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	SET - 1

	Finger
	'fiÏg¦

	Ink
	ÒÏk

	dungeon
	'd§ndØ(¦)n

	anger
	'£Ïg¦

	ankle
	'£Ïk(¦)l

	danger
	'deindØ¦

	donkey
	'döÏkÒ

	angle
	'£Ïg(¦)l

	angel
	'eindØ(¦)l

	jungle
	'dØ§Ïg(¦)l

	uncle
	'§Ïk(¦)l

	hunger
	'h§Ïg¦

	anxious
	'£Ïk×¦s

	anchor
	'£Ïk¦

	anchovy
	'£nt×¦vÒ

	hungarian
	h§Ï'ge¦rÒ¦n

	hungary
	'h§Ïg¦rÒ

	range
	reindØ

	rank
	r£Ïk


In the following pages I will endevour to walk through a series of words presented to us for consideration, and draw my own conclusions concerning those words, their peculiarity or regularity, relying on what we have learnt during the Phonology Seminar and Lectures by Kertész Zsuzsa and Törkenczy Miklós, respectively. 

The first set of words shared the feature of containing nasal sounds. Some contained [n], and some had [ŋ] (see table “Set-1” for transcriptions). The alternation between [n] and [ŋ] can be argued to be regular and predictable in the following way: The velarized nasal [ŋ] systematically occurs before the velar stops [k] and [g], where it seems to be in complementary distribution with the “simple” alveolar nasal [n], thereby suggesting that this phenomenon is closely related to the place of articulation, namely, that the nasal we pronounce, [n] or [ŋ], is dependent on what consonant follows it, in the sense that the nasal will most likely be homorganic to it, that is, the nasal will yeald the following consonant and assimilate in its place of articulation to it. Regarding the use of [n], it would seem that in contrast to the velar stops mentioned earlier (the voiceless [k], and its voiced pair [g]), affricates do not require this assimilation in the nasal’s place of articulation. Searching for counter examples, I found none at all for the [ŋ]+[ t×] combination, and merely one, the word stinginess [stÒŋdØÒn¦s], for the [ŋ]+[dØ] combination, which cannot really be considered an adequate counter-example on its own. The reason I decided to note the difference in the manner of articulation, ie. the difference between stops mentioned above and affricates, to be the cause of the [n] / [ŋ] alternation, was that their place of articulation hardly differ: The stops [k] and [g] are velar, and [ t×] and [dØ] are palatal (postalveolar). On the other hand, this slight difference can also be argued to be underlying the [n] / [ŋ] alternation, the following way: The “simple” alveolar nasal [n] is closer in its place of articulation to the palatal affricates, therefore, there is no need for it to assimilate, whereas the velar sounds [k] and [g], which are dorsally pronounced, are “so far distanced” from the place of articulation of [n], that an “in-between solution” had to arise to bridge the difference: “the partly assimilated form of [n],” the velar nasal [ŋ]. 

I am now devoting a section for the discussion of the velar nasal [ŋ] as it iself is quite controversial. When viewing the velar nasal [ŋ], one must consider whether it is a seperate phoneme, or an allophone of [n]. Since [ŋ] very rarely appears on its own (ie, not as the result of assimilation), it might be argued that it is merely a phonemic variation and [ŋ] is just another realization, or allophone, of [n]. The only examples I found for [ŋ] appearing alone were: accouchements /¦’k¡×m§ŋz/, anxiety /£ŋ’zaÒ¦tÒ/, anxieties /£ŋ’zaÒ¦tÒz/, overanxiety /,¦¡v¦r£¦Ï’zaÒ¦tÒ/,  charabancs   /×£r¦b£Ïz/, rapprochements  /r£'pr§×m§Ïz/ (transcription from SEAS homepage). Their environments do not overlap: I found 22 examples where the letters “ng” were pronounced with an alveolar nasal (see table entitled “ng([ng]” in appendix), but these cannot really be considered counter examples, since they are either in the middle of compounds or separated by affixes with a strong boundary. Thus, we can conclude that the [n]~[ŋ] alternation, that is, the assimilation in the place of articulation does not cross strong boundaries [#]. However, the definition we were given for a phoneme at Prof. Törkenczy’s Phonology Lecture states that a phoneme is a sound that in itself does not necessarily have meaning, but is capable of distinguishing meaning. That is, if we can pinpoint minimal pairs that only differ in one sound, that of [n] and [ŋ], they have to be considered separate phonemes. We can list minimal paris of this sort, eg: ran~rang [r£n] ~ [r£Ï]; ban~bang [b£n] ~ [b£Ï]; hand~hanged [h£nd] ~ [h£Ïd]; fan-fang [f£n] ~ [f£Ï]; done~dung [d§n]~[d§Ï], and so on. This means, that [n] and [ŋ] need to be considered different phonemes, and not allophones of a single phoneme, like the dentalized nasal [n¾] in, for example, seventh. 

