MexxayHapoAHbIM Hay4YHbIHN KypHaJl Ne 37 (100), yactp1
«Hayunbiit ®okyc» HUions, 2026

CLIPPING AS MORPHONOLOGICAL DERIVATION: A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
ENGLISH AND RUSSIAN TRUNCATION

Khasanov Maxmudjan Abdurahmanovich
Senior teacher, Uzbekistan state world languages university e-mail:
makhmud.khasanov1961@gmail.com tel: +99890 9652563

Abstract: Clipping in English and yceueHue in Russian are frequently treated as
simple shortenings motivated by speed and informality. However, the resulting forms are
rarely arbitrary “pieces” of the base word. Instead, they behave like new lexical stems
whose shape is regulated by morphonological constraints at the morphology-phonology
interface. This article compares English and Russian truncation as a type of
morphonological derivation shaped by prosody, stress, and phonotactic well-formedness.
The analysis shows that English clippings typically converge on compact prosodic words,
often one or two syllables (lab, exam, demo), reflecting strong pressure toward prosodic
minimality and perceptual salience. Russian truncations display comparable compression,
but they more clearly reveal the role of inflectional integration and frequent suffixal
“packaging” in colloquial speech (yHusep, komn, obwaea). The comparison supports a
unified interface account: truncation creates stems that satisfy language-specific prosodic
and morphological requirements.
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INTRODUCTION

Word-formation is often described through processes that attach visible
morphemes, such as suffixation or prefixation. Yet languages also form new words
through less obviously “segment-adding” mechanisms, where the outcome is
determined by the interaction of morphology with phonological structure. Clipping is
one of the clearest examples: a longer lexical item is shortened into a smaller form that
can circulate as an independent word (e.g., laboratory — lab). English has many well-
known clippings that are widespread in everyday use and professional registers.
Russian displays a closely related phenomenon typically termed yceuenue (truncation),
which is particularly productive in conversational and youth varieties, where
compressed forms like yHuBepcuTeT — yHUBep emerge as conventional, socially
meaningful vocabulary.

If clipping were only “deleting material,” then we might expect almost any
substring of the base word to work. In practice, this is not what we observe. Speakers
overwhelmingly produce truncated forms that look and behave like ordinary lexical
items: they are pronounceable, prosodically coherent, and morphologically usable. This
makes truncation a revealing testing ground for morphonology (or morphophonology),
because the operation appears to be guided by constraints on word-shape rather than
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by simple edge removal. The present study therefore treats clipping in English and
truncation in Russian as morphonological derivation, where prosody, stress,
phonotactics, and morphological integration jointly determine what counts as a
legitimate output.

The article addresses three questions. First, what output shapes are preferred in
English and Russian truncation, especially in terms of length and prosodic structure?
Second, how do stress and phonotactic well-formedness influence which parts of the
base survive? Third, how do shortened forms become workable stems in the grammar,
particularly in Russian where nouns must enter inflectional paradigms?

Morphonology is concerned with systematic dependencies between morphological
operations and phonological form. One influential way of formalizing such
dependencies is Prosodic Morphology, which proposes that some morphological
patterns are best described in relation to prosodic units—syllables, feet, and prosodic
words—rather than in terms of purely segmental manipulation. From this standpoint,
derivational outcomes are shaped by the need to fit language-specific prosodic
templates and well-formedness conditions (McCarthy & Prince, 1990).

This framework is particularly suitable for truncation. Unlike suffixation,
truncation does not inherently add a morpheme that “marks” the output. Instead, the
operation produces a new form by selecting a portion of the base and, when needed,
adjusting it so that it can function as a legitimate prosodic word. In other words,
truncation is not only about removing segments; it is also about producing a result that
satisfies requirements of wordhood, including acceptable syllable structure and stress
patterns. A major body of research on English truncation shows that clipped forms
exhibit consistent structural tendencies, which are difficult to explain if clipping is
assumed to be random deletion (Lappe, 2007).

Within general English morphology, clipping is typically grouped with non-
concatenative word-formation strategies such as blends and abbreviations. These
descriptions emphasize that clipping creates new lexical units that participate in the
grammar, rather than temporary reductions used only in performance (Plag, 2018). The
same idea can be applied to Russian, where truncation is widely discussed as part of
compression tendencies in modern usage, especially in informal speech and
contemporary media (Markova, 2024). Russian studies also highlight that yceuenue has
productive patterns and interacts with derivational morphology, which makes it
particularly relevant for a morphonological interpretation (Gasanova, 2023).

