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Abstract:	 This	 study	 aims	 to	 investigate	 the	
internalisation	of	the	transliterated	English	words	in	
Urdu	by	Urdu	speakers.	In	Urdu,	words	are	spelt	the	
same	 as	 they	 are	 pronounced.	 Consequently,	
everyday	Urdu	speakers	presume	the	same	as	holding	
true	 also	 for	 English	 pronunciation	 and	 its	
orthography.	Hence,	the	study	explores	the	ways	and	
processes	 influencing	 the	 pronunciation	 of	 certain	
English	words	by	fresh	undergraduate	L1	&	L2	Urdu	
speakers	 at	 university	 or	 college	 levels.	 A	
comprehensive	 list	 of	 197	 English	 words	 has	 been	
listed,	along	with	the	transcription	of	deviant	as	well	
as	 Standard	 British	 English.	 It	 can	 evidently	 be	
observed	 that	 educated	 L1	 &	 L2	 Urdu	 speakers	
articulate	the	words	in	a	different	or,	in	some	cases,	
incorrect	way.	No	doubt,	they	may	be	influenced	by	
the	negative	transfer	of	features	from	L1.	However,	a	
considerable	 negative	 role	 is	 also	 found	 due	 to	 the	
transliteration	of	English	words	into	Urdu.	
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Introduction	
Transliteration	 refers	 to	 the	 method	 of	
converting	 the	 script	 (alphabet,	 syllable,	
characters	 etc.)	 of	 one	 writing	 system	 to	
another,	such	as	writing	words	of	a	language	
based	on	an	alphabetic	writing	system	into	a	
language	based	on	a	syllabic	writing	system	
(Haddouti	 &Cluzel,	 1999	 cited	 in	 Ayob,	
2006).	Simply,	we	can	say	that	transliteration	
is	the	practice	of	changing	a	writing	system	
(script)	 of	 a	 language	 into	 a	 comparable	
(though	 not	 the	 same)	 substitute	 writing	

system	(script)	of	another	language.		
Many	 of	 the	 approaches	 and	 methods	

employed	 for	 this	 purpose	 use	 statistical	
tools	 and	 quantitative	 data.	 However,	
transliteration	 techniques,	 according	 to	
Sethuramalingam,	 are	 roughly	 divided	 into	
two	 major	 approaches,	 i.e.	 graphene-based	
and	 phoneme-based	 (2009).	 About	 the	
purpose	 of	 transliteration,	 Beasley	 (1998,	
cited	 in	Humanyoun,	 2006)	 states,	 “it	 is	 to	
write	 a	 language	 in	 its	 customary	
orthography,	 using	 the	 same	 exact	
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orthographical	 conventions	 but	 using	
carefully	 substituted	 orthographical	
symbols”.	

Urdu	and	English,	being	simultaneously	
used	in	Pakistan,	frequently	come	in	contact	
with	each	other	in	day-to-day	use.	According	
to	Baumgardner	 (1992),	 lexical	borrowing	 is	
an	inevitable	corollary	of	all	language	contact	
situations.	 However,	 in	 a	 contact	 situation	
between	 Urdu	 and	 English,	 it	 is	 not	 only	
lexical	 borrowing	but	 also	 code-mixing	 and	
all	 sorts	 of	 mutual	 influences	 that	 can	 be	
witnessed	 simultaneously.	 The	 languages	
concerned	in	a	language	contact	situation	do	
not	 have	 mutual	 effect	 only	 at	 the	 lexical	
level;	 rather,	 it	 is	 a	 holistic	 phenomenon	
because	 all	 other	 linguistic	 systems	 such	 as	
graphological,	morphological,	 phonological,	
grammatical,	 semantic	 etc.	 are	 equally	
influenced	by	the	respective	systems	of	either	
language	 in	 contact	 with	 each	 other.	 This	
phenomenon	 of	 borrowing/influencing	 at	
different	levels	by	Urdu	and	English	language	
has	 been	 thoroughly	 researched	 by	
Baumgardner	 in	 his	 influential	 work	 “The	
Urduization	 of	 English	 in	 Pakistan"	 (1989).	
This	 is	 really	 an	 exhaustive	 work	
encompassing	almost	all	 levels	of	Urdu	and	
English	languages,	but	the	writing	system	is	
not	 covered	 in	 this	 work.	 Like	 all	 other	
systems	 of	 two	 languages	 in	 contact,	 the	
writing	 system	 of	 either	 language	 has	
significant	repercussions	for	both	languages.	
Baumgardner	 has	 clearly	 mentioned	 in	 his	
book	 “The	 English	 Language	 in	 Pakistan"	
(1992)	 that	 "lexical	 transfer	 is	 frequently	
accompanied	by	structural	changes	in	which	
Urdu	 borrowings	 undergo	 a	 morphological	
restructuring	 according	 to	 the	 grammatical	
rules	of	 the	recipient	 language"	 (p.	 129).	He	
further	 remarks	 that	 Urdu	 singular	 nouns	
used	 in	 English	 take	 English	 inflectional	
morphemes	for	plural	rather	than	the	plural	
morpheme	 used	 in	 the	 source	 language.	 A	
very	similar	phenomenon	can	be	observed	in	
the	 case	 of	 English	 lexis	
transferred/borrowed	 into	 the	 Urdu	

language	because	the	borrowed	English	lexis	
also	 undergoes	morphological	 restructuring	
according	to	the	rules	of	the	target	language	
(Urdu)	rather	than	retaining	the	 features	of	
the	 source	 language	 (English).	 It	 is	 worth	
noting	 that	 this	 restructuring	 of	 Lexemes	
transferred	or	 borrowed	 from	one	 language	
to	 another	 is	 not	 limited	 only	 to	 the	
morphological	 level;	 instead,	 it	 takes	 place	
and	 is	 a	 necessary	 feature	 which	 can	 be	
evidently	observed	at	all	linguistic	levels.	

In	this	context,	the	present	study	focuses	
on	pinpointing	and	ascertaining	the	category	
of	words	transliterated	from	English	to	Urdu,	
which	 varies	 in	 pronunciation	 considerably	
from	 the	 Standard	 British	 English	
pronunciation.	 The	 pronunciation	 of	 these	
words	 is	 obviously	 influenced	 by	 the	
orthographic	conventions	of	the	Urdu	script.	
It	 is	 generally	 observed	 by	 all	 educated	
people	having	knowledge	of	English	reading	
skills	that	English	spelling	and	particularly	its	
orthographic	 conventions	 pose	 serious	
problems	 and	 difficulties	 for	 both	 EFL	 and	
ESL	learners.	The	present	study	is	an	attempt	
to	 investigate	 the	 internalisation	 of	 the	
transliteration	 and	 the	 orthographic	
structure	of	English	words	in	Urdu	by	Urdu	
speakers	 (including	 both	 speakers	 having	
Urdu	as	L1	or	L2).	It	also	explores	the	ways	in	
which	this	transliteration	of	English	to	Urdu	
influences	 their	 understanding	 of	
pronouncing	 words	 in	 English.	 In	 Urdu,	
being	 a	 phonetic	 language,	 words	 are	 spelt	
the	 same	 as	 they	 are	 pronounced.	 Saleem	
(2007)	is	right	in	his	perception	that	everyday	
Urdu	learners	of	English	take	it	for	granted.	
The	 same	 is	 also	 true	 in	 the	 case	 of	 the	
English	 language	 and	 its	 orthography.	
However,	the	problem	is	not	limited	only	to	
ordinary	 and	 everyday	 Urdu	 learners	 of	
English	 but	 can	 be	 equally	 found	 and	
observed	 in	 educated	 Urdu	 speakers	 of	
English	 and	 most	 particularly	 in	 fresh	
undergraduate	 students	 of	 English	
Departments	 at	 various	 universities	 and	
degree	awarding	institutes.	All	kinds	of	Urdu	
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speakers	 of	 English,	 i.e.	 ordinary,	 educated,	
and	 fresh	 students	 of	 English	 Departments	
hailing	from	various	universities	and	degree	
awarding	 institutes,	 can	 be	 observed	 as	
lacking	 knowledge	 of	 basic	 facts	 about	 the	
internal	 linguistic	 systems	 of	 English	 and	
Urdu	languages.	For	example,	they	have	little	
awareness	of	how	the	two	languages	differ	as	
far	 as	 their	orthographic,	phonological,	 and	
morphological	 systems	are	concerned.	Also,	
they	lack	deep	and	basic	know-how	about	the	
different	 social,	 political,	 geographic	 and	
linguistic	 lineage	 and	 origins	 of	 the	 two	
languages.	 For	 instance,	 knowledge	 such	 as	
that	Urdu	belongs	to	the	Indo-Aryan	family	
while	English	comes	from	the	Indo-European	
family;	 that	Urdu	has	a	 right-to-left	writing	
system	whereas	English	has	left-to-right;	that	
the	rhythm	of	Urdu	is	syllable-timed	whereas	
that	 of	 English	 is	 stressed-timed;	 and	 that	
Urdu	 uses	 predominantly	 Nastaleeq	 script	
which	is	described	by	Humanyoun	(2006),	as	
cursive,	 ‘context	 sensitive’	 and	 complex	
writing	 system,	 whereas,	 English	 writing	
system	is	based	on	Roman	script	etc.	as	well	
as	many	other	significant	facts	are	not	known	
to	many.	And	writing	system	is	no	exception	
to	the	long	series	of	differences	prevalent	in	
these	 two	 languages.	 That's	 why	 one	 can	
frequently	 observe	 the	 phenomenon	 of	
transliteration.		
	
