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This is a psycholinguistic study of glossolalia produced by four speakers in an experimental
setting. Acoustical patterns (signal waveforni, fundamental frequency, and amplitude
changes) were compared. The frequency of occurrence of vowels and consonants was
computed for the glossoletic samples and compared with General American English. The
resuits showed that three of the four speakers had swbstentiafly higher vowel-to-consonant
ratios thau are found in English specch. Phanology, morphology, and syntax of the four
glossolalic productions were anatvzed. This revealed two distinet forms of glossolalia. One
form, which we called “formulaic” tends towards stereotypy and repetitiousness. The
second form, which we cailed “innovative' shows mare novelty and unprediciability in the
chaining of speccli-like elements. Thesc contrastive forms of glossolalia may relate to
dimensions of linguistic creativity. Precise correlates with personality patrerns, educational
backgrounds, psychopathology, and other sociolinguistic variables remain ro be employed.

INTRODUCTION

Glossolalia is a form of speech behavior occasionally.associated with religious
experience, and its significance has been hotly debated for centuries. Our
purpose in this paper will be to discuss glossolalia as a language-dependent
psychosocial phenomenon. s the term “language™ at all appropriate when
applied to glossolalia, and if so, how does glossolalia differ from other
language forms? In answering this question. we intend to show that it scems
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Syntactic Structures

Samarin (1968) believes that in analyzing glossolalic speech it is possible
to isolate macrosegments and microsegments that are comparable to units in
natural language. He admits that “Glossic words, it must be understood, are
difficult to determine.”” But he believes that accentual clues and slight pauses
give sufficient information for such a division. Our data basically support
Samarin’s finding that “there is in each glossa a kind of micro-segmental
syntax similar to that of natural language.” We have noted that regular
in glossas which may sometimes be characterized as

patterns are present
ogical, but the lack of semanticity makes

syntactic and sometimes as morphol
both characterizations inaccurate.

Sociolinguistic Aspects

rence of glossolalic speech in a nonreligious context may raise
questions regarding the social appropriateness of the speaker’s conduct.
Qccasionally a diagnosis of mental or emotional illness has to be considered
(Casey and Pattison, 1967). For example, there may be a superficial similarity
between glossolalia and jargon aphasia or schizophasia, two pathological
speech forms associated with severe psychopathology. But in these instances
additional signs and symptoms of disease are usually disclosed. The aphasic
has neurological findings of reflex changes and sensorimotor disturbances. The
schizophrenic shows disordered thought processes. peculiar emotional reac-
tions, and generally withdrawn or bizarre social behavior.

Of critical importance is whether the subject is able to speak normally
when requested to do so. We consider glos.olalia to be pathological only when
a patient seems to lack self-control, cannot limit his nonsensical behavior to
moments when it is expected or tolerated by others, or speaks in this way for
the sole purpose of annoying or confounding the listener. This question has
recently been discussed at greater length by Gill (1971).

The occur

THE STUDY OF GLOSSOLALIA

Sampling of Speech

Through the coopeération of a Protestant chaplain we. obtained the
tape-recorded glossolalic speech of four university students. An informal
interview was carried out by one of us$ with each subject before and after
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each glossolalia " ording was made. Several glossolalia samples were taken
from each subject, some of the samples being 5 to 6 min in length.

' All speakers had recently become “spirit-filled” Christians and were
active in religious groups on campus. All of the subjects interviewed empha-
sized that speaking in tongues did not require a stupor or trunce state and
that it was a phenomenon they could control. This fact was further
emphasized during the recording session, as the subjects consciously and

casually switched from glossolalic speech to natural language and back again as
they desired.

Analysis of the Data

Tape-recorded interviews were analyzed for patterning on a syntactic
and a plionological level. The first stage of this analysis involved the writing of
4 phonetic transcription using notation as described in Principles of the IPA,
For each speuker the various syllable forms were noted and their frequencies
tabulated. A phonetic transcription appears underneath the five-line display (see
p. 16).