Data and Method. The present study relies on an illustrative, comparative set of
common and widely recognized truncated forms in English and Russian. The goal is not
to provide exhaustive frequency counts, but to explain the structural logic that makes
these forms stable and recognizable as words. English examples reflect well-
documented clippings in the descriptive and analytical literature (e.g., lab, exam, demo,
memo, and fridge). Russian items include conventional colloquial truncations that are
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frequently cited in discussions of modern compressive word-formation (e.g., yHuBep,
koM, and obiara).

Each item is treated as a base-output pair and coded for (a) the type of truncation
(back-clipping, fore-clipping, complex truncation), (b) output size in syllables, (c) the
phonological shape of the output edge (vowel-final vs consonant-final), (d) stress-
related salience and stressability, and (e) morphological integration. Integration is
assessed differently in each language: English outputs are evaluated for their ability to
behave as stems in pluralization and further derivation, while Russian outputs are
examined for their compatibility with gender and declension, as well as for the presence
of suffixal shaping that supports paradigm placement.

English Clipping: Morphonological Patterns. A striking regularity in English
clipping is that outputs are usually short and prosodically simple. Many of the most
familiar clippings are monosyllabic or disyllabic: lab (< laboratory), exam (<
examination), admin (< administration), demo (< demonstration), and memo (<
memorandum). From a morphonological angle, this looks like a preference for minimal,
well-formed prosodic words, rather than a free choice of how much material to keep.
Empirical accounts of truncation in English confirm that such outputs are not accidental
and that prosodic structure plays a major role in determining likely forms (Lappe,
2007).

Stress is another factor that helps explain why particular segments survive in
English clipping. English uses lexical stress contrastively, and stressed material is
perceptually prominent, making it a natural “anchor” for truncation. Many outputs
appear to preserve the most salient prosodic chunk of the base, often aligned with the
stressed syllable or a stress-compatible rhythmic unit. For example, examiNAtion yields
eXAM, and inforMAtion becomes INfo. While the precise mapping can vary across words
and registers, the broader tendency is that clipping frequently preserves material that
supports a coherent stress pattern and maximizes recognizability, a pattern consistent
with constraint-based perspectives on English truncation (Lappe, 2007).

English also provides evidence that clipping sometimes involves more than simple
edge deletion. Certain items undergo what can be interpreted as morphonological
“repair,” where the output is adjusted to become phonotactically and orthographically
conventional. A well-known case is refrigerator — fridge. The result is not a transparent
left edge of the base, yet it functions as a stable lexical form. Such examples are
important because they show that the grammar of truncation can prioritize well-formed
word shape and conventionalized output over maximal segmental faithfulness to the
base.

Finally, English clippings behave as ordinary lexical stems once established. They
pluralize regularly (labs, demos) and can enter further word-formation, which supports
the view that clipping is a genuine derivational process producing new lexemes rather
than momentary casual reductions. Standard overviews of English word-formation
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treat clipping as part of the productive morphological system for creating new
vocabulary items (Plag, 2018).

Russian Truncation (Ycedenue): Morphonological Patterns. Russian truncation is
often discussed in connection with compression trends in contemporary
communication. In informal settings, shortened forms circulate widely and serve both
efficiency and social marking functions. Recent Russian linguistic work treats such
compression as a significant feature of modern speech and writing practices (Markova,
2024). Within this domain, yceyenue is described as a productive word-formation
mechanism with identifiable structural models, rather than as sporadic “slang
creativity” (Gasanova, 2023).

A major morphonological difference from English arises from Russian inflection.
Russian nouns must belong to a gender and a declensional pattern, which means that a
truncated form must be immediately usable as a stem to which case and number endings
can attach. Common colloquial examples include yHuBepcuteTr — yHUBep and
KoMIbloTep — KoMIl. These outputs can function in everyday inflected contexts (e.g., B
yHUBepe; y komia), illustrating that truncation is constrained not only by pronunciation
but also by the need to produce a form that can enter an inflectional paradigm.