Transliteration	and	Borrowing	
(Loanwords)		
According	to	Sapir	(1921),	the	contact	of	two	
or	 more	 different	 languages	 has	 one	
inevitable	 result;	 the	 languages	 in	 contact	
will	necessarily	have	a	mutual	effect	on	each	
other	in	a	variety	of	ways,	the	most	simple	of	
which	is	the	phenomenon	of	"borrowing"	of	
words.	 Borrowed	 expressions	 happen	 to	
become	 lexicalised	 both	 phonetically	 and	
graphologically.	 Some	 linguists	 simply	
delimit	 loanwords	 to	 transliterations	 and	
graphic	 loans.	 But	 the	 major	 difference	
between	transliterations	and	"borrowed/loan	
words"	lies	in	the	fact	that	loan	words	cannot	

go	back	to	their	original	 form	in	the	source	
language	 from	 which	 they	 have	 been	
borrowed,	whereas	Transliterated	words	can	
be.	 This	 is	 because	 a	 borrowed	 word	
undergoes	 grammatical	 and	 phonemic	
changes	so	that	 it	can	be	used	at	par	 in	the	
target	 language	 a	 great	 deal	 like	 its	 very	
original	words.	In	case	the	borrowed	item	has	
got	the	same	use,	same	appearance,	and	same	
meanings	in	the	target	language,	it	is	known	
as	 a	 cognate.	 However,	 if	 it	 has	 a	 different	
function,	 appearance	 and	 meaning,	 it	 is	
known	as	a	false	friend.		

Ahmad	 (2009)	 argues	 that	 Urdu	 as	 a	
language	 has	 borrowed	 quite	 extensive	
vocabulary	 from	 the	 glossary	 of	Arabic	 and	
Persian	 languages.	 Similarly,	 the	 Urdu	
language	has	taken	a	considerable	number	of	
lexical	 items	 from	 the	 English	 language.	
Importantly,	 these	words	have	now	become	
part	of	the	Urdu	language	and	are	considered	
the	rightful	possession	of	the	Urdu	language	
in	all	its	aspects.	Furthermore,	Ahmad	(2009)	
believes	 that	 the	 borrowed	 words	 are	
faithfully	 reproduced	 (written)	 in	 the	Urdu	
language	 as	 those	 written	 in	 the	 original	
target	 language.	 It	 is	 worth	 noting	 that	 in	
Urdu,	 the	 status	 of	 borrowed	 words	 from	
English	 is	 both	 “Loan	 words”	 as	 well	 as	
“transliterated	 words”	 because	 the	 words	
have	got	features	of	both	simultaneously.			

	
A	Review	of	the	Typology	of	Writing	
Systems	and	Their	Relation	to	
Sound/Speech	
A	 series	 of	 scholars	 cite	 Taylor’s	 (1883)	
classifications	as	one	of	the	earliest	attempts	
in	 this	 regard.	 DeFrancis	 (1989:	59),	 for	
instance,	defines	the	classification	proposed	
by	 Taylor	 as	 “an	 evolutionary	 model	
consisting	of	a	 succession	of	 five	stages,	 i.e.	
pictures,	 pictorial	 symbols,	 verbal	 signs,	
syllabic	signs,	and	alphabetic	signs	of	which	
the	 first	 three	 are	known	as	 ideograms	and	
the	 remaining	 two	 as	 phonograms”.	 This	
initial	 categorisation	 by	 Taylor	 (ibid)	 has	
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influenced	 various	 subsequent	 writing	
typologies	 that	 try	 to	 capture	 the	 core	
difference	between	‘phonographic’	and	‘non-
phonographic’	systems	of	writing.	However,	
the	 large	 number	 of	 already	 existing	
proposed	 alternative	 terms	 is	 indicative	 of	
the	 elusive	 and	 difficult	 nature	 of	 this	
distinction.	

Undeniably,	Gelb’s	 (1952)	 seminal	work	
on	 writing	 systems	 paved	 the	 way	 for	
establishing	 the	 scientific	 study	 of	 writing.	
Though,	his	categorisation	excludes	pictures	
as	 one	 of	 the	 proper	 writing	 forms	 and	
declares	 both	 “pictorial	 representation”	 as	
well	 as	 “mnemonic	 devices”	 merely	 as	
harbingers	 of	 writing.	 The	 categories	 of	
“pictorial	 representation”	 and	 “mnemonic	
devices”	are	not	part	of	the	category	known	
as	 “full	 writing”,	 which	 comprises	 sub-
categories	 of	 “word-syllabic”,	“syllabic”,	 and	
“alphabetic”.	 Notwithstanding	 this	
significant	difference,	many	researchers	and	
scholars	 consider	 Gelb’s	 classification	
indisputably	 defective	 due	 to	 its	 undue	
emphasis	 on	 presenting	 a	 teleological	
account	of	writing	 in	which	he	declares	 the	
alphabet	 as	 the	 ultimate	 stage	 in	 the	
evolution	 of	 writing	 systems	 through	
logography	and	syllabary.	

One	 more	 significant	 typology	 is	 by	
Diringer	 (1962),	 which,	 according	 to	 Hill’s	
(1967)	observation,	seems	quite	alike	to	that	
of	Taylor’s	(1883).	Like	Gelb	(1952),	Diringer	
too	is	seriously	influenced	in	his	classification	
by	 his	 understanding	 that	 a	 system	 of	
alphabet	 epitomises	 the	 "most	 flexible	 and	
useful	 method	 of	 writing	 ever	 invented”	
(Diringer	1962:	24).	Furthermore,	very	much	
like	 Gelb,	 he,	 distinguishes	 between	
“embryo-writing	and	“full	writing”	but	unlike	
Gelb,		Diringer’s	conception	of	“full	writing”	
seems	more	comprehensive	compared	to	that	
of	 Gelb’s	 as	 it	 includes	 “pictography”,	
“ideography”,	 “transitional	 analytic	 scripts”,	
“phonetic	 scripts”,	 and	 “alphabetic	writing”.	
In	 the	outline	of	his	own	classification,	Hill	
(1967)	 criticised	 Diringer’s	 classification	 on	

the	 three	 grounds	 and	 made	 a	 tripartite	
classification	 involving	 the	 “discourse	
systems”,	 “morphemic	 systems”,	 and	
“phonetic	systems”.	