	Word Set - 2

	Kind of cluster:
	bilabial nasal + bilabial stop
	alveolar nasal + alveolar stop
	velar nasal + velar stop
	velar nasal + voiced velar stop

	In pronunciation: 
	stop retained 
	 stop dropped
	stop retained
	stop retained
	stop dropped

	Given words & their transcription:
	tempest
	'tempist
	lamb
	l£m
	land
	l£nd
	sink
	sÒÏk
	thing
	ÈÒÏ

	
	camp
	k£mp
	numb
	n§m
	plant
	pl¨:nt
	tango
	't£Ïg¦¡
	song
	soÏ

	
	number (noun)
	'n§mb¦
	iamb
	'aÒ£m
	lantern
	'l£nt(¦)n
	tank
	t£Ïk
	tang
	t£Ï

	
	lamp
	l£mp
	rhomb
	röm
	random
	'r£nd¦m
	tinker
	'tÒÏk¦
	
	

	
	amber
	'£mb¦
	
	
	hunt
	h§nt
	linger
	'liÏg¦
	
	

	
	lumber
	'l§mb¦
	
	
	tendon
	'tend¦n
	finger
	'fiÏg¦
	
	

	
	tamper
	't£mp¦
	
	
	wanton
	'wönt¦n
	
	
	
	


Consider the second set of words. From this list, it would seem that word-medially, any homorganic nasal-plus-stop cluster is permitted (a word-medial example for the velar nasal + velar stop would be angry /'£Ïgri/; angular /'£Ïgj¡l¦/; anguish /'£ÏgwÒ×/; anguished /'£ÏgwÒ×t/. I enclude these examples because there were only word-final instances of the velar nasal plus velar stop clusters in the second set of words given). However, word-finally, when we have consonantal clusters including a nasal plus stop, it seems only voiceless stops may be retained all the time, eg tank. This phenomenon is probably due to the fact that English voiceless stops are often accompanied by aspiration, meaning that they have to be released, and in turn, are not dropped. A word-final, homorganic nasal and [-voiced] stop is possible in the case of bilabial plosives, eg: camp, alveolar stops, eg: plant, and velar stop clusters, eg: sink, or tank (see transcriptions above).  In addition to voiceless stops, some voiced stops may also be retained in homorganic word-final nasal-plus-stop clusters, but only in the case of alveolar clusters, eg: land (see above), trend /trend/, blend /blend/. In words like iamb and rhomb, the deleted word-final voiced stops may be recovered by adding suffixes beginning with vowels: rhomboid /römb¥Òd/, iambic /aÒ'£mbÒk/. However, in the case of a velar nasal [Ï] plus a voiced velar stop [g] cluster, the deleted voiced plosive cannot be recovered like so. For example, view: thing (see above) and thingy /'ÈÒÏi/; or sing /'sÒÏ/ and singing /'sÒÏÒÏ/, or tang /'t£Ï/ and tangy /'t£Ïi/. This allows for a contrastive trait between [n] and [ŋ] we mentioned earlier, for example, in words like sin /'sÒn/ and sing /'sÒÏ/, or thin /ÈÒn/ and thing /'ÈÒÏ/. Word-initially, there tend to be no nasal-plus-obstruent clusters, that would be a strong violation of the sonority hierarchy. 

