1LOW PHONETIC VOICE ASSIMILATION WITH OBSTRUENTS IN
POLISH AND ENGLISH

JErzY RoBacH

Tnivernty of Wotsaw

Obstruents are different from sonorants in that they are produced “‘with
a cavity configuration that makes spontaneous voicing impossible” (Chomsky
and Halle 1968 302). The mere fact that voicing or unvoicing of obstruents must
be determinate suggests the importance of the feature [voice] for distinctions
among ohstruents. In some contexts, however, these distinctions may be
obliterated completely (as in Polish) or partially (as in English). This oblit-
eration is caused by different assimilation processes referring to voicing
and unvoicing. In this paper an attempt will be made to analyze such processes
in Polish and English. We shall be primarily, though not exclusively, concerned
with low phonetic rules and sinec such rules may be at least partly accent-
specific it is important to note that we shall be considering Warszawska Iol-
szczyzna Kulturalna for Polish and Received Pronunciation for English.
No attempt is made to account for alternations such as, for example, [df—/s/
in offend — offence, [d{—/8/ In pretend — pretension (and probably/b/—/p/
in transcribe — tramscription) as these are clearly not conditioned by low pho-
netic contexts! and consequently not by low phonetic rules of voicc as-
similation.

It seems best from the organizational point of view to discuss the process
of voice assimilation first in a progressive aspect (an adjustment to the seg-

- —_

1 In thia papsr we accept the view that, o.g., the allernani of /bf in babkg 15 an
output of a low phonetic rule active in the context of a phonetie voiccless segment,
similarly the [&p] in gréib 1s conditioned by a low phonstic context, ef., grézh zlowieszozych

[-zb 4 2-].
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ment which_ precedes) and then in a regressive one {(ann adjustment to the
segment 'w.hneh follows} Further on, in each type statements must be made
about voicing and unvoicing of segments.

Progressive assimilation

Progressive assimilation in Polish and English involves only unvoicing of
seg_ments, In the traditional approach to Polish phonology (cf., for insta.nce.
ijrzchnwska 1971 : 203-4) the progressive assimilation of unvoicing 1'5:.
invariably considercd (at least for WPK? to be a historical process non-
Plj()d]leti?'ﬁ synchronically for modern Polish. This view is clearly untenable
mthm the framework of generative Phonology accepted in this paper. In our
opinion the progressive assimilation of unvoicing is productive. There are ba-
sically there arguments in support of this interpretation:

a) the often mentioned fact (cf. Wierachowska 1971: 204} that in the South-
West accent of Polish this assimilation may not occur, ie., forms liks
[kv’at] or [kv'jat] are permissible®. , )

Witlhin the generative framework where an attempt is made at giving
gene.mhza,tionﬂ and phonological and phonetic rules account for la.;guage
specific or aa.in this case accent spocific diversification of phonetic forms the
above quoted data may point to the fact that kwiat shonld be entered with
an underlying /v/ in the lexicon: this is the least convineing argument as there
might be cases of dialectal differences reflected directly in the underlying
representations.

b} stylistic a:f.lterna.tinng i both Polish aceents in eases such as trwad where
the prevocalic obstruent can be voiced or voiceless:

c) ﬁnal‘ly the most pov.ierful argument: nonstylistic obligatory voieing of the
i}hﬂrlitlc [f] of marchws, rzodkwi, modlitwa in marchewek, rzodkiewek, modli-
ewnik, ’

'.é:.ﬂ; first glance it may seem that theso alternations ean be explained by a
volemng rule having the shape 4:

(1) [-+obstr] = [4-voice] [[+voice]—[+voice]

: ’IWPK hereafter will denote “Warszawska Polszezyzna Kulturalns,
- ti; 1: also ?;tﬂn attested in WPK but only in songs ad the singers make deliberste
4 :
TVP}'p avold voiceless segments (e.g. Bogdana Zagorska, Wielka gra. 6.05.1973.
* Kiparsky’s alternation condition a8 the ond ] i L
! ¥ premiee for sebting up underlying
rgepreaentﬂtmna has F}een generally rejected, cf. Hyman (1970), for recent discussion
ussmann (fortheoming) and for a controversy over the indeterminancy of phonological

m;;esent&tions cf. K. E. Ziromer {1969), J. L. Malone {1970), Th. Lightner (1971 : 521 -
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The rule is easily praved to be false since in, e.g. chafek, mainia we have the
phonetic [t] not [d]. Consequently, modlitwa and the like should be rather
viewed as having the underlying /v/ which is unvoiced by the assimilation
rale (2):

