, kde pridavné meno vo funkcii privlastku
nasleduje az za riadiacim podstatnym menom. Je zaujimavé, Ze
tvorenie mnozného Cisla reSpektuje historicky povod slova (courts
martial), a to i za cenu, Ze takto narusi slovnu jednotu vyrazu,
ktory ma status jedného slova. Zo synchronického hladiska mozno
toto vysvetlit faktom, Ze dana lexikalna jednotka predstavuje priklad
kompozita, ktoré je 'left-headed’, je preto prirodzené, ze plural sa
pridava k riadiacemu substantivu (ktoré urcuje hlavné jazykové
charakteristiky celého vyrazu). Netreba azda zdoraznovat, Ze slo-
vencina by sa v podobne;j situdcii chovala celkom inac.

Ako sme uviedli, odliSné vnimanie kompozicie v danych jazy-
koch ma tzku suvislost s rozdielom medzi prevazne analytickym
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tice in English is. It might be of importance that in Britain there
is no official institution assuming the role of a linguistic authority
such as Jazykovedny iistav Ludovita Stira in Slovakia. This means
there is no one to pass the final judgement as to which spelling is
right.

The tendency toward hyphenation is to make compounds for-
mally more distinct, which is undoubtedly associated with the
weakened capacity of the English language to make formally dis-
tinct compounds: “In English it is possible to form derivatives even
from groups of words. This is due partly to the looser attachment
of suffixes, partly to the weakened capacity of English to give rise
to formally distinct compounds, instead of which we often find
mere groups of words.” [6]

An example thereof was given by Mathesius by means of Lord
Chancellor, which, being a term firmly established in its English
legal context, functions in Slovak as a borrowed syntactic group
lord kanceldr, and sometimes, when adapted to the domestic context,
najvyssi sudca. Although both naming units undoubtedly designate
the same unique concept and their formal structure is remarkably
similar, we could claim that the two words enter different relations
in the respective languages. This can be demonstrated by the fact
that while the English naming unit can undergo derivation (i.e.
Lord Chancellorship), its Slovak counterpart does not admit such
possibility (*Lord kanceldrstvo). This means that the attachement
of the forming constituents in English is tighter than is the case
with Slovak. If we wanted such derivation to occur in Slovak, the
syntactic group would have to assume the form of a distinct com-
pound, i.e. lordkanceldr. Note, however, that such derivation in
English would probably contradict one of the basic premises of
Extended Level Ordering Hypothesis, i.e. that derivation precedes
composition. That would mean that the naming unit would have
to be analysed as Lord+Chancellorship. This is a justified claim,
although it must be borne in mind that it can only be made in
diachronic vacuum, in other words, the view is purely synchronic.
Suffice it to claim on a more general level that the analytic char-
acter of English makes juxtapositions like Lord+Chancellor+ship
with little formal amendment quite plausible.

Slovak, having at its disposal suffixes with very different " qual-
ities" therefore loses part of the economy that compounds gener-
ally bring into language is thus lost, which can be demonstrated
on the possible translation of the naming unit Lord Chancellorship
as e.g. urad lorda kanceldra.

Here we can mention a group of compounds represented by
the naming unit court martial, sometimes with the spelling Court-
Martial (vojensky sud). Like the vast majority of legal lexis, the
above unit is of Romance origin, which also concerns the syntactic
level, where an adjective postmodifies its head noun. Interestingly
enough, plural respects the historical origin of the word (courts
martial), even breaking into the wordlike unity of the expression.
From the synchronic perspective, this can be explained by the fact
that the naming unit represents the case of a left-headed compound
- it is therefore natural that plural is added to the head (which
determines the main linguistic characteristics of the combina-
tion). We need not emphasize that Slovak would behave very dif-
ferently in such situation.