	Set - 3

	stunned
	st§nd

	bombed
	bömd

	belongs
	bÒ'löÏz

	lambs
	'aÒ£mz

	hangs
	h£Ïz

	stones
	st¦¡nz

	stands
	st£ndz

	climbed
	klaÒmd

	singer
	'sÒÏ¦

	trendy
	'trendi

	succumbing
	s¦'k§mÒÏ

	hanged
	'h£Ïd

	slangy
	'sl£ÏÒ

	stringy
	'strÒÏÒ

	thingy
	'ÈÒÏÒ

	singable
	'sÒÏ¦b(¦)l

	standing
	'st£ndÒÏ

	climber
	'klaÒm¦

	sender
	'send¦


Moving on to the third word-set, Set-3, we are faced with a new problem: The underlined words bombed, lambs, climbed, succumbing, and climber have suffixes beginning with vowels at the end of their respective stems, however, in pronunciation the sound [b] is not recovered, thus it seems that the generalization that was made earlier – namely that word-final, voiced plosives may be recovered by adding such suffixes – cannot be maintained. However, if we take a closer look at these words we are bound to notice that they are strong boundary suffixes, ie: #s for pluralization, #ed for past tense or participle form, and #ing for the gerund form. To evade this seeming contradiction, all we need to do is say that the “recovering rule” does not work across strong boundaries. Moreover, the words highlighted in grey present another problem: the consonants that surface in pronunciation seem to violate the “homorganicity rule.” However, English has a restricting rule on word-final consonant clusters, that solves this little loophole on the “homorganicity rule.” The “Alveolar Place Enforcement” rule states that when we have two consonants word-finally, the second one has to be alveolar (see Törkenczy, Phonology handouts–2.).  With this restriction stated, they can be considered to be regular.

	Set-4

	youngest
	'j§ÏgÒst

	stronger
	'ströÏg¦

	longer (adjective)
	'löÏg¦

	diphthongize
	? 'dift¦ÏaÒz

	iambic
	aÒ'£mbÒk

	rhomboid
	'römb¥Òd


The next set of words, Set-4, contains the word youngest. The nature of the suffix “-est” would prove a key to why we pronounce youngest the way we do. If it is a weak boundary suffix, that would explain the re-emergence of the sound [g], since we noted that the “re-emergence” or “recovering” rule does not cross strong boundaries – it can cross weak ones. After spending a lot of time carefully looking into the nature of certain affixes, I found my hypothesis to be correct: “-est” is a weak boundary, thus the “re-emergence” rule can be maintained in its present form. Both stronger and longer contain what we call the “comparative ‘-er’ suffix,” which attaches itself to words by a weak boundary: strong+er, long+er. Hence, in both pronunciations, the [g] sounds that are dropped when one only says the stem, are recovered and articulated. On the other hand – though I could not find a transcription for this word anywhere – I believe diphthongize, has a strong boundary suffix: diphthong#ize. This would account for the absence of the sound [g] in its – presumed – pronunciation. Returning to weak boundary suffixes, iamb+ic and rhomb+oid adhere to the “re-emergence rule” and contain the plosive in their pronunciation. 

The word dumber, and numbest pose an irreconsilable problem, though. Both the “comparative-er” and the “-est” suffixes are weak boundary affixes with initial vowels. However, in pronunciation, the stem-final letters are not recovered: /'d§m¦/ and /'n§mÒst/. What poses the problem here is, that they should appear, but do not. Moreover, this way, from a phonetic point of view, there is no evidence for the underlying “b” at all. To establish further restrictions, such as, for example, “stem-final bilabial plosives cannot be recovered,” would be useless, because – plain and simply – it would not be true: Take the case of the previously mentioned iamb and iambic: /aÒ'£m/ ( /aÒ'£mbÒk/. However, since there are not too many instances of this kind, I therefore regard these two words as rare counterexamples to the “recovering rule.”

Number and longer are complicated issues, yet still can be explained. The difference between the pronunciation of the two senses of number and those of longer lies in their syntactical difference. They are homographs (numbernoun with numberadjective, and longeradjective with longeragent), that have nothing to do with each other concerning their meaning. The adjective longer (more long) is comprised of a stem /löÏ/ and an affix, more precisely, a weak boundary “comparative -er” suffix, that manifests itself as /löÏg¦/ in pronunciation. This is adhering to the “re-emergence” rule set down before. The noun longer (ie, sy. who longs), though differing in pronunciation, does not break this rule either. In this case, we have an “agentive –er” attaching itself to the stem, which is the verb to long this time. This suffix is a strong boundary affix, in contrast to the weak boundary “comparative –er” affix, and therefore, the resulting pronunciation, /'löÏ¦/, does not violate the “re-emergence rule,” for we have stated that that does not cross boundaries. The noun number is a stem on its own and is pronounced /'n§mb¦/, whereas its homographic pair, the comparative form of the adjective numb, number, is comprised of a stem, and an affix – more presicely, the weak boundary “comparative –er” suffix: numb+er. The resulting pronunciation is /n§m¦/. This is a violation of what I called the “recovering / re-emergence rule,” however, as previously stated, I regard this as a somewhat isolated, rare exemption to it, for this word systematically evades “re-emergence.” Take, for example, its superlative form, numbest /'n§mÒst/. That too lacks the [b], which should have been recovered with the attachment of the weak boundary “-est” suffix. 