De	 Francis’	 (1989)	 widely-cited	 book	 is	
the	 next	 key	 work	 in	 the	 1980s	 on	 writing	
systems	 with	 a	 distinctive	 classification	
scheme	of	the	writing	of	his	own.	DeFrancis’	
classification	contrasts	between	“partial”	and	
“full”	writing	systems,	but	a	very	significant	
contribution	lies	in	his	faith	in	the	phonetic	
(phonic)	basis	of	all	“full”	writing	systems.	In	
line	 with	 his	 firm	 belief	 that	 writing	 is	
nothing	 more	 than	 a	 simple	 'visual	
representation’	of	speech,	he	proposed	“pure	
syllabic	systems”	such	as	“Linear	B,	kana,	and	
Cherokee”;	 “morpho-syllabic	 systems”	 such	
as	 “Sumerian,	 Chinese,	 and	 Mayan”;	
“morpho-consonantal	 systems”	 such	 as	
“Egyptian”;	“pure	consonantal	systems”	such	
as	 “Phoenician,	Hebrew,	 and	Arabic”;	 “pure	
phonemic	 systems”	 such	 as	 “Greek,	 Latin,	
and	 Finnish”;	 and	 “morpho-phonemic	
systems”	 such	 as“English,	 French,	 and	
Korean”.	

Finally,	 Coulmas’	 classification	 (1992),	
primarily	 drawing	 on	 Haas’	 (1976)	
“pleremic”/“cenemic”	 dichotomy	 of	 writing	
systems,	 finally	 comes	 up	 with	 an	
arrangement	 consisting	 of	 seven	 general	
categories	 with	 the	 “pleremic”	 system,	
further	divided	by	Coulmas	in	“logograms”	+	
“phonograms"	such	as	“Hittite	hieroglyphs”;	
“logograms”	 +	 “phonograms”	 +	
“determinatives”	 such	 as	 “cuneiform”;	 and	
“morphosyllabic	signs”	such	as	“Chinese”	and	
the	 “cenemic”	 systems	 classified	 into	
“syllabary”	 such	 as	 “Japanese	 kana”;	
“consonantal	alphabet”	such	as	“Phoenician”;	
“alphabet”	 such	 as	“Roman”;	 and	 “the	
alphabet	with	independent	vowel	letters	and	
integrated	 consonant-vowel	 letters”	 such	 as	
“Ethiopic”.	

Despite	the	fact	that	it	is	not	possible	to	
encompass	 all	 the	 possible	 viewpoints	 and	
arguments,	it	certainly	helps	in	discerning	a	
few	significant	and	recurring	issues,	such	as	
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the	 continuing	 challenge	 and	 concern	with	
meaningful	characterisation	of	the	difference	
between	“phonographic”,	or	“cenemic”,	from	
“non-phonographic”,	 or	 “pleremic”,	 writing	
systems.	 Another	 issue	 that	 has	 inspired	
some	of	the	typologies/classifications	is	to	do	
with	 the	 challenge	 of	 identifying	 and	
characterising	 meaningful	 categories	
amongst	 the	 different	 graphemic	
conventions	witnessed	and	employed	across	
all	 writing	 systems	 of	 the	 world	 languages.	
The	 recognition	 and	 acknowledgement	
conferred	 upon	 “abjads”	 and	 “abugidas”,	
though	 comparatively	 recently,	 can	 be	
viewed	 as	 an	 advance	 on	 earlier	 typologies	
comprising	fewer	categories.	
	
Significance	of	the	Study	
The	study	has	significance	in	the	sense	that	it	
explores	 the	 ways	 and	 processes	 indicating	
how	the	pronunciation	of	undergraduate	L1	&	
L2	Urdu	speakers	at	university	is	deviant	or,	
in	 some	 cases,	 completely	 wrong	 when	
compared	 to	 the	 Standard	 British	 English	
pronunciation.	 It	 also	 investigates	 the	
negative	 role	 of	 English-to-Urdu	
Transliteration	 in	 the	 wrong	 pronunciation	
of	 the	 English	 language	 by	 L1	 &	 L2	 Urdu	
users.	 The	 study	 helps	 pinpoint	 that	 the	
deviant/wrong	 pronunciation	 of	 English	
words/language	by	L1	&	L2	Urdu	users	is	not	
always	 the	 result	 merely	 of	 the	 mutual	
negative	 influence	 of	 phonological	 features;	
rather,	 it	 is	 also	 triggered	by	 the	process	of	
English	 to	 Urdu	 Transliteration	 playing	 an	
alarming	negative	role	in	along	with	mutual	
negative	effects	induced	by	language	contact	
situation.	The	words	listed	in	this	study	help	
understand	 the	 patterns	 of	 deviant/wrong	
pronunciation	by	L1	&	L2	Urdu	speakers	and	
may	 be	 helpful	 from	 a	 pedagogical	
perspective	 while	 teaching	 English	 to	 such	
learners.	
	
Methodology	
The	 study	 is	 based	 on	 an	 exploratory-

qualitative	approach	 in	which	transliterated	
words	 having	 wrong	 or	 deviant	
pronunciation	 from	 the	 standard	 British	
English	necessarily	(but	not	necessarily	from	
Standard	 American	 English)	 have	 been	
carefully	gleaned	by	means	of	making	a	long	
list	which	is	based	on	long-term	observation	
of	 the	 fresh	 undergraduate	 students	 of	
English	department	having	Urdu	as	L1	or	L2.	
The	 study	 is	 essentially	 exploratory	 in	 its	
nature	and	approach	because	any	significant	
study	 on	 the	 same	 topic	 was	 not	 found.	
Furthermore,	 it	endeavours	to	explore	a	 list	
of	words	pronounced	in	a	different	way	from	
Standard	 British	 English.	 The	 findings	 and	
conclusion	of	the	study	have	been	analysed,	
tabulated	 and	 elaborated	 on	 in	 detail.	 It	 is	
worth	 noting	 that	 not	 all	 words	 with	 a	
different	or	deviant	pronunciation	could	be	
listed;	 however,	 significant	 attempts	 have	
been	 made	 to	 register	 the	 most	 frequently	
occurring	words.		

The	population	generally	comprises	 the	
fresh	 undergraduate	 students	 of	 English	
departments	 having	 Urdu	 as	 L1	 or	 L2.	 A	
comprehensive	set	comprising	197	frequently	
occurring	 words	 is	 listed	 and	 analysed	 in	
detail	 qualitatively.	 Oxford	 Advanced	
Learners	Dictionary	and	phonetic	symbols	of	
IPA	 chart	 are	 used	 for	 the	 purpose	 of	
transcription	of	 the	selected	words	 for	both	
the	standard	British	English	and	the	deviant	
transcriptions.		

The	present	study	aims	to	investigate	the	
effects	 and	 influences	 of	 English	 to	 Urdu	
transliteration	in	the	wrong	or,	in	some	cases,	
a	 sort	of	odd	pronunciation	of	certain	well-
known	 words.	 The	 word	 list	 comprises	
miscellaneous	and	most	frequently	occurring	
lexical	items	that	are	generally	transliterated	
from	English	to	Urdu.		
	
Findings	and	Discussion	
The	 set	 of	 items	 in	 the	 list	was	 analysed	 in	
accordance	 with	 the	 rules	 of	 English	 and	
Urdu	 phonological,	 morphological,	 and	
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orthographic	systems	in	mind	employing	the	
concept	of	deep	versus	shallow	orthography.	
It	was	found	that	most	of	the	errors	induced	
by	 transliteration	 can	be	 safely	 accorded	 to	
the	 difference	 in	 various	 levels,	 such	 as	
segmental,	 suprasegmental,	 orthographic	
etc.,	 of	 English	 and	 Urdu	 languages.	 The	
errors	resulting	from	transliteration	are	due	
mainly	 to	 differences	 in	 phonetic	 features,	
phonemic	 inventories,	 and	 phonological	
processes	 in	 sounds	 of	 English	 and	 Urdu	
languages.	
	