(2) | +obstr] [ —voice] / [—voice]—

The above mentioned alternation seems to provide enough evidenco o
postulatc underlying voiced obstruents also in words such as tworzyé, swarz,
krzak, etc., although for these specifie instances no alternants have been dis-
covercd. Furthermore, let us notice that in trwaé, krwi, plwaé the prevocalic
obstruent is usually (though not always) recalized as voiceless. This would
suggest a necessary cxtension of rule (2) to apply also over phonologically
veiced segments. As is immediately clear these segments are liquids. Thus
rule (2) in its extended version takes the following shape:

+vooe
(3) [-+-obstr] — [—voice]/{[—voice] -
-+ contin -}-cons

In accordance with Harms’s abbreviatory devices (1968: ch.7) the rule
Ig expanded first in its fuller form (i.e. with the liquids) and thus applies
to krwe, phwaé and then in its shorter version applying to twarz, kwiat, medlitwy,
krzak, etc. As mentioned above the prevocalic obstruent separated from the
voieceless segment by a Hquid (i.e., the environment of (3) in its cxpanded
version} may be voiceless (i.e., when rule (3) applies) or voiced. It is voiced
only in careful guarded speech (speeches made in public, texts read by radio-
speakers). Thus (3) in ifs expanded version is an optional rule. Its application
or non-application produces variant pronunciations comparable to those
found in English in reference to the place or manner of articulation, the dif-
ference being that English variant pronunciations are a result of an intricate
mterplay of phonological rules while with Polish voiced — voiceless variants,
as in krwt, the rules are clearly low phonetie.

In faet in English in the voiceless environment obstruents are invariably
devoiced usually partially or with some speakers fully. If a voiced obstrucnt
appears after a pause or a voiceless segment then it is devoiced in the part
adjacent to the voiceless context. Thus in bow, this bow, crassbow [b] is de-
voiced in the first half {Jassem 1971: 189 ff).

The process can be described by rule (4) (to be collapsed with another
rule, cf. below):

(4) [4-obstr] — [—voice] /{[—foii} {#)}__
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Two points need explaining in this rule:

— the abbreviatory device of dotted bracketing denotes that the rule applies
f;ﬂ parts of segments and furthermore to that part of the segment which
is a.dja,cen.t to the conditioning environment. A need for such as abbrevi-
?;Fr% uta;ﬁulgl;gymnventmn has been found on independent grounds
This solution is favoured over Halle’s propesal quoted by Postal (1968 : 78)

where half-devojced segments are denoted by the feature complex [—[—te;me

“voice]. It seems that the devoicing of obstruents is not due to the intruducj

fton of articulatory tension but rather to the assimilation to [—voice] segments

Thus the half devoiced obstruent remains [ —tense] unlike as in the arbove‘-

analysed Polish examples where the fully unvoiced obstruent could be equated

with other voiceless obstruents (the phonetic [f] in twarz is not different from
the [f]in firanka).

— {4) 18 regarded as an assimilation rule. The difficulty arises with pauses
as conditioning clements. 1t is hard to think of an assimilation of a segment
to something which is not a segment such as pauscs in our case. However
the rule can be maintained if wo agree to regard pauses as functionaﬂ}:
voiceless obstruents 3, which points to a certain generalization.

From the phonetic material which we have cxamined it seems that this
generalization is specific to English and its usefulness is limited as it is not
only language specific but also restricted to the progressive type of assimilation.

Let us regard it, however, as a first approximation and sce whether it could
not be extended to other cases.