Syntactic analysis was possible for Speakers 1 and 4. The grammar
written fulfiils the general requirements for generative grammars. Since there
were no definable words, there is no reliance upon semantic information.

The streteh of glossolalic phonation produced between two pauses in
which breath is taken may be called a breatly group. Although this unit can be
objectively detined, it does not bear a one-to-one relation with the glossolalic
“utterance” or “sentence.” In the case of Speuker 4, a breath group may
contain several repetitions of a basic pattern with varying degrees of modifica-
tion. Although this speaker breaths with great regularity, each respiration does
not isolate single utterances. Speaker 1, on the other hand, takes a breath at
the end of what might be judged as an utterance on syntactic and intonational
grounds. Speaker 3 ulso illustrates a correspondence between breath group
length and utterance length perceived upon intonational and syntactic clues.
Hewever, the breaths of this speaker do not occur with the high periodicity of
Speakers 1 and 4. Speaker 2 is the only subject producing breath groups of

widely varying length. Within breath 8roups, pauses are rare for all speakers
except 2. The end of an utterance within a breath group cannot be perceived by
a pause of significant duration. Nor can the “glossic words” discussed by Samarin
(1968) be clearly separated out through pauses in the data we have recorded.

In general it appears to be impossible to state a discovery procedure for
glossolalic grammars. In practice, we find that the presence of “recurring
partials”™ or phonological strings of relatively constant shape is a central clue
for analysis, and that information from breath groups and pauses is secondary
and occasionally misleading.

' Slossolatic Speech from a Psycholinguistié Perspective
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Results

Syntactic Analysis
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. . . as
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Initiator ==--- ke
Verse --—--ee= kirias
stori kontraes
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Refrain ------ de (fraen, kosde)
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Also, a few syllables seem to he frequently used before larg®” patterned

alternation groups as if they served a modifying or other dependent role:

mi de
la ya
na

Apart from the general characterization of alternation shapes and dependent
preceding syllables, little can be said about order regularities in this glossa.
However, there are many syllable groups which are not altered in this corpus,
but which may well be members of on-going alternation patterns in the larger
framework of her total use of glossolalia. Even so, the freeness of ordering
and the blending between alternation shapes in syllable groups such as
kantinia which mixes shapes 2 and 3 is notably different from the tormulaic
samples. Here a certain core of forms is present, but this core continually
undergoes development and elaboration.

Speaker 3 illustrates innovative behavior the most clearly. For example,
breath group 2 is built upon alternation of the forms:

mere:f

Jare: su

ode: fa

In the alternation of this form several features are held constant, including
length and prominence of the vowel of the second syllable, sibilant quality of
the third consonant, and labial articulation of the initial consonant. On the
other hand, parameters such as nasality, vowel height, and articulator vary.
Again, in this breath group, we find the decrease in variety at the end of breath
groups noted by Wolfram; here the standard closing form is an fal. Also in
this group, we see use of connectives, in this case /dif. Several other patterns
vary in interesting ways similar to the pattern just observed:

[e}

[ —
(29

karo-st farofadi
kero fa  foroitsiana
kor~:sa  porufiani

korog:sa porufiana

Despite the richness of pattern in this speech, it does not seem possible to
write rules describing order regularities. If the phonological form of the
alternation shapes is free, word order is even freer.®