Segmental	Problems	in	Urdu	
Transliteration	of	English	Words	
The	 phonological	 processes	 of	 English	 and	
Urdu	 are	 systematically	 different	 in	 detail	
which	 is	 a	 major	 source	 of	 pronunciation	
errors	 induced	by	 the	 transliterated	English	
words	 into	 the	 Urdu	 language.	 It	 naturally	
results	in	a	distorted	shape	of	SL	items	as	well	
as	 their	 pronunciation	 in	 the	 TL.	 For	
example,	 both	 the	 voiced	 and	 voiceless	
dental	 or	 (interdental	 consonants	 as	 Yule	
1996	 call	 it)	 {/θ/,	 /ð/}	 and	 the	 voiced	 and	
voiceless	alveolar	phonemes	{/t/,	/d/}	of	the	
English	 phonological	 system	 are	 always	
replaced	 with	 their	 alveolar	 counterparts	
(nearby	 sounds)	 of	 Urdu	 phonological	
system.	It	is	worth	noting	that	the	phonemes	
with	 which	 Urdu	 replaces	 these	 English	
phonemes	 are	 not	 included	 in	 the	 English	
phonemic	 set/inventory.	 In	 this	 way,	 all	
words	 in	 English	 with	 any	 of	 the	 above-
mentioned	 four	 consonants	 that	 occur	
initially,	medially	or	finally	are	transliterated	
with	 a	 different	 pair	 of	 consonant	 sounds;	
hence	different	pronunciation	in	the	case	of	
such	words	is	inevitable.	

The	 second	 major	 difference	 between	
English	 and	 Urdu	 is	 that	 no	 one-to-one	
mapping	 between	 scripts	 of	 the	 two	
languages	 is	 possible,	 as	 found	 by	 Ahmad	
(2009)	 in	 his	 work	 “Urdu-	 Roman	
transliteration”.	 There	 is	 no	 possibility	 of	
implementing	 English-to-Urdu	

transliteration	 by	 sheer	 one-to-one	
replacement	 of	 characters	 or	 letters	 of	 the	
alphabet	 in	 both	 languages.	 Unlike	 Urdu,	
which	 is	 a	 phonetic	 language	 and	 has	 no	
problems	 with	 sound	 and	 letter	
correspondence,	English	has	got	a	variety	of	
issues	 in	 the	 representation	 of	 sounds	 by	
letters	 of	 the	 alphabet.	 For	 example,	 in	
English,	 one	 sound	 (phoneme)	 can	 be	
represented	 by	 as	 many	 as	 five-to-eleven	
different	 combinations	 of	 letters	
(graphemes)	 such	 as	 /tʃ/	 phoneme	 can	 be	
represented	by	five	different	combinations	of	
letters	 as	 in	 words	 like	 “cheap”,	 “catch”,	
“picture”,	“question”,	“righteous”		(the	bold	
and	 underlined	 combination	 of	 letters	 in	
these	words	give	/tʃ/	 	sound).	Similarly,	 the	
phoneme	 /dʒ/	 is	 represented	 by	 eight	
different	combinations	of	letters	in	different	
words	as	in	words	like	“July”,	“gem”,	“pigeon”,	
“soldier”,	 “grandeur”,	 “bridge”,	 “sandwich”,	
“adjective”	 (the	 bold	 and	 underlined	
combination	 of	 letters	 in	 these	 words	 give	
/dʒ/	sound).	

The	more	complex	and	more	surprising	
result	 can	 be	 found	 in	 the	 case	 of	 the	
representation	 of	 vowel	 phonemes	 by	 such	
variant	and	unusual	combinations	of	 letters	
(graphemes)	 as	 can	 hardly	 be	 realised	 by	
Urdu	 script.	 For	 example,	 the	 sound	 /iː/	 is	
represented	in	English	words	by	as	many	as	
eleven	different	combination	of	letters	as	in	
words	 like	 “be”,	 “seed”,	 “leaf”,	 “field”,	
“receive”,	 “police”,	 “Caesar”,	 “Phoenix”,	
“people”,	 “key”,	 “quay””(the	 bold	 and	
underlined	 combination	 of	 letters	 in	 these	
words	give	/iː/sound).		

In	 English,	 different	 combinations	 of	
letters	 (grapheme)	 in	different	words	 result	
in	 the	same	sound	(phoneme),	but	 it	 is	not	
possible	for	the	Urdu	language	to	realise	this	
in	its	script	because,	in	Urdu	phonology,	each	
letter	 of	 the	 alphabet	 stands	 for	 one	
sounds/phoneme	rather	than	many	different	
combinations	 of	 letters	 in	 different	 words	
giving	 the	 same	 sound.	 This	 shows	 that,	
unlike	 the	English	 language,	 there	 is	a	one-
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to-one	 correspondence	 between	 Urdu	
phonemes	 and	 graphemes.	 The	 problem	 is	
that	 a	 particular	 combination	 of	 letters	 in	
English	that	represents	a	particular	sound	in	
a	 word	 when	 transliterated	 to	 the	 Urdu	
language	 with	 that	 particular	 sound,	 Urdu	
readers/speakers	 generalise	 and	 take	 it	 for	
granted	that	the	same	combination	will	give	
the	same	sound	in	other	words	as	well	which	
is	not	the	case	in	English.	

In	addition	to	problems	with	consonants,	
the	vowel	segments	were	found	to	have	more	
serious	 issues	 in	 the	 process	 of	
transliteration.	 For	 example,	 many	 of	 the	
words,	 when	 transliterated	 from	 English	 to	
Urdu,	have	a	changed	vowel	from	the	original	
English	 words	 and	 their	 standard	 British	
English	 pronunciation.	 Surprisingly,	 the	
vowel	 sounds	 in	 some	 words	 do	 partially	
match	with	Standard	American	English,	such	
as	 in	 words	 like	 'student'	 /ˈstjuː.d	 ə	 nt/		
(standard	British	English)	and	/ˈstuː.d	ə	nt/		
(standard	 American	 English),	 the	
pronunciation	 of	 this	 word	 in	 Standard	
American	 English	 is	 same	 to	 Urdu	
transliterated	version	in	terms	of	consonant	
segment	 whereas	 it	 differs	 from	 Standard	
British	English	 in	 the	sense	 that	 the	 former	
has	 two	 consonants	 whereas	 the	 latter	 has	
three	 consonants	 at	 onset	 position	 in	 the	
same	word.	 The	 same	 is	 also	 true	 of	many	
other	words	also.	

Another	 major	 issue	 in	 Urdu	
transliteration	 is	 the	substitution	of	English	
diphthong	 or	 triphthong	 with	
monophthongs	or	single	vowels.	Many	of	the	
English	words	have	a	glide	from	one	vowel	to	
another	 and,	 in	 some	 cases	 to	 a	 third	 one	
also,	are	transliterated	and	pronounced	with	
a	single	vowel	sound	in	Urdu,	which	leads	to	
wrong	 or	 at	 least	 deviant	 pronunciation	 of	
English	 words	 on	 the	 part	 of	 learners	 of	
English	having	Urdu	as	L1	or	L2.	For	example,	
words	 like	 /meɪ/,	 /steɪ/,	 /teɪk/,	 /həʊm/	 etc.	
are	 all	 transliterated	 and	 pronounced	 with	
single	 vowel	 (monophthong)	 rather	 than	 a	
diphthong.		

