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Review: Semitic Templatic Morphology

• Syllabic patterns or 

templates

• Example: the root /sbr/ = 

'break (tr.)'

• The template in (1a) is 

CʌCʌC



Review: Semitic Templatic Morphology

• Verb roots can be used as noun 

roots in a different template

• The consonantal root is the 

independent morpheme



Review: Semitic 
Templatic Morphology

• Biliterals, triliterals, quadriliteral, quinquiliterals

• Triliterals are the most common, with only one 
true quinquiliteral

• One-to-Many Correspondence

• Type A verbs → triliteral root with a three 
consonant template

• Type B verbs → triliteral root with a four consonat
template



Review: Semitic Templatic Morphology

• Gemination

• Spreading

• Importantly, both have 

three root consonants

• *Note: biliteral roots 

almost always have a 

three slot template



The Obligatory 
Contour 
Principle (OCP)

• Expresses a prohibition on adjacent 
identical elements

• Reduplication of the second 
consonant

• The OCP necessitates a stem like 
/sʌdʌd-/ to have the root /sd/

• Roots cannot have two identical 
consonants in a row

• */ssd/ & */sdd/



The OCP

• Consonants fill the template left to right

• "Total OCP” (Pierrehumbert 1993) refers to adjacent consonants that are 

identical in all their features

• Absolute prohibition



The OCP

•“Place OCP” refers to nonidentical consonants of the same place of articulation

•Strongly disfavored anywhere in the same root

•*/kbb/ = Total OCP

•Disfavoring of /kbm/, /bkb/ (identical but nonadjacent) = place OCP

•*Note: nonidentical refers to homorganic consonants



Tigrinya Root-Consonant Cooccurrences

• Bucley concludes that the 
template would not affect the 
cooccurrence pattern in the root, 
so we will ignore it.

• Corpus contains 2744 roots 
(Bassano 1918)

• */nb/ occasionally appears as 
[mb], but Buckley coded them as 
/n/

• *Other irregularities exist, but it is 
unlikely the numbers are 
significant



Method

• Comparing expected cooccurrences with observed cooccurrences

• Step 1: Determine positions of cooccurrence based off of the corpus

• 10 possibilities



Method

• Cooccurrences in adjacency positions vs. Separated positions

• *Note: /ab・/ does not equal /・ab/. However, in this study we assume they are equal



Method

• Step 2: Calculate the 

expected values for 

each consonant 

cooccurrence



Method

• Step 3: compare the observed and expected values

• Observed number of cooccurrences (O) was divided by the expected number of 

cooccurrences (E).

• A value of 1, would indicate there is nothing inhibiting cooccurrence (i.e., the OCP 

has no effect)

• A value of 0 indicates that O = 0 (i.e., the OCP has absolute effect)

• Thus, we can prove a degree relationship in similarity and adjacency



Results

• Pierrehumbert’s study was only on triliterals, whereas Buckley did bi-, tri-, and 

quadriliterals.

• Statistical analySis confirms Pierrehumbert’s results: the closer and more similar 

the consonants, the less likely they will be found to cooccur in a root



Results: Adjacency

• Identical adjacent consonants are absent

• However, same-place (homorganic) adjacent consonants do occur



Results: 
Adjacency

• Homorganic consonants are 

more common when 

nonadjacent



Results: Adjacency

• Remember, the lower the value of O/E, the stronger the inhibiting effect

• Two things to note: the effect is weaker when nonadjacent & the OCP effect is weaker for 
coronals



Results: Identity

• Nonadjacent identical consonants 

do occur



Results: Identity



Results: Identity → Subcategories

• Some subregularities within the guttural class

• This is due to relative similarity: the more similar the consonants are, the less they 
cooccur

• /h, ʔ, ħ, _/ are gutturals, but /ħ, _/ are pharyngeals so prohibition is absolute



Results: Identity → Subcategories

• Sonorants and obstruents are separated due to similarity. The [±sonorant] 

dichotomy is strong enough to eliminate the OCP effect



Results: Identity → Subcategories

• In sonorants, we examine /n, l, r/

• Thus, the most salient feature is [±nasal] in the sonorants



Results: Identity → Subcategories

• In obstruents, the defining feature is [±continuant]



Results: 
Identity →
Subcategories

• Cooccurring plain velars are less 

common than among the 

labiovelars.

• Tigrinya has cooccurring 

labiovelars, but Buckley 

essentially chalks it up to word-

borrowing from other languages.



The Similarity Model

•Fixing the disunity of place and total OCP

• View total OCP as a subset of place OCP.

• If identity and adjacency are cumulative, then a maximal similarity situation (both adjacent and fully identical in 

their features), is prohibited absolutely.

•OCP is not an absolute principle, but a matter of degree.
• Degree of adjacency (how close they are) & degree of identity (how many features they share)



The Similarity Model

• An analogy for perceived similarity



The Similarity Model

• Calculating the degree of similarity

• Distinctness

• Now we can prove similarity. As Similarity increases, D decreases, and as the 

strength of the OCP effect increases, O/E should decrease



The Similarity Model

• If the features [voiced] and [constricted glottis] are privative (they exist only in 

their positive values), then the similarity model is a success.



The Similarity Model

• Because /s, t/ lack [voiced] and [constricted glottis] (and there is no negative feature), 
they simply lack less features and are thus less similar.



The Role of Root Length

• The “distraction” factor: just as an intervening item reduces perceived similarity, 
flanking items might serve a similar function

• Does the presence of other consonants in the quadriliteral reduce the strength of 
the OCP?



The Role of Root Length

• But because patterns like /bkts/ is 

far rarer than /tsbk/ or /btsk/ . . .

• However, there is no explanation 

for bi- and triliterals.

• Other complications lead to the 

conclusion of no distraction effect
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