	Set – 7

	hangar
	'h£Ï¦

	dinghy
	'dÒÏdØi

	gingham
	'gÒÏ¦m

	thingummy
	'ÈÒÏ¦mi


We left word-medial clusters behind in section two, now let us return to them. The seventh word set lines up a few examples for us to consider. We noted that any homorganic nasal+stop cluster is permitted intervocalically. Hangar does not seem to pose trouble: In the case of hangar, the nasal assimilates in its place of articulation to the velar stop [g]. Then, the voiced velar stop is dropped, similarly to the phenomenon experienced at word-final positions. Note that, also similarly to the word-final position experience, the voiceless pair of the velar plosive would probably not be dropped: take, for example, honkey /'höÏkÒ/, anchor /'£Ïk¦/, ankle /'£Ïkl/, and so on. Gingham and thingummy seem to be closely related to hangar in this sense. Similarly to the thing-thingy example above, where the stem-final voiced stop (when combined with a nasal) could not be recovered. It seems this tendency carries on word-medially also. As to why /ÏdØ/ occurs in dinghy, I could not explain it with the interplay of the glottal fricative [h], because in thingummy, the cluster does not change into /ÏdØ/, but remains /Ïg/. My only conclusion could be that this is another isolated example.

	Set – 8

	unkind
	§n'kaÒnd

	uncut
	§n'k§t

	unbent
	§n'bent

	unpack
	§n'p£k


As regarding the last set of words, minor modifications have to be made to the rules we have set up till now. The reason this set of words is deemed peculiar is, that unlike the words we have discussed up till now, these contain a prefix as an affix, contrary to the suffixes we have dealt with up till now. The only modification the assimilation rule needs to have, is to be broadened to incorporate prefixes also. It would be a mistake to over-broaden the rule to all affixes, for that would include infixes too, with which we have not dealt with during the course of this paper. Once the assimilation rule (or homorganicity rule, as referred to earlier) has been broadened to encompass prefixes, we can start to determine why or why not there is no assimilation in the words above. Apart from this minor modification, we have to insert a parameter that deals with morpheme boundaries ocne more, and state that assimilation does not cross word boundaries concerning prefixes (either). This, then, explains why we say /§n'p£k/ and /§n'bent/, and not /§m'p£k/ and /§m'bent/, which would be assimilating the place of articulation of the nasal to the following consonant. 

I must note at this point that though I have checked the ELTE SEAS portal’s online phonological dictionary, the Macmillan English Dictionary for Advanced Learners, the Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary, the Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English, and the English-Hungarian Grand Dictionary from Országh László, and though it was not mentioned anywhere, I still would like to call to attention the object of my doubts concerning words like unbent, or unpack. I remain unconvinced, therefore I would like to make a suggestion for further studies: It would be very interesting to make a detailed, extensive study of how natives pronounce such words, for I have experienced that pronunciation of prefixes like “–un” might – at least seemingly – undergo partial assimilation and yield something resembling a velarized nasal “m.” 

This would conclude the brief study of the words presented to us for consideration. In closing, I would like to note that I am by no means claiming that I am familiar with all the literature on nasals, or similar assimilations to the ones we have dealt with here. Therefore, I have no claims to originality concerning these ideas, even though other literature was not utilized, save the ones included on the Works Cited page.
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Appendix-1: See transcription key at http://seas3.elte.hu/epd.html 

	
	ng ( [ng]

	1
	greengages
	'gringeIdZIz

	2
	greengage
	'gringeIdZ

	3
	greengroceries
	'gringr@Us@rIz

	4
	greengrocers
	'gringr@Us@z

	5
	greengrocer
	'gringr@Us@R

	6
	greengrocery
	'gringr@Us@rI

	7
	ingatherings
	'Ing&D@rINz

	8
	ingathering
	'Ing&D@rIN

	9
	ingoing
	'Ing@UIN

	10
	ingress
	'Ingres

	11
	ingrowing
	'Ingr@UIN

	12
	languorous
	'l&ng@r@s

	13
	Leningrad
	'lenIngr&d

	14
	Oakengates
	'@UkngeIts

	15
	ongoing
	'0ng@UIN

	16
	shinguards
	'SingAdz

	17
	shinguard
	'SingAd

	18
	sunglasses
	'sVngl&sIz

	19
	ungrammatically
	.Vngr@'m&tIklI

	20
	ungrammatical
	.Vngr@'m&tIkl

	21
	vanguards
	'v&ngAdz

	22
	vanguard
	'v&ngAd