Suprasegmental	Problems	in	Urdu	
Transliteration	of	English	Words	
Besides	these	segmental	issues,	more	serious	
and	 drastic	 are	 errors	 and	 problems	 of	
suprasegmental	features	such	as	stress,	pitch,	
intonation,	and	problems	related	 to	aspects	
of	casual,	rapid	and	connected	speech	such	as	
assimilation,	 elision,	 gemination,	 and	
juncture.	Since	rhythm	of	both	the	languages	
are	different	from	each	other	in	the	sense	that	
English	 is	 a	 stress-timed	 language	 in	which	
stress	 syllables	 tend	 to	 recur	 at	 equal	
intervals	of	time	(Roach,	1983),	whereas	Urdu	
is	 a	 syllable-timed	 language	 in	 which	 all	
syllables	 tend	 to	 recur	 at	 equal	 interval	 of	
time.	 All	 English	 words	 of	 more	 than	 one	
syllable,	 i.e.	 disyllabic	 or	 multiple	 syllable	
words,	have	a	distinctive	stress	pattern.	That	
is,	 the	 stress	 will	 either	 be	 on	 the	 first,	
second,	 third,	 penultimate	 or	 ultimate	
syllable	of	multisyllabic	words.	As	for	as	Urdu	
transliteration	 is	 concerned,	 it	 neither	 has	
any	stress	pattern	nor	has	any	provision	for	
stress	marking,	i.e.	no	diacritics	or	any	other	
symbols	 or	 signification	 is	 there	 in	 Urdu	
script	to	indicate	the	stress	pattern	of	a	word.	
So	 all	 multisyllabic	 words	 of	 English	 are	
transliterated	 without	 any	 stress	 marking,	
and	 as	 a	 result,	 a	 faulty	 pronunciation	 is	
bound	to	take	place.		

Finally,	 English	 is	 a	 non-phonetic	
language	 (shallow	 orthography),	 whereas	
Urdu	predominantly	tends	to	be	a	phonetic	
language	 (deep	orthography).	 In	a	phonetic	
language,	 there	 is	 a	 strong	 correspondence	
between	 phonemes	 and	 letters	 of	 the	
alphabet	and	all	phonemes	are	realised	in	its	
script,	whereas	in	a	non-phonetic	language,	it	
is	not	necessary	that	a	word	shall	necessarily	
be	spelt	the	same	as	said.	There	is	no	one-to-
one	 correspondence	 between	 spelling	 and	
pronunciation	 of	 words.	 In	 English,	 the	
processes	 of	 assimilation,	 dissimilation,	
insertion,	 intrusion	 and	 elision	 etc.,	 are	
always	at	work	both	in	isolated	words	and	in	
connected	speech,	but	in	Urdu,	it	is	not	that	
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frequent.	 In	 Urdu	 transliterated	 version,	
English	 words	 are	 treated	 as	 phonetic	 i.e.	
they	are	spelled/written	the	same	way	as	they	
exist	in	their	original	English	script.	There	is	
a	huge	difference	between	English	spellings	
and	 their	 pronunciation,	 but	 transliterated	
lexical	items	in	Urdu	treat	it	as	if	there	were	
one-to-one	 correspondence	 between	 the	
written	and	the	corresponding	spoken	forms	
of	 English	 words.	 For	 example,	 the	 word	
"talked”/tɔːkt/	has	a	/d/	sound	in	its	spelling	
but	 a	 /t/	 sound	 in	 its	pronunciation	due	 to	
the	 process	 of	 voicing	 assimilation	 but	 in	
Urdu	transliteration,	the	word	would	appear	
with	a	/d/	sound	instead	of	/t/	sound	because	
Urdu	transliteration	does	not	account	for	the	
processes	or	 aspects	of	 connected	or	 casual	
and	 informal	 speech	 in	 English.	 Similarly,	
pronunciation	 of	 words	 such	 as	 “pizza”	
/ˈpiːt.sə/	seems	quite	contrary	to	its	spelling.	
The	written	form	of	this	word	is	not	a	guide	
to	its	pronunciation	at	all.	It	appears	from	the	
spelling	as	if	the	word	would	be	pronounced	
as	 /ˈpiːzə/,	 but	 it	 is	 very	 different	 from	 its	
written	version	in	that	there	is	an	insertion	of	
the/t/	phoneme,	which	is	nowhere	visible	in	
the	written	form,	and	there	is	a	change	of	/z/	
to	 /s/.	Urdu	 transliteration	would	 treat	 the	
word	as	phonetic	and	will	transliterate	it	in	a	
straightforward	 manner	 as	 /ˈpiːzə/	
(considering	the	spelling/orthographic	form	
as	a	good	guide)	instead	of	/ˈpiːt.sə/.	
	
The	Urdu	Transliteration	&	
Pronunciation	of	Foreign	Words	in	
the	English	Lexicon	
To	 make	 the	 matter	 worse,	 Urdu	
transliteration	has	no	idea	of	how	to	treat	and	
pronounce	 foreign	 or	 non-native	 words	 in	
the	English	language	(that	are	imported	from	
other	 foreign	 languages	 such	 as	 French,	
Spanish,	 Italian,	Dutch	 etc.)	 that	 retain	 the	
pronunciation	 of	 their	 respective	 native	
language.	Again,	Urdu	transliteration	would	
treat	these	words	as	phonetic	in	nature.	i.e.	it	
assumes	 that	 there	 will	 be	 strong	 affinities	
between	written	 and	 spoken	 forms	 of	 such	

words	 but	 the	 reality	 in	 such	 cases	 is	 very	
different	from	the	assumption.	For	example,	
there	seems	to	be	no	affinity	at	all	between	
the	 written	 and	 spoken	 forms	 of	 the	 word	
“rendezvous”/ˈrɒn.deɪ.vuː/	 taken	 from	
French	 and	 Urdu	 transliteration	 would	
produce	 the	 word	 as/ˈren.de.vʌs/,	 which	 is	
not	 only	 wrong	 pronunciation	 but	 quite	
ridiculous	 as	 well	 when	 compared	 to	 the	
original	pronunciation.	
	
Pronunciation	of	Urdu	Transliterated	
Words	of	English	whose	Grammatical	
Class	and	Function	are	Changed	
Another	 noteworthy	 yet	 not	 accounted-for	
fact	 is	 that	 the	 pronunciation	 of	 English	
words	 does	 change	 with	 the	 change	 in	 its	
grammatical	 category,	 but	 Urdu	
transliteration	is	found	quite	negligent	in	this	
aspect	 in	 the	 sense	 that	 it	 treats	 English	
words	 in	 all	 their	 different	 grammatical	
roles/categories	 remaining	 same	 whereas	
English	words	are	often	found	with	some	sort	
of	change	in	some	aspect	of	its	pronunciation	
either	at	segmental	or	supra	segmental	level.	
For	example,	the	word	"close”	as	a	verb	has	
the	pronunciation	/kləʊz/	but	the	same	word	
used	 either	 as	 an	 adjective	 or	 noun	 has	 a	
changed	 pronunciation	 as	 /kləʊs/	 with	 a	
change	in	a	final	segment	from	/s/	to	/z/.	A	
similar	process	at	work	can	be	witnessed	 in	
the	case	of	 the	word	 "use"	 and	many	other	
lexical	 items	 where	 the	 orthographic	 form	
remains	 the	 same,	whereas	 its	phonological	
form	is	changed.	
	
Pronunciation	of	Urdu	Transliterated	
Words	 of	 Strong	 &	 Weak	 Forms	 of	
English	Functional	Words	
The	 change	 in	 the	 pronunciation	 of	
functional	words	(grammatical	words)	when	
used	in	their	weak	forms	is	another	issue	that	
Urdu	 transliteration	 is	 unable	 to	 tackle	 or	
account	for.	The	closed	class	of	words	such	as	
article,	 pronouns,	 conjunctions,	
prepositions,	 and	 determiners	 have	 two	
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different	forms	in	the	spoken	version,	known	as	
'strong'	 and	 'weak'	 forms,	which	 is	dependent	
upon	the	 fact	of	how	and	which	way	 they	are	
used	 in	 a	 sentence.	 For	 example,	 a	 generally	
weak	 form	 of	 prepositions	 is	 used	 if	 they	 are	
followed	by	a	complement	(noun	or	pronoun),	
e.g.	the	phrase	"for	him”	would	be	transcribed	
as	/fə.	ɪm/,	WEAK	FORMS	of	both	the	preposition	
and	 the	 complement	 are	 used.	 On	 the	 other	
hand,	 if	 the	 sentence	 begins	with	 a	 pronoun,	
e.g.	“he,"	or	ends	with	a	preposition,	e.g.	“for",;	
in	 either	 situation,	 THE	 STRONG	 FORM	 will	 be	
used,	 such	 as	 /fɔː/	 and	 /hiː/.	 Urdu	
transliteration	 neither	 accounts	 for	 nor	 can	
afford	 to	 take	 into	 account	 such	 niceties	 of	
English	pronunciation	which	can	be	viewed	as	
providing	 a	 wrong	 guide	 for	 English	
pronunciation.	
	