We have already pointed to the fact that the different percep-
tion of compounding in the two languages is connected to their
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a prevazne flektivnym charakterom jazyka. Pripomenme si len
fakt, Ze anglické frazové slovesa si niekedy klasifikované ako
zlozené slova (Selkirk), a ze vacSina z nich nachadza svoj sloven-
sky ekvivalent v slovach odvodenych (set out - vymedzit). Tu vS§ak
nesmieme opomentt fakt, Ze Vachek je pri zaradovani frazovych
slovies opatrnejsi a tvrdi, Ze ich klasifikacia zostava problematicka.
Peprnik sa dokonca priklana k priamemu zaradeniu Castice ako
afixu. Lipkova definicia prostrednictvom formantu je jednym
z dalsich moznych vychodisk. Adamsova problém riesi tvrdenim,
7e frazové slovesa maju tak charakter slova, ako i spojenia slov. [7]
Stekauer upozoriiuje na roznorody charakter ' astice' a poukazuje
na rozdiel medzi Casticami, ktoré si zo synchronneho hladiska
lexikalizované a Casticami, ktoré su nositeI'mi vyznamu. [8]

Ako vidime, v kontexte definovania odliSného postavenia zlo-
Zenych slov v oboch jazykoch narazame ohladom anglictiny na
problém: ,,... zatial' sa nikomu nepodarilo vyélenit zloZené slova
oproti kolokaciam a slovnym spojeniam. Hranice medzi nimi su
pomerne neurcité. V dosledku toho zostava postavenie mnohych
kombinacii podstatnych mien a ¢innych pricasti s podstatnymi
menami nejednoznacné.” [9] V skutoCnosti sa nazory jazykovedcov
znacne roznia. Peprnik naznacuje definiciu s pomocou ortografie:
»-..pravopis [se] sjednocuje na psani dohromady (kompozitum)
nebo na psani obou slozek zvlast (sdruzené pojmenovani).” [10]
Vachek pripisuje rozhodujicu ulohu prizvuku. V jeho charakteris-
tike ,pravé zlozené slova“ zhruba zodpovedaju kompozitam tak,
ako ich pozname v slovencine ¢i Cestine. [11]

V urcitych aspektoch su vSak horeuvedené nazory v protiklade
s vychodiskami (prevazne) zapadnych jazykovedcov (Marchand,
Lees, Adams, Siegel, Allen, Selkirk, Anderson, Bauer a dalsi), ktori
jednoznacne povazuju kombinacie s oboma zloZkami pisanymi
osobitne a/alebo vyslovovanymi s dvoma prizvukmi za rovnako
délezitu skupinu zlozenych slov.

Metody vyélenenia zlozenych slov vo vztahu k slovnym spoje-
niam boli vypracované V. Adamsovou (1973), ktora navrhuje kritéria
na vyclenenie kompozit. Do uvahy berie i diachronicku perspektivu:
»-..kazdé spojenie zhodného privlastku a podstatného mena je
potencialne zlozené slovo a tak sa zacne aj pocitovat, ak bude pouzi-
vané dostatoCne Casto.”“ [12] Zaroven tvrdi, zZe status zloZeného
slova by mal byt zalezZitostou miery. Proti tomuto vystupuje Ste-
kauer, ked zdoraznuje, ze vZdy ide o urcité ,,bud-alebo” na zaklade
toho, Ze ,,... zloZené slova su lexikalne jednotky, znaky predmetov,
jednotky lexikonu. Slovné spojenia su kombinacie znakov, ktoré
popisuju (a nepomenuvaji) extralingvisticku realitu.” [13] Jeho
nazor ma pevné ukotvenie v sémantike: ,,... rozhodujici moment pre
chapanie dvoch povodne samostatnych lexikalnych jednotiek ako
jednej, kvalitativne novej jednotky, je jej gnozeologicka a logicka
Struktura, t. j. pojmova jedinecnost a jednota.” [14]

Problém je tak preneseny do oblasti individualnej kognitivne;j
percepcie, v ramci ktorej mozu existovat odlisnosti, CiZe urcité
hrani¢né pripady zostavaju otazne. Takéto dvojaké chapanie ilus-
truje vyraz black market. Tento by vSak bol Vachekom pravdepo-
dobne klasifikovany ako kolokacia.
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mainly analytic versus mainly synthetic character. Let us just
remind ourselves of the fact that English phrasal verbs can be clas-
sified as compounds (Selkirk); and that most of them find their
Slovak equivalents in derived words (set out - vymedzit) . Note,
however, that Vachek is not so ready to classify phrasal verbs as
compounds, and says that the grammatical classification of the
particle is rather a problem. Peprnik adheres to a straightforward
classification of the particle as a separate prefix. Lipka’s definition
by way of a formative suggests another way out of the problem.
Adams arrives at the solution by claiming that phrasal verbs are
both word-like and phrase-like. [7] Stekauer stresses the varying
character of the "particle by pointing out the distinction between
particles that have undergone lexicalization and those that carry
a meaning from the synchronic perspective. [8]