The phonotactic profile of Russian also shapes its truncation outcomes. Because
Russian readily allows complex consonantal codas, monosyllabic consonant-final
truncations such as komn are phonologically natural and stable. This contrasts with the
tendency in English to favor outputs that fit common English word patterns, often with
simpler codas and frequent disyllables. Russian therefore expands the set of possible
“minimal” outputs by licensing heavy clusters and closed syllables as normal word
forms.

Another prominent Russian pattern is truncation combined with suffixal shaping.
A widely cited example is o61exxuTre — ob1ara, where shortening is accompanied by
a colloquial suffix that produces a feminine noun with a clear inflectional profile. From
a morphonological viewpoint, such packaging is functional: it improves word-shape,
increases recognizability, and most importantly assigns the output to a morphosyntactic
class that supports reliable declension. Russian descriptions of compressive word-
formation emphasize that truncation often interacts with derivational morphology,
making outputs both phonologically convenient and morphologically “classifiable” in
colloquial speech (Gasanova, 2023; Markova, 2024).

Comparative Analysis: Shared Principles and Different Constraint Priorities

A comparative morphonological view reveals a shared logic across English and
Russian: truncation produces new stems that must satisfy word-level well-formedness.
However, the two languages differ in which constraints exert the strongest shaping
force. In English, the most visible pressure is prosodic: clipped forms repeatedly
converge on minimal and familiar prosodic words, commonly one or two syllables, with
stress patterns that support easy perception and articulation. Detailed studies of English
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truncation consistently demonstrate that prosodic structure is central to the
distribution and form of clippings (Lappe, 2007).

In Russian, prosodic well-formedness also matters, but the presence of rich noun
inflection makes paradigm compatibility a dominant constraint. A Russian truncation
must behave like a noun stem that can take endings and appear in syntactic contexts.
This explains why many Russian outputs are shaped to align with gender and declension
patterns and why suffixal packaging is frequent: it provides a straightforward route to
morphological integration while preserving the social and stylistic value of colloquial
compression (Markova, 2024).

Stress plays a different role in each language. English stress is strongly perceptual
and frequently appears to guide truncation toward stress-salient material, reinforcing
recognizability. Russian stress, while also prominent, can vary across forms in the
paradigm, and truncations often establish a new stem whose stress behavior becomes
part of the newly conventionalized lexical item. The result is that English truncation
often looks like “stress-anchored selection,” whereas Russian truncation more clearly
reflects “stem creation under inflectional constraints.”

Phonotactic differences also contribute to cross-linguistic contrasts. English
sometimes resorts to repair strategies to secure a conventional output (fridge), whereas
Russian can readily accept compact consonant-final stems (komn) as standard word
shapes. At the same time, Russian often prefers suffixal solutions such as o6uiara, which
serve as morphonological repairs that are simultaneously phonological (improving
shape) and morphological (assigning inflectional class).

Taken together, the comparison supports a unified interface perspective: both
English and Russian truncation involve constraint-driven formation of stems, but the
constraint hierarchy differs. English prioritizes prosodic minimality and perceptual
salience, while Russian places stronger weight on inflectional integration and
derivational packaging in informal registers.

Conclusion. The analysis presented here supports a strictly morphonological
interpretation of clipping in English and truncation in Russian. Rather than treating
these processes as casual deletion, the evidence suggests that truncation operates as
derivation at the morphology-phonology interface, creating new lexical stems that are
required to be well-formed prosodic words and morphologically functional units. In
English, clippings routinely conform to compact prosodic shapes and often preserve
salient stress-related material, producing stable outputs such as lab, exam, and demo
(Lappe, 2007). In Russian, truncation also yields compact lexical items, but it more
clearly reveals the pressure of paradigm placement: shortened forms must integrate
into gender and declension systems, and they often do so through suffixal packaging, as
in o6uara (Gasanova, 2023; Markova, 2024).

These findings fit well with Prosodic Morphology, which predicts that
morphological outcomes can be constrained by prosodic structure and well-formedness
conditions (McCarthy & Prince, 1990).
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The English-Russian comparison thus strengthens a general theoretical
conclusion: truncation is best modeled not as free shortening but as a productive
morphonological mechanism whose outputs reflect language-specific rankings of
prosodic, phonotactic, and morphological constraints.
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