Conclusion	

It	can	be	concluded	that	the	pronunciation	of	
both	 educated	 and	 uneducated	 L1	 &	 L2	Urdu	
speakers	varies	considerably	from	the	standard	
British	due	 to	 the	 fact	 that	English	words	 are	
written	 in	 different	 orthographic	 conventions	
compared	to	the	Urdu	language.	For	example,	
in	 certain	 cases,	 additional	 sounds,	 especially	
schwa	/ə/,	are	inserted	in	different	places,	such	
as	in	the	beginning,	medially	or	finally.	Another	
noteworthy	 difference	 that	 can	 be	 evidently	
noticed	 is	 that	 both	 consonant	 and	 vowel	
segments	 (sounds)	 but	 vowel	 sounds,	 in	
particular,	are	generally	supplanted	with	other	
similar	homorganic	vowel	sounds,	which	gives	
a	 different	 or	 deviant	 and,	 in	 some	 cases,	 a	
wrong	 effect	 or	 impression	 of	 the	 original	
transliterated	 English	 word.	 The	 study	 lays	
emphasis	 on	 the	 fact	 that	 this	 different	
transcription	 and	 hence	 pronunciation	 of	
transliterated	words	from	English	to	Urdu	has	
an	 enormous	 influence	 on	 the	 wrong	
pronunciation	 of	 English	 words,	 and	 their	
correction	 will	 definitely	 improve	 the	
pronunciation	of	Urdu	learners.	

The	 study	 has	 attempted	 to	 explore	 the	
problems	and	 issues	 related	 to	 and	caused	by	
Urdu	 transliteration	 of	 English	 words	 in	 the	
pronunciation	 of	 the	 English	 language,	

especially	 for	 educated	 Urdu	 L1	 or	 L2	 users.	
These	issues	need	to	be	resolved	and	necessary	
changes	 be	 made	 which	 can	 significantly	
improve	English	pronunciation	of	educated	L1	
or	L2	Urdu	users	well	before	they	study	rules	of	
English	 phonology	 and	 have	 a	 good	 working	
knowledge	 of	 English	 orthographic	
conventions	 as	 well	 as	 knowledge	 of	 the	 fact	
that	 there	 is	 no	 one-to-one	 mapping	 exist	
between	 English	 phonological	 and	
graphological	levels/systems.	It	is	worth	noting	
that	since	the	orthographic	systems	of	English	
and	Urdu	largely	differ	from	each	other,	the	use	
of	Urdu	orthography	is	not	appropriate	without	
careful	and	customised	use	of	diacritical	marks.		
	
Recommendations	

The	 following	 recommendations	 are	 hereby	
suggested.		
1. The	pronunciation	and	representation	of	

transliterated	 items	 from	 English	 to	
Urdu	 need	 to	 be	 guided	 by	 the	
conventions	 and	 rules	 of	 the	 source	
language:	 its	 phonology,	 orthographic	
conventions,	 and	 prosodic	 features	
rather	 than	 keeping	 in	 view	 the	 target	
language	 system	 of	 orthography	 and	
phonology.		

2. Appropriate	strategies	or	rules	should	be	
devised	 to	mark	 prosodic	 features	 such	
as	 stress	and	 intonation	patterns	of	 the	
source	 language	 in	 transliterated	
versions	of	the	target	language	words.	

3. There	 is	 a	 strong	 need	 for	 necessary	
readjustments	 in	 the	 standardised	
orthography	 of	 the	 target	 language	 in	
order	 to	 represent	 the	 source	 language	
words	in	their	real	spirit	and	shape	rather	
than	reproduced	in	a	distorted	form	and	
with	deforming	tendencies.		

4. An	 analysis	 of	 properties	 mutually	
shared	 by	 bilinguals	 (English-Urdu	
bilinguals	 or	 bilinguals	 from	 any	 two	
languages)	corpora	that	causes	problems	
in	the	process	of	accurate	transliteration	
is	also	recommended.		
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Appendix	

S.	No	 Words	 Standard	 British	 English	
Pronunciation	

Pronunciation	in	
Transliterated	Version	

1. 	Adjust	 /əˈdʒʌst/		 /edˈdʒʌst/	
2. 	Admin	 /ədˌmɪn/	 /edˌmʌn/	
3. 	Advertisement	 /ədˈvɜː.tɪs.mənt/		 /ˈæd.vɝː.taɪz.ment/	
4. 	Africa	 /ˈæf.rɪ.kə/	 /ˈ	e	f.rɪː.kə/		
5. 	Agency	 /ˈeɪ.dʒ	ə	n	t	 .si/		 /ˈe.dʒ	ə	n	 .siː/	
6. 	Agent	 /ˈeɪ.dʒ	ə	nt/		 /ˈe.dʒ	ə	nt/		
7. 	Alarm		 /əˈlɑːm/	 /eˈlɑːrəm/	
8. 	Alcohol	 /ˈæl.kə.hɒl/		 /æl.	ˈkɒ.həl/		
9. 	All	 /ɔːl/		 /	ɑːl/		
10. 	Ambulance	 /ˈæm.bjʊ.lən	t	 s/		 /ˈæm.bʊ.lən	s/		
11. 	Arm	 /ɑːm/		 /ɑːrəm/		
12. 	Asia	 /ˈeɪ.ʒə/		 /eʃ.j.ə/	
13. 	Authority	 /ɔːˈθɒr.ɪ.ti/		 /	ɑ	ˈθ	ɑː	r.	ə.ti/		
14. 	Award	 /əˈwɔːd/		 /eˈw	ɑː	rd/		
15. 	America	 /əˈmer.ɪ.kə/		 /əˈmr.ɪː.kə/	
16. 	Aphasia	 /əˈfeɪ.ʒə/	 /əˈfe.ʒ.j.ə/	
17. 	Band	 bænd/		 b	ɑː	nd/		
18. 	Bargain	 /ˈbɑː.gɪn/		 /ˈbɑː.rgeɪ.n/		
19. 	Barrage	 /ˈbær.ɑːʒ/		 /ˈbær.ɑːdʒ/		
20. 	Biscuit		 /ˈbɪskɪt/	/ˈ	 /bɪskʊt/		
21. 	Board	 /bɔːd	 /bɔːrd	
22. 	Boat	 /bəʊt/		 /boʊt/		
23. 	Bottle	 /ˈbɒt.l ̩/		 /ˈbʊt.	əl ̩/		
24. 	Broad	 /brɔːd/		 /brɑːd	/	
25. 	Bradford	 /brædfəd/	 /brædfɔːrd/	
26. 	Bulb			 /bʌlb	/	 /ˈbəlʌb/		
27. 	Bomb	 /	bɒm/		 /bʌm/	
28. 	Box	 /bɒks/		 /bʌks/	
29. 	Ball	 /b	ɔːl/	 /b	ɑːl/	
30. 	brother		 /ˈbrʌð.ə	/	 /ˈbrɑːð.ər	/	
31. 	Brush		 /brʌʃ/		 /ˈbʊrʌʃ/	
32. 	bulb		 /bʌlb/		 /bʌlb/		
33. 	Call	 /kɔːl/		 /k	ɑː	l/		
34. 	Card	 /kɑːd/		 /kɑːrd/		
35. 	Carpet	 /ˈkɑː.pɪt/		 /ˈkɑː.rpɪt/		
36. 	Central	 /ˈsen.trəl/		 /ˈsʌn.trəl/		
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37. 	Certificate	 /səˈtɪf.ɪ.kət/		 /sɝː	ˈtɪf.ɪ.keɪ	t/		
38. 	Coach	 /kəʊtʃ	/	 /koʊtʃ/		
39. 	Chart	 /tʃɑːt/		 /tʃɑːrt/		
40. 	Chassis	 /ˈʃæs.i/	 /ˈtʃæs.is/	

41. 	Chicken	 /ˈtʃɪk.ɪn/		 /ˈtʃɪk.	ʌn/		
42. 	Choclet	 /ˈtʃɒk.lət/		 /ˈtʃɑːk.leɪ	t/		
43. 	Choice	 /tʃɔɪs/	 /tʃɑɪs/	
44. 	Code	 /kəʊd/		 /koʊd/		
45. 	Cold	 /kəʊld/		 /koʊld/		
46. 	College		 /ˈkɒlɪdʒ	/		 /ˈkɑːlədʒ	/	
47. 	Comment	 /ˌkɒmənt	/	 /ˌkəˈment/	
48. 	Course		 /kɔːs	/		 /kɔːrəs	/	
49. 	Confirm		 /kənˈfɜːm	/		 /kənˈfərəm	/	
50. 	Connect		 /kəˈnekt	/		 /kʊˈnekt	/	
51. 	Challenge		 /ˈtʃælɪndʒ	/		 /ˈtʃæləndʒ	/	
52. 	Coloumn	 /ˈkɒl.əm/		 /ˈkɑː.ləm/		

53. 	Comedy	 	 /ˈkɒm.ə.di/		 /ˈk	ɑːm.e.diː/		
54. 	Concert	 /ˈkɒn.sət/		 /ˈkən.sɝːt/		
55. 	Cork		 /kɔːk	/		 /kɑːrk/	
56. 	Corner	 /ˈkɔː.nə	r	/		 /ˈkɑː.nə	r	/		
57. 	Charge	 /tʃɑːdʒ/		 /tʃɑːrdʒ/		
58. 	Coca-cola	 /ˌkəʊkə	ˈkəʊlə	/		 /ˌkoʊkʊ	ˈkʊlɑː/	
59. 	Cotton	 /ˈkɒt.	n/		 ˈkɑː.t ̬	ə	n/		
60. 	Course	 /kɔːs/		 /kɔːrs/		
61. 	Court	 /kɔːt/		 /kɔːrt/		
62. 	Chocolate		 /ˈtʃɑːklət//ˈtʃɒklət/		 /ˈtʃɑːkleɪt/	
63. 	Chassis		 /ˈʃæsi/		 /ˈtʃæsis/	
64. 	Crossing	 /ˈkrɒs.ɪŋ/	 /ˈkrɑːs.ɪŋ/	
65. 	Dark		 /dɑːk/		 /dɑːrək/	
66. 	Derby	 /ˈdɑː.bi/		 /ˈdɝː	bi/	
67. 	Disturb		 /dɪˈstɜːb/		 /dəsˈtərəb/	
68. 	Document		 /ˈdɒkjumənt/		 /ˈdɑːkuːment/	
69. 	Dollar	 /ˈdɒl.ə	r	/		 /ˈdɑː.lɚr/		
70. 	Durham	 /dur	əm/	 /dur	hʌm/	
71. 	Dotcom	 /ˌdɒtˈkɒm/	 /ˌd	ɑː	tˈkɑːm/	
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72. 	Eastern	 /ˈiː.st	ə	n/	 /ˈiː.st	rə	n/		
73. 	Energy	 /ˈen.ə.dʒi/		 /ˈen.ə.rdʒiː/		
74. 	Engine	 /ˈen.dʒɪn/		 /ˈen.dʒʌn/		
75. 	exhaust		 /ɪgˈzɔːst/	 /ɪgˈzɑːst/	
76. 	Fall	 /fɔːl/		 /fɑːl/		
77. 	February		 /ˈfebruəri/		 /ˈfərvriː/	
78. 	Film	 /fɪlm/	 /fɪləm/	

79. 	Formula		 /ˈfɔːmjələ/		 /ˈfɑːrmuːlɑː/	
80. 	Farm	 /fɑːm/		 fɑːrəm/		

81. 	Formula	 /ˈfɔː.mjʊ.lə	 /ˈfɑː.mʊ.lə	
82. 	Fork	 /fɔːk/		 /fɔːrk/		
83. 	Form		 /fɔːm/		 /fɑːrəm/	

84. 	Fort	 /fɔːt/		 /fɔːrt/		
85. 	Fortune		 /ˈfɔːtʃuːn/		 /ˈfɑːrtʃuːn/	
86. 	Forward	 /ˈfɔː.wəd/		 /ˈfɑːr.wərd/		
87. 	Garden		 /ˈgɑː.d	n/		 /ˈgɑːr.dən/	
88. 	Garage	 /ˈgær.ɑːʒ/		 /ˈgær.ɑːdʒ/		
89. 	Glacier	 /ˈglæs.i.ə	r	/		 /ˈglæ.	ʃi.ə	r	/		
90. 	Government	 /ˈgʌv.	ə	n.mənt	 /ˈgoʊrn.ment	

91. 	Governor	 /ˈgʌv.	ə	n.ə	r	/		 /ˈgʌv.	ə	r.	n.ə	r	/		
92. 	Hall	 /hɔːl/		 /hɑːl/		
93. 	Hockey	 /ˈhɒk.i/		 /ˈhɑː.ki/		
94. 	Home	 həʊm/		 /hoʊm/		
95. 	Horn		 /hɔːn/		 /hɑːrən/	
96. 	Hotel	 h	 ə	ʊ	 ˈtel/		 /hoʊ-ˈtʌl/			
97. 	Housing	 /ˈhaʊ.zɪŋ/	 /ˈhaʊ.sɪŋ/		
98. 	Information		 /ˌɪnfəˈmeɪʃn/		 /ˌɪnfɑːrˈmeɪʃən/	
99. 	International	 /ˌɪn.təˈnæʃ.	ə	n.	ə	l/		 /ˌɪn.tərˈnæʃ.	ə	n.	ʌ	l/		
100. 	Internet	 /ˈɪn.tə.net	/	 ˈɪn.tər.net		
101. 	Jacket		 /ˈdʒækɪt/		 /ˈdʒækət/	
102. 	Janury	 /ˈdʒæn.jʊ	ə	 .ri/		 /ˈdʒ	ʌ	n.ʊ	ə	 .ri/		
103. 	Job	 /dʒɒb/		 /dʒɑːb/		
104. 	Keswick	 /kizik/	 /keswik/	

105. 	Knowledge		 /ˈnɒlɪdʒ/		 /ˈnɑːlədʒ/	
106. 	Lead	(noun)	 /led/		 /liːd/		
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107. 	Library		 /ˈlaɪbrəri	/		 /læbˈreɪriː	/	
108. 	Limit		 /ˈlɪmɪt	/		 /ˈlɪmət	/	
109. 	Load	 /ləʊd/		 /loʊd/		
110. 	Loan	 /ləʊn/		 /loʊn/		
111. 	Lock	 /lɒk/		 /lɑːk/		
112. 	Mall	 /mɔːl	 /mɑːl/		
113. 	Modern	 /ˈmɒdn	/		 /ˈmɑːdrən	/	
114. 	March		 /mɑːtʃ	/		 /ˈmɑːrətʃ	/	
115. 	Message		 /ˈmesɪdʒ/		 /ˈmæsədʒ/	
116. 	Monkey		 /ˈmʌŋki	/		 /ˈmoʊnki/	
117. 	Market		 /ˈmɑːkɪt	/		 /ˈmɑːrkɪːt	/	
118. 	Marker		 /ˈmɑːkə(r)	/		 /ˈmɑːrkər	/	
119. 	Member	 /ˈmembə(r)/		 /mɪmbər/	
120. 	Minute	 /ˈmɪn.ɪt/		 /ˈmɪn.	ʌt/		
121. 	Mobile	 /ˈməʊbaɪl	/		 /muːˈbæl	/	
122. 	Morning	 /ˈmɔː.nɪŋ/		 /ˈmɑːr.nɪŋ/		
123. 	Motorcycle	 /ˈməʊ.təˌsaɪ.kl ̩/		 /ˈmoʊ.	tərˌsaɪ.kl ̩/			
124. 	News	 /njuːz/		 /nevz/		