In the context of defining the different status of compounds
in English and Slovak, however, we need to bear in mind that with
respect to English, we are walking a tight rope in the sense that
“no one has yet succeeded in delimiting compounds with regard to
collocations and syntactic groups. Borderlines between them are
rather vague. As a result, the status of many noun - noun, adjec-
tive/present participle - noun combinations remains ambiguous.”
[9]

In fact, opinions vary considerably among linguists. Peprnik
seems to differentiate compound status based on ortography:
“...spelling tends to be solid (compounds) or open (collocations).”
[10] Vachek assigns crucial importance to stress. In his charac-
terology, the “genuine compounds” roughly correspond to the idea
of compounds as presented in Czech or Slovak. [11]

In certain aspects, however, the above views are incongruent
with the premises held by (mostly) Western linguists (Marchand,
Lees, Adams, Siegel, Allen, Selkirk, Anderson, Bauer and others),
who invariably consider combinations with open spelling and/or
pronounced with double stress an equally significant group of
compounds as that with solid or hyphenated spelling.

The methods of delimitation of compounds with regard to free
phrases were worked out by V. Adams (1973), who suggests several
criteria for delimitation of compounds. The diachronic perspective
is also taken into account: “...any attributive-head noun group is
potentially a compound and will come to be felt as one if it happens
to be used often enough.” [12] She proposes that the compound-
status should be considered a matter of degree. However, Stekauer
challenges the proposal by reiterating that the difference is an
“either-or” matter on the grounds that “compounds are naming
units, signs of objects, units of the lexicon. Free phrases are speech
combinations of signs which describe (and not denominate) extra-
linguistic reality.” [13] His view is firmly grounded in semantics:
“...the decisive moment for conceiving two originally independent
naming units as a single, qualitatively new naming unit is its
unique gnoseological and logical structure, i.e. conceptual unique-
ness and unity.” [14]

The problem is thus shifted to the realm of individual cogni-
tive perception, which might vary, i.e. certain (borderline) cases
might be subject to discussion. Such double perception involves
cases like black market. Note that Vachek would probably classify
these as collocations.
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Poslednym faktorom, ktory spomenieme v stvislosti s odlisnym
zapajanim prostriedkov kompozicie na oznacenie extralingvistic-
kej reality v oboch jazykoch, je spolocensko-historicky kontext.
Vieme, Ze familiarnost pojmu podporuje kondenzacné tendencie,
ktorych produktom moZze byt prave kompozitum. Tu mdZeme porov-
nat slovensky vyraz svetondzor tak, ako je pouZity v spojeni slov:
ndboZenskad viera alebo svetondzor s jeho anglickym vyjadrenim:
religious beliefs or other belief of a similar nature. Zatial co v komu-
nistickej ideologii neutralny svefondzor svojou univerzalnostou
nahradil, ¢i dokonca zapudil pojmové spojenie s naboZenstvom,
v anglickom prostredi k Ziadnemu takémuto procesu nedoslo.
V dosledku toho je neutralnejSie vyjadrenie vel'mi popisné, navyse
sémanticky zavislé od asociacie s religious beliefs.

Na zaver treba mat na pamati, ze akykolvek pokus o analyzu

otazku kompozit skor problematizuje, ako definitivne riesi. I nas
Clanok sa snazi poukazat na tento fakt.
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Last but not least, the difference between employing the means
of compounding to denominate a part of extra-linguistic reality in
the two languages might rest on the socio-historical context in the
sense that certain familiarity of concept might be a factor enhanc-
ing condensation which is involved in compounding. Here we can
compare the Slovak compound svetondzor as used in the phrase
ndboZenskd viera alebo svetondzor, with the English embedding of
the same being religious beliefs or other belief of a similar nature.
While in the communist era the neutral svetondzor replaced, and
even repudiated the conceptual connection with religion, in English
environment, no such process has taken place. As a consequence,
the more neutral rendering is an overt description, semantically,
moreover, resting on an association with religious beliefs.

Finally, it need be borne in mind that any attempt at an analy-
sis tends to enrich the issue with more complexity rather than
proposing any finite solutions. The above article tries to point to
that fact.
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