
   The difference between blends and clipped compounds 

Camiel Hamans 
Comité International Permanent des Linguistes (CIPL) 
Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznań, Poland 

 

This paper aims at showing that there is a clear difference between blends and clipped compounds and 
secondly that both phenomena are largely regular. 
Blends and clipped compounds are both concatenations of portions of two words. Traditionally, 
therefore, they are usually not distinguished. Some classical examples of blends are presented in (1) and 
(2), whereas examples of possible clipped compounds are given in (3) 

(1) brunch   < breakfast + lunch 
smog  < smoke  + fog 

(2) stagflation < stagnation + inflation 
advertorial < advertisement + editorial 
 

(3) modem  < modulator + demodulator 
pixel  < picture/pix + element 

Bauer (2006) suggests that one should make a distinction between blends and clipped compounds: 
blends involve the loss of medial segmental material, whereas clipped compounds involve the loss of 
final material of both source words. However, in both cases it remains unclear how much material must 
be deleted. 

In the first part of this presentation a few examples of blends and of clipped compounds will be 
discussed. 
In the second part it will be shown that blends follow a pattern that has been described by Plag (2003) as 

(4) A B + C D → A D 
 

(5) sm oke + f og → sm og 
(6) Ox ford + Cam bridge → Ox bridge 

In addition, it will be shown that in most cases the remaining portion of the second source word is the 
head of the blend. Likewise, it will be demonstrated that the source word of the head not only 
determines the prosodic pattern of the blend (cf. Bat-el 2006 and Bat-el & Cohen 2012) – blends tend to 
copy the prosodic structure of the head –, but that also the syllabic structure of this source word is 
decisive. In other words, the faithfulness constraint that preserves the phonological and metrical 
properties of the source word of the head, in most cases the second source word, outranks the similar 
constraint which aims at preserving the properties of the other source words (cf. Arndt-Lappe & Plag 
2012). Thus, faithfulness of the right-hand part prevails.  
Consequently, it is the head, almost always the righthand part (D), which determines how much material 
of the first source word may be ‘inserted’ into the blend: exactly as many syllabic elements as have been 
deleted from the second source words: A contains as many syllabic elements as C. For instance, in (5) A 
and C are onsets, whereas in (6) A and C are whole syllables. 



 
In the third part of this presentation it will be demonstrated that clipped compounds follow an AC 
pattern (Bauer, Lieber & Plag 2013). 

(7) A B + C D → A C 
 
mo dulator + dem odulator→ mo dem 

However, the difference between blends and clipped compounds consists of more than just the choice of 
the second segment, C instead of D. 
Clipped compounds do not copy the prosodic or syllabic structure of the second source word. They are 
simple compounds of two clipped form. The clipping process which takes place is here the same as the 
normal process of back clipping as in (8). 

(8) temp < temperature 
ad < advertisement 
vamp < vampire 

Standard back clipping results in a (C)V(C) segment (Lappe 2007 and Hamans 2012) and that are exactly 
the ‘portions’ of the source words that are compounded to clipped compounds. Stress is usually on the 
first part in these clipped N + clipped N compounds (2018). 

The main argument to consider blends and clipped compounds as irregular and unpredictable was the 
variability of the deleted material. It will be demonstrated that both in the cases of blends and of clipped 
compounds deletion follows standard procedures and is highly predictable. 
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