Regressive assimilation of voicing

In English the situation is straightforward. In Reccived Pronunciation
the regressive assimilation of voicing docs not occur®. Polish scems somewhat
complex in this respect. Apart from the obvious differences between the WPK
and the South-West accent there are a few allegedly troublesome points
Consider the following words: |
A. liczba, takie, prosba, Bohdan, ruszie, kupie, tak bylo, brat wiedzial, prosié go
B. a) fakt ze, kask dobry, fuks wyjathowy, szewe zapracowany ’

b) punki dziewietnasta, instynkt zachowawezy, pavistw budujgeych

cj tekst byl, wydawnictw dawnych

* This 1s essentially a modification of Tass’s idea (1971 : 26 - 7T) that for German
word }_I)ﬂuf‘.'ldﬁl‘i{:‘.ﬁ should be treated funciionally as voieeless obstruents.

* It is not fruc for other English sccents. In Scottish English such assimilations
appear to be regular. Aborerombie (1965 : 136) quotes blackboard, birthday as having (g]
unid 18] respectively under the influsnco of the following voiced obstruent. i
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d) prezestepstw wojennych, ludoznawstw dawnych

C. zanidslby, zgnidiiby, podniost wage, wloki go.
The phonologically voiceless obstruents in the words of A and B7 appear
in a volcing context, ie., before other voiced obstruents. Consequently,
they should be voiced in accordance with the well known rule of Polish phonol-
ogy that sequences of obstruents are either fully voiced or fully voiceless.
In normal spéf:ch it is in fact the case with all the examples quoted in A and B.a.
Voicing of obstruent clusters in B.b, ¢, d is less obvious. One important res-
ervation has to be made before we proceed: we are considering a style of
Polish where no rapid speech deletions have taken place. Otherwise the
whole argument would be pointless as consonant clugters may often have a
reduced number of members. Thus in tekst byf the ft] is often elided and then
the situation is that of B.a. In paistw budujgeych two final obstruents may
be deleted and in przestepstw wojennych even three. Consequently, the words
become parallel to those in A and by & regular process a single voiceless ob-
gtruent is voiced in the favourable environment: hence the prohuncistions
such as [pa;jzt bud-], [pdestemzt vo-1.

Jassem and Fobacz (1972: 11) quote fekst byl as an cxception “running
contrary to the rules of Polish phonotactics” since they have noted the pro-
nunciation [ kst #b-] where the sequence of obstruents is not uniform in voice.
In our opinion this should not be regarded as excoptional but rather as an
example of regular stylistic variations. If we compare the words in B.b and B.d
we notice that the probability of voicing of final obstruent clusters decreases
quite rapidly. As a matter of fact thosein B.d are (according to my observations)
more often voiceless than voiced.

'The regularity underlying thesc variations secms straightforward: the more
members in an obstruent cluster, the less obligatory is the voicing assimzlation
rule.

'In other words, if we analyse careful and guarded speeeh, in A all obstruents
will be invariably voiced, the same in B.a (voiceless pronunciations can noted
only in overcareful unnatural speech}).in B.b, B.c the probability of voiceless
clusters increases, in B.d obstruent clusters are normally voiceless in this style
of speech, i.e., the voicing rule does not apply in spite of the following voiced
context. Now let us consider the words in C. Zanidstby has three possible
pronunciations: {sw#b], [zw#b]. [z #b]. The last pronunciation may be dlis-
regarded here as after the deletion of [w], zaniéstby falls together with the
examples in A and the voicing is obligatory by a regular process. The first
two pronunciations prove that the rule of voicing assimilation does not obli-

7 In some examples of B therc are clustera of voiceless obatruents with the phono-
logically voiced fv/{. Tt may be safely acespted, however, that at this stage the phono-
logical /v/ is represented by the phonetic [f] due to unvoicing assimilations. This viow
gtems from the fact that rules first apply to words and only then to phrases.
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gatorily apply if the voiceless obstruent is separated from the voici te
by [w]. As '[W] is phonologically a liguid (we are referring to the Hufdc mll 'xt
repre?el}ta,t_mn here as this will have to be done anyway in rule (2) an{-::ir glq rjg
1';he .Slml.lfﬁl‘].t}r of environments of (8) and (3) will be more evident: f. ;111
]ust{ﬁca,tmn of [w] as derived from an underlying liquid cf. Gusaman;l &r the
c-:;]inmg]l the intertr__ening segment should be described by the fea:l'rer;
[ vocs,