6Investigating the babbling produced in onc day by a 13-month-old child, Gruber (1966)
found that utterances consisted of syllables beginning with a non-Grave segment
followed by a Grave segment. Gruber believed that the child began the utterance with a
certain degree of markedness and increased this level in subsequent syllables. This ludic
behavior corresponds closely with the pattern of morphophonemic alternations discussed
by Wolfram and also present in our data. Of course, the patterns of the child are
typically less extensive and less rigid. Nonetheless, the tendency to manipulate various
parameters of sound segments, keeping other parameters constant, is present in both forms
of behavior.
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Pionology
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Osseq dmin (1968) characterizes the Intonation pattern of glossolalia as
l;; idssgng a ) threshold“of onset, a rising gradient of intensity, a peak and a
“g;;OSS(l(elsa_\{. She believes that this characteristic pattern indicates that
s Jtd it is z;) tranc?-produced event of phonation.”™ Apart from the question
¢ trance basis of this behavior, v : i
4 ' » W€ may question her characterizati
o nee . . aracterization of
SNwr'\:t1(}):{131 curves in glossolalia. Evidence produced instrumentally (Fig. 1)
‘(; ltmt pitch may sometimes vary extremely little. If peaks of sjonal
S GO - . N )
IL-I;D“) pitch, or intensity do occur, they occur more frequently i: a
U‘ N Sy i - 3 ;
f\fl xd(,n u,xly in the breath group, rather than late as Goodman sugeested
A data do not substantizte her cluim that all “pauses” must beginaivith a.
consonant or glottal stop: indeed . gloty $ ¢ ar
o I » glottal stops are nearly totally absent in our
A comparison of the piteh levels of Speakers 1 and 4 with the other

speukers shows that, in our s '
peakers shows that, in ou; sample, speakers of glessa-which are characteriza-

?Ie as .ﬁ)mzu!af(f on syntactic grounds and which contain 4 minimu f
l)zzztjvam'e morphological behavior also evidence minimal pitch variation 'n‘] .
their performance (see Fig. 1). On the other hand, speukers ofg z’ml()iL;c')SS
glossas not only show more irregular breath group length and pause dis(ribuatil:e
(sce P 12) but also demonstrate more pitch variation. The cooccurrence or:‘
s*:xch reatuTes on separate linguistic levels suggests that the clmractcri/'nidn of
glossas as formulaic or innovative isolates 4 fundamental stvlistic di;rcnl‘iun

‘ The syzllable structure of the four speakers is su:x\;1xarizcd iI‘l "f"ihlé I
This g’llabiﬁcati% was produced by attaching medial consonants to thé
following vowel and splitting medial clusters between the enclosing syllables.
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Fig. 1. Instrumental analysis of i i
) ] glossolalic speech, showing total waveform of the si
. 19ti ; > ;
(‘top line), func?amental frequency, variations (second line), amplitude variations (:}g}r_lfg
line), and I-sec intervals (bottom line). i
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Table 1. Syllabic Structure of Speech of Four Glossalalic Speakers

1 2 3 4
%of CV 77 77 83 34
Ve 2 3
v 6 10 2
cev 17 I 17
cve 12 11 22
cce 1
cvee I
ceve 22

Table I1. Frequency of Vowels to Consonants in Four Glossolalists and in Gen-
eral American English

1 2 3 4 English (Hayden, 1950)
Vowels 48 48 48 27 374
Consonants 52 52 52 63 62.6

Speaker 1 uses only one consonantal cluster /ft/, but use of this cluster
occurs in 17% of all syliables. Speaker 2 once uses the initial cluster /kr/.
However the 12% of CVC syllables are mostly syllables ending in /n/, then
followed by /d/ and in one case [t/. Speaker 3 uses quite a variety of clusters,
mostly with sibilants or nasals: /fts/, [st/ (five occurrences), [ft/ (three
occurrences), /ns/, [nef, [sdf, [slf, [nm/, Jkb/, /frf:t/. Speaker 4 has the
following clusters: /st/, [fr/, /nk/, and [oty. The frequency of vowels to
consonants can be seen in Table 1.

There is good reason to question tlie automatic characterization of
sounds of glossolalia as derivations of English phonemes, if we remember the
degree to which distinctive features may vary with apparent freedom in
glossolalia. In order to assess the degree to which glossolalia is derivative of
the speaker’s native language or his second languages, one might examine