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This paper aims at a coherent description of blends. After a discussion of traditional views on blends and of alternative descriptions a simple description will be presented that explains most of the blends, that have been found so far.
Traditionally blends have been seen as consciously formed lexemes and therefore as irregular.
In a classical article Algeo (1977) discerns three main categories of lexical blending:

a. blends with overlapping: slanguage < slang + language; glasphalt <glass + asphalt
b. blends  with clipping: brunch < breakfast + lunch; edutainment <education + entertainment.
c. blends with clipping and overlapping: motel < motor + hotel; froogle <frugal + google
Algeo’s classification may seem attractive from a formal point of view. However, there is a clear semantic difference between on the one hand an example such as brunch and edutainment at the other. Brunch is neither breakfast nor lunch, whereas edutainment clearly is entertainment –cum–education. The same applies to smog and Chunnel, versus stagflation and Oxbridge. Moreover smog and Oxbridge are clear type b-examples, whereas Chunnel and stagflation may be described as special cases of type c.

In addition there is a difference in productivity between on the one hand examples like brunch, smog and Chunnel, and Londonistan, stagflation and advertorial at the other. The brunch-type is rarely productive – one finds a few examples such as flunch, vog and stunnel –, whereas the other group is highly productive (Hamans in press). The a-type blends given here seem to be completely unproductive, but an a-type like glitterati <glitter + literati functions as a model for examples such as splitterati and clitterati and at the same time for b-type blends like (baby)-sitterati and digerati.
Although there are clear differences between the types of blends, as shown so far,  Plag (2003:122) finds a ‘surprising degree of regularity’. Therefore he describes all three kind of blends with a same ‘prosodic’ rule: AB + CD ( AD

(1)
 Oxford + Cambridge ( Oxbridge 


   A  B         C     D
     A
D
(2)
smoke   +  fog

( smog   
              A B
      C D
     A   D
However, it remains unclear what the phonological or morphological status of the different constituents is. For instance in boatel constituent A may be boa, so onset plus nucleus, or only b, thus onset only, or even boat, a complete syllable and word.

Gries (2004:204) observes that there is ‘a clear tendency for source word 2 to contribute more to the blend’. Unfortunately Gries missed the point that it is the prosodic pattern of the second source word which determines the final result. In cases like smog, brunch etc. it is usually the rhyme of the second, simplex, source word which survives the blending process.

In this paper it will be shown that it is the prosodical structure of the second source word that determines the structure of the resulting blend. In line with earlier descriptions of Tomaszewicz (2008) a description will be presented in OT-terms.   
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