—[—cnnsc}n:" Fruthermore, notice that the stylistic variant with & voiced

obstruent in such si_tuatiﬂna Is dependent on the presence of the voicing
context (recall that in trweé this was not the casc} which in the examples

given in C is a voiced obstruent appearin
g after a word boundar }
has a word boundary; for discussion sce below). P

We can sum up our discussion in a tormal rule like (5):

(5) [+obgtr] — [+ voice] / ([i:;ﬁszl D (#) [inbstr]
T ‘GNB0N voice

l"tTute that the obstruent speeification in the environment is necessary he
sinee, for example, in zanidst rése the phonetic [2w] is not possible R

Rules (5) and (3) are clearly ordered. Rule (3) must precede l(5) SO as t
cause the unvoicing of v/ In marchwi, ete. If (5) preceded (3) then we woulz
get incorrect outputs (in our example /x{ would be voieed): J |

Begressive assimelation of unvoicing

. A_ﬂ befnrf-i, English presents no difficulty here. Voiced obstruents are partially
evoiced (with some speakers fully, of. Gimson 1966 147) before a paunse

or & voiceless segment, o 3. Bob, bed. b 7
- . s p s teave, bath :
adsorb, Bob to, bed for. ag athe, rose, rouge, absolute,

The appropriate rule ig:

(6) [+obstr] — [—voice] / T
f— {(#)[—voice]
+1he ru}e 18 s..imila.r to (4) both in its shape and interpretation; even more (6)
:1;;. IMITTOr image cu'f {4) hence the collapsing of the two rulos is called for.
18 can be done using Bach’s “neighbourhood convention®;

{7) [+obstr] - [—vnice]_/j{(#) [ H .#]{#}}
—voice

The;e is still one case to be examined for English, If a voiced obstruent
oceurs between a phonologically voiced obstruent and & pause or a4 voiceless
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segment then it is fully unvoiced (cf. Jassem 1971: 211), e g. robs, beds, bags,
robs for, bags from?®, ete.

This fully unvoiced obstruent is not, however, phonetically identical with
[g] as in see. The difference lies primarily in the force of articulation: [z] is
[—tense] and [s] is [+ tense], which must be marked in the rule:

. +-obstr -Fobstr | # #
(8) —tense | — [—voice] 1 voice # [-—voice]

It seems to be a good point of departure to digseuss briefly the feature [tense]
in low phonetic considerations of consonants. ¥First of all the feature is used
in basically two senses: foree of articulation (e.g. Gimson 1966: 32) sand length
(e.g. Hoard 1971: 134} or both at the same time (e.g. Chomsky and Halle
1968 : 324),

The last approach is most appealing as clearly apart from the greater
muscular effort length should also be considered. This explaing, for instance,
why the vowel in bit is shorter than in bid ([t] 18 long so the vowel is short,
[d] is short so the vowel is long). There has been a long lasting controversy
in linguistics about the role of the features [voice] and [tense] in phonetic
differentiation of sounds. Somc linguists claimed that [tense] was the distinctive
feature e.g. in English, others were inclined to ascribe this role to [voice].
The discussion is summed up in Kim’s article (1965: 339 ff.) and there is no
need to repeat it here, We might only add Hultzén (1962 : 310) to the list
of the adherents of the [tense] feature as distinetive {in this case for English.
It seems best to accept the view that at least for English and Polish [voice]
and [tense] are concomitant features. For phonological and the majority
of phonetic analyses [voiec] provides sufficient distinction. It is only wvery
rarcly that these two features are seperated (cf. rule (8)* and some Polish
examples below, then [ —tense] appears in the left side specification), In other
cages in this paper whenever we state that an obstruent has been unvoiced
(the whole scgment, ie. solid line in our notation) we always understand
that the change from [ 4fense] to [ —tense] hag also taken place. Kim (1966 457)
rightly strcsses that [tense] is a relative feature. Consequently, it may be
different in absolute values in different languages. This seems to be the case
with English and Polish. It appears correct to suggest that for Polish its

¢ Tt scems that the phonological representation of the plural morpheme (also of
other morphemes having this shape as the 3rd person singular of the present tense) 18 fiz/.
* Harrig (1969 : 41) does for Spanish what wo bave done for English, 1.e., he represents
& phonologically voiced obstruent which is phonotically fully unvoiced by the feature
_ _ — volce
specification [__ T:-ane] 2
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absclute values are much lower than for Englis}l. It explains why for Slavie
languages [voice] is more important for phouetic identification of segments 10,

Joming back to the main issues taken up in this paper let ns observe
that the “pause” generalization we formulated earlier in a first approximation
can be extended {urther, via, vule (6). Thus the generalization should read
as follows: in unvoieing assimilations in English pauses function as voiceless
obstrucngs. Notice that (7) and (8) form an ordered set where {8) precedes
{7), ef. a low phonetic derivation for beds:

Divel

; I = VoG )
rigkye H" 1P o, v g T o .
I ? : e f} g “}l{ re Y e il "‘f—{*flﬂf'_il
i [ F
LR

Regressive assimilations of unvoicing are much more complex in Polish.
Consider the following words:
A. chleb, réd, Bdg, mdw, bez, jes, wez, chod?;
B. chieh ten, réd ksiqiecy, Bog chrzescijadiski, moéw ciszej, ber kwitngsy, 7€z
kluggey, wez sobie, chodé tutay;
C. chleh razowy, réd ostawiony, Bdg laskawy, méw lepiej, bez roinoraki, jei
o ostrych ..., wez jej, chod? racze} wolniej;
D. rébmy, weimy, postawmy, chodimy, lesmy;
E. babka, budka, rowka, ielazko, brzetha, butka, .
As is immediately clear all the phonologically voiced obstruents (cf. chleh-
chicba, mow-mbwi, babka-babek, eto.) are represented phonetically by their
voiceless counterparts.
The underlying process is regressive assimilation of unvelcing. Let us
examine the environment in which it takes place:

A — before a pause
B — before a voiceless chstruent across word boundaries
E — before a voiceless obstrucnt within words

C, ) — before a sonorant across word boundaries.

The collapsing ot C and 1) may at first glance gcem dubious. Superficially
one may tend to regard rébmy as having a morpheme boundary. It will prove
to be false when we compare it with biedny which clearly has such boundary
after tho second obstruent (bieda — biedny, obrona — obronny). With morpheme
boundarics the unvoicing assimilation rule does not apply: beedny bas a phonetic
[d} though it may be auditorily shightly obliterated as the realization variant
has usuvally « nasal plosion here (but, f. chleba-t-a, bieg-1- I}, Consequently,
robmy should he analysed as having a word boundary (unvoicing as before
word boundaries when a sonorant follows), hence the ease is parallel to those
analysed by Chomsky and Halle (1968 : 95). |

¥ In this connection of. L. (. Jones's experiment quoted by Jukohson et al. {1965 :
38) and Shapiro’s observations (1966 - 193),
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They compare resolve (“‘determine’), reserwe (“withhold”) with ?‘E-.S{{IUE
(“‘solve ancw”), re-serve (“‘serve anew”) and find that the lack of voicing
of the medial obstruent in the last two examples is eaused by the presence
of a word boundary across which the rule of /s/ voicing between the prefix
and the stem vowel does not apply. In our case further support can be gained
from syntax: my may appear as a syntactically separate constituent ‘W}-li]{i‘
the English re- of re-serve and the Polish -ny of biedny (-¢ of robie, sz of robisz)
cannot. In this connection it is worth mentioning though not directly relevant
for our discussion here that -by In zanidstby, zgnidtthy, mogiby, zjadiby, poszediby,
ete., is also separated by a word boundary. A similar syntactic proot {:a,n_be
given here (zanidstby vs. by zanidsi), the phonological segmental proof being
obliterated by the fact that the obstruent may be voiced by rule (5) (for
the last three examples sce below). The analysis of -by as a separatc word
is additionally supported by suprasegmcental facts: -by does not change :bhe
position of stress (moglaby and not mog'laby} while morphemes do: fele"wizor
— telews zora, pra’cowal — pracu'jecie.

Summing up the unvoicing of obstruents in the above five groups can be
formglly expressed by & rule having the shape:

# # (2)

# [+sonor] (b)

(9) [ obstr] — [—voice] {#}[-}—Db?ﬁl‘] {c)
' — e VOLCE

Rule (9), as one might naturally expect, is functionally paraliel to our carhicr
voice asg milation rules of Polish :to (5) with a reverse value). It can be noticed
immediately that the “paunse” generalization formulated on the basis of
unvoicing in English should be extended to Polish. Now it seems to be an
appropriate moment to see how the voicing and unvoicing rules apply to
clusters of consonantas.

Voicing:

telst byt (the style in which the whole cluster is voiced)

tekst bitw

rule (5) teksd bi-
rule (5) tekazd
ritle (5) togzd

Unvoicing:
rozdzka, wrozh
ruzdika wvruiZb
rule (9) ruztka vruip
rule (9) ruditka VIuép
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An important general conclusion can be drawn from these derivations:
at the low phonetic level the same rule may apply sequentially (at least with
voice assimilations). Lightner (1971: 551-2) is worried about the application
of voicing and unvoicing rules and describes the problem as unsolved. He
basically asks the question if the voicing or unvoicing is done in steps or
whether it applies to the whole cluster directly. As can beseen above, our analysis
is done in steps. We believe that this is preferable and better in view of the
fact that (5) and (9) are regarded as assimilation rules, Since by assimilation
we understand a change of a~segmont (more exactly feature(s) in the feature
matrix which the segment represcnts) under the influence of another segment
(feature matrix) the derivation has to be done in steps, the procedure stemming
from the nature of assimilation processes. Our ““pause’” generalization describes
the unvoicing of /b/ in wrézb and the like.

It is interesting to mention, though only marginally, that the separation
of the features [voice] and [tense] in obstruents may occur in Polish (Biedrzycki,
fortheoming). Obviously, this cannet be analysed on a par with other un-
voicing rules as its ranking is much lower (it is a stylistic detail). Such separa-
tion of the two otherwise concomitant features may oceur only in one style
of speech (and not with all speakers), namely, when word final sonorants
are unvoiced 1, Thus in part VII in the Polish TV serial about the life of Balzac,
for instance, onc could notice whole voiceless endings in: prentedzy, srebra,
wyjade, ete. From this we can formulate a stylistic rule (10):

(10) [+Db$tr] — | -~voice] / [—!—sm:mr]
—tense || —Vvolce

Marking the feature [—tense] in the left side specifieation signifies (as in rule
(B) that the change in the feature [voice] is not accompanied by an automatic
change in the feature [tense]. (10) is, as we have remarked, a stylistic rule
and that is why the range of its application varies eonsiderably. If we take
fubt, for example, we may hear [lub’i] (the rule of unvoicing sonorants has
not applied), [lub’i] (the sonorant unvoicing has applied but {10) has not),
(lub’i] (rule (10). In fact still two other pnmunua,tmm are possible {lud’]

or more often with a palatal friction after [p] — (lup®|. Thus there is still one
- obstr

context in which we may have a | —voice | segment and this is the output
—tense

of rule {11) when the voiceless vowel is deloted:

11 A phenomenon described by Bicdrzyckl and noticed by me indcpondently. As
it turped out Biodrzyeki had worked 1t out earlier in detail and forvialated in his forth-
corning article “Samogloski bezdéwigezne w jesyku polskim™.
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(11) [V_]_,@;_##

—VO1ce

(11} is not a fully specified rule - - intonation should be included in the environ-
ment (Biedrzycki, forthcoming) and in our opinion also another context
— before a voiceless obstruent hut then it seems to me the change of jtense]is
coneomitant with the change of [v nn:.-p[ in the obstruent ong robi to [ —p’ #tﬂ]“
Furthermore, the output of rule ( } [rob’} Is rather unstable since then “the
obstruent appears hefore a pause mui (mthuenti}f [ - tense] tends to become
[--tense] giving a form like [rop’] or [ropt]. Therefore we would like to snggest
that (11} is ordered after (10) as only after the application of (11) is the varia-
tion ['lg:] ~[p '} possible.

In this way we may have a low phonetie stylistie derivation along the following

il11eR:

[lub’'l] — a possible output, no unvoicing rule has applied

i'lub’g] — # possible output, & sonorant unvoicing rule (not formulated in
this paper) has applied

{in’t‘gé_'[ — a possible output, rule (10}

[lub’] — «a possible output, rule (11)

{lup ] — a possible output, rule (10)

Hupt] — a possible output, palatal affrication rule (not formuisted here).

Some difficulty may apparently arise with forms like [dobg] dobrze {quoted
by Biedrzycki, forthcoming) and [pZ] preestez (Jassem and Tobacz 1972 :12).
In these forms the regressive unvoicing rule (in the former) and the regressive
voieing rule (in the latter) have not applied. One cun notice immediately,
however, that both forms are stylistic variants (occasional) brought out by
stylistic deletions.

Consequently, rules (10} and (5) should be given a descriptive restriction
that they may not be obligatory with some stylistic variants which are out-
puts of stylistic deletion rules.

Now let us examine whether the situation of mdglby is analogical to that
of zanidsiby. Cons der the following groups of words:

A. a) mégl, zadl, biegl, ansambl, mddl (sie), zubr, kadr, mechanizm, blizn,
preyiain

b) zdziebetko, medrea, bieglszy
B. a) mogl to, zjadl tyle, biegl szybko, mddl sie, tubr ten, kadr takich, mechanizm

starodawny, eotc.

b) mogt radzic, zjadl lakomie, biegl vstroznie, Zubr oswojony, kadr naszych,

mechanizm nowoczesny, ete,
C. moglhy, zjadtby, bieglby, 2ubr darowany, kadr doborowych, mechanizm
wynaleziony, ete.

12 Only o luboratory experiment can give a final apawer here.
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];u all the groups a phonologically voiced obstruent is followed by a sonorant
Furthermore, in A and B it is followed in turn by & devoicing context: 3;::
—a pause, Ab — a volceless obstruent, B — a "Ji.r"(:ricelﬁss ohstruenlt (*Ix:}‘ -
a énnor&nt- (b) across word boundaries. In C the following enﬁr;:rnmt }{?r
T.-*mcnd. but invariably there is an intervening word boundary -(ﬁr.hf*re ;2 rfbl-g
s as argued above, moglt # by). Our observations point to the ’faetlfhl-g:
in. .ar]] the groups the obstruent nnder discussion ean bhe P]lﬂn{‘ﬁ{‘ﬂﬂ v'th&.
voiced or viocelesst3, Thus taking the first word in the list mcig:;ri ;:m{?alf:m;aﬁr
have two pronunciations [mugw] and |mukw]: mégl, mdq:ﬁ to, mogl rad }”f‘
Tnégﬁby 14, It is not comparable to résl, roslby as here the v'a,ria-i;inn ['iw];[?ﬁ’
in rot independent of context ([ruzw] in a nonvoicing environment is im <,
ible, which stems from the fact that fs/ is phonologically [—voice]) S
Therefore we, would bke to suggest that in cases such ag ?‘dsﬁi;y we hav
a non-obligatory application of rules in some contexts while words like mdgf
et‘e.,have true low phonetic variant proninciations® with respect to the 1,; il
Di.the nonfinal obstruent (cases such as frwaé could alzo he discnssed ?;?lng
th]E’-. heading). We call them variant pronunciations as they appear with -
emﬁjlmmmmt. Note, however, that their origin can be accounted iinr b '1,. ﬂlllllz’r
‘Wh]C-]'l ‘is basically an cxpanded and slightly modified version of {93;; I';hi
unvoicing environment here is that of 2 word boundary or a voiceless ﬂbst{:uent:

o »bat;
(12) (‘|—”b_5t'r] — [—wvoicc] /—[i:;iﬂr] [jzo?{:z} (ar)
% (b)

'Ijhe cnvironment specification groups liquids and nasals where [w] is, as men-
tm_ned previously, & phonological liquid. Rule {(12) brings up an iliterestixi
point. In words such as medrea the two pronunciations one with [t] and tl :
other with [d] originate from the context of a voiceless obstruent (12a i
padl or padiby — from a word boundary (12b). | | »
It scems then that Lass™s suggestion for German (1971: 26-7, of. my foot-
note 5) applies also to Polish but the difference is that in chiigh- wg musf
—~+ s0nor
| | - gyll
in this connection to come back to our “pause” generalization and extend

13 1
.| f;ftentlnn ;?:u}d bl(:ldra,wn to the fact in the SBouth-West accent of Poligh this may
: the caseo. wsurnably, tl ' s 1ation i
ey ¥, there will nol bo such variation in the example quoted in
13 i . . 3
As proviously we tn,lkc:rth:a atyle of speech where tho final sonorsnt in miégé, padt
;ja iJhls IlUt‘- deleted. Ul.mﬁ .1t 18 deleted the words fall together with the ex&mpleajgiv{u:
or the Ub]]gﬂtﬂl:},r application of the veieing rule {6) in the case of mdglby, cte., or the 1]1-1-
voreing rule (9) in the case of mdgl, mdgl powiedsieé, mogl radzid S
13 Notice that the possibilit - i 3
y of the deletion of [w] in migl ¢ '
another low phonetic variant propuneciation. & e iiteprodties

obligatorily have an intervening |: ] segment. It seems werthwhile
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it to the case discussed above:
pauses funection as voiceless obstruents if the word begins (only English)

or ends (both English and Polish) in a phonologically voiced obstruent,

additionally in Polish word boundaries can have this function if a phono-

logically voiced obstruent is followed by a sonorvans.

Finally let us consider a group of exceptional prepositions: w,; z, bez, od,
nad, pod, przez, preed. Unlike other prepositions (cf. wediug, wedlus, ete.)
they are phonctically realized with a final voiced consonant not only before
voiced obstruents but also before all sonorants. In other words bez has &
phonctic [z] not only in bez diugn but also in bez rady, bez loterit, bez matki,
Loz notatek, bez miani, bez ostony, bez fyiki, bez jablek. Although thesc prepusi-
tions have in WPK the status of exceptions they necd not be marked individ-"
ually in the lexicon. They form & certain group distinet from other prepositions:
they have a final phonologically voiced obstruent {this distinguishes them
from e.g., zamiast, oprdez) and they contain not more than four segments
(this distinguishes them from e.g. wzdluz, also redundantly from zamiest
ete). This group of prepositions has phonetically unvoiced final obstruents
only before a pawse or a voiceless obstruent. Thus only the (9a) and (9¢)
environments are met. Conscquently the unvoicing assimilation rule (clearly

a subrule of {9) will take the shape:
4 I:—,L-oh:js,tr]
—voice

(13) | +obstr] — [—voice] / . 4 4

In view of Lightner's theory (1968: 70ff.) (13) should be regarded as & minor
rule.

In conelusion let us review bricfly what has been postulated. The examined
material cnables us to make statements not only referring to the contrastive
analysis of Polish and English but also some of a more gencral nature bearing
on the theory of generative phonology.

Low phonetic voicing and unvoicing in Polish and English should be regard-
ed as & process of assimilation. This reasoning seems to be correct in every
detail on the acceptance of what we have called a “pause” generalization
extended to word boundaries in some cases in Polish. Although some rules
have not been collupsed it is clear that in all cases we are dealing with basically
the same type of assimilatory adjustments of segments. These adjustments
can sometimes take different forms (as, for instance, oceasionally otherwise
concomitant change of the features [voice] and [tense] may be separated).

Styles of speech have a considerable bearing on the application of certain rules.
Thus in & few cases rules, generally taken as obligatory, turn out to apply
optionally. There are words in Polish having low phonetic variant pronuncid-
tions with respect to the voicing or unvoicing of obstruents. Such pronuncia-
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tions occur in different styles and are independent of the segmental context
which follows. Progressive assimilation of unvoicing in Polish seems to be a
productive process necessary for the discovery of the nature of underlying
gegments. Orthographic words cannot be always equated with phenological
ones as 18 the case with mdglby and rébmy. Voice assimilation in English is
generally obligatory while in Polish it way be optional depending primarily
on the style of speech and occasionally on the number of obstruents to be as-
similated.

As far as theoretical considerations are concerned three points should
be stressed: (a) low phonctic rules are ordered (at least some of them), which
contradiets McCawley's statement (1968: 14); (b) woice assimilation rules
apply in steps and (c¢) sometimes the samc rule may apply scquentially.
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