125. 	Normal	 /ˈnɔː.məl/		 /ˈnɑːr.mʌl/		
126. 	North	 /nɔːθ/		 /nɑːrθ/		
127. 	Norwich	 /n	ɔː	r	ɪtʃ	/	 /n	ɑː	rvɪtʃ	/	
128. 	Note	 /nəʊt/		 /noʊt/		
129. 	Notice	 /ˈnəʊ.tɪs/		 /ˈnoʊ.t ̬ʌs/		
130. 	Office		 /ˈɒf.ɪs/	 /ˈ	ɑːf.ɪs/	
131. 	Oil	 /ɔɪl/	 /ɑɪl/	
132. 	Onion		 /ˈʌnjən/		 /ˈoʊnɪən/	
133. 	Operation	 /ˌɒp.	ə	rˈeɪ.ʃ	ə	n/		 /ˌɑː.pəˈreɪ-	ʃ	ə	n/			
134. 	Option	 /ˈɒp.ʃ	ə	n/		 /ˈɑːp-	ʃ	ə	n/			
135. 	Order	 /ˈɔː.də	r	/		 /ˈɑːr.də	r	/		
136. 	Organization	 /ˌɔː.g	ə	n.	a	 ɪˈzeɪ.ʃ	ə	n/		 /ˈɑː.g	ə	n.a	 ɪˈzeɪ.ʃ	ə	n/		
137. 	Oxford	 /ɒksfəd/	 /ˈɑːks	f	ɔːrd/	
138. 	Part	 /pɑːt/		 /pɑːrt/		
139. 	Pattern	 /ˈpæt.	ə	n/		 /ˈpæt.	rə	n/		
140. 	Permit	(noun)	 /pəˈmɪt/		 /pərˈmət/		
141. 	Phoenix	 /ˈfiː.nɪks	/	 /ˈf	uːˈnɪks/	
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142. 	Pint	 /paɪnt/		 /pɪnt/		
143. 	Phone	 /fəʊn/	 /f	uːn/	
144. 	Pizzaa	 /pitsə/	 /piːzə/	
145. 	Problem		 /ˈprɒbləm	/		 /ˈprɑːbləm	/	

146. 	Park		 /pɑːk	/		 /pɑːrək	/	
147. 	Photo		 /ˈfəʊtəʊ/		 /ˈfoʊtuː/	
148. 	Party		 /ˈpɑːti	/	 /ˈpɑːrti/	
149. 	Police		 /pəˈliːs/		 /pʊˈliːs/	
150. 	Plastic		 /ˈplæstɪk	/	 /ˈplɑːskət/	
151. 	Petrol	 /ˈpetrəl/		 /pətˈrəʊl/	
152. 	Position		 /pəˈzɪʃn/		 /pʊˈzɪːʃən	/	
153. 	Portugal	 /ˈpɔː.tʃə.gəl/		 /ˈpɔː.tə.gɑːl/		
154. 	Polish		 /ˈpɒlɪʃ	/		 /ˈpɑːləʃ	/	
155. 	Profit		 /ˈprɒfɪt	/		 /ˈprɑːfət	/	
156. 	Process	 /ˈprəʊ.ses/		 /ˈpr	ɑː.ses/		
157. 	Proctor	 /ˈprɒk.tə/		 /ˈpr	ɑːk.tə	r/	
158. 	Profession	 /prəˈfeʃ.	ə	n/		 /ˈproʊ.ˈfeʃ.	ə	n/		
159. 	Program	 /ˈprəʊ.græm/		 /ˈproʊ.græm/		

160. 	Progress	 /ˈprəʊ.gres/		 /ˈprɑː.gres/		
161. 	Project	 /ˈprɒdʒ.ekt/		 /ˈprɑː.dʒekt/		
162. 	Promotion	 /prəˈməʊ.ʃ	ə	n/	 /proʊˈmoʊ.ʃ	ə	n/	
163. 	Property	 /ˈprɒp.ə.ti/		 /ˈprɑː.pɚ.t ̬i/		
164. 	Portsmouth	 /pɔːtsmʌθ/		 /pɔːrtsmaʊθ/			
165. 	Qualify	 /ˈkwɒl.ɪ.faɪ/		 /ˈkwɑː.lɪ-	faɪ/		
166. 	Quantity	 /ˈkwɒn.tɪ.ti	/	 /ˈkwɑːn.t ̬ə.t ̬i/		
167. 	Reading	(name	of	a	

place	in	England)	
/ˈri.dɪŋ/		
	

/ˈriː.dɪŋ/		
	

168. 	Regular	 /ˈreg.jʊ.lə	r	/		 /ˈreg.ʊ.lə	r	/		
169. 	Rickshaw		 /ˈrɪkʃɔː	/		 /ˈrəkʃɑː/	
170. 	Recorder		 /rɪˈkɔːdə(r)	/		 /rɪˈkɑːrdər/	
171. 	Rocket		 /ˈrɒkɪt	/		 /ˈrɑːkət	/	
172. 	Switch		 /swɪtʃ/		 /ˈsʊtʃ/	
173. 	Silencer		 /ˈsaɪlənsə(r)/		 /ˈslənsər/	
174. 	Sociology	 /ˌsəʊ.siˈɒl.ə.dʒi/		 /ˌsoʊ.	ʃiˈɑː.lo	dʒi/		
175. 	Strawberry		 /ˈstrɔːbəri/		 /ˈsətrɔːbəri/	
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176. 	Scarf		 /skɑːf	/		 /skɑːrəf	/	
177. 	Shelf		 /ʃelf/		 /ˈʃələf	/	
178. 	Shelf		 /ʃelf/		 /ˈʃələf	/	
179. 	Stop		 /stɒp/		 /stɑːp	/	
180. 	Shop	 /ˈʃɒp	/		 /ˈʃɑːp/	
181. 	Shopping		 /ˈʃɒpɪŋ/		 /ˈʃɑːpəŋ/	
182. 	Shampoo	 /ʃæmˈpuː	/		 /ˈʃæmpu/	

183. 	Sweat	 /swet/		 /swiːt/		
184. 	Topic		 /ˈtɒpɪk	/		 /ˈtɑːpək/	
185. 	Thermometer		 /θəˈmɒmɪtə(r)/		 /ˈθərmɑːmɪːtər/	
186. 	Toll	 /təʊl	 /t	ɑːl/	,	/tuːl/	
187. 	Transformer		 /trænsˈfɔːmə(r)/		 /trɑːnsˈfɑːrmər/	
188. 	Tweezers		 /ˈtwiːzəz/		 /ˈtviːzər//tˈjuːzər/	
189. 	Vehicle	 /ˈviː.ɪ.kl ̩/		 /ˈviː.hɪ.kl ̩/		
190. 	Walk	 /wɔːk/		 /wɑːk/		
191. 	Water		 /	ˈwɔːtər/		 /	ˈvɑːtər/	
192. 	Wicket		 /	ˈwɪkɪt/		 /	ˈvɪkət/	
193. 	Warrantee		 /	ˈwɒrənti/		 /vˈrənti//ˈwɑːrənti/	
194. 	Year	 /jɪə	r	/		 /ɪə	r	/	
195. 	Warwick	 /wɔː	r	wɪk	/		 /wɑːrvɪk	/		
196. 	Wash	 /wɒʃ/		 /w	ɑːʃ/	
197. 	Zoology	 /zuːˈɒl.ə.dʒi/		 /zəv	ɑːˈl.ɒ.dʒi/		

	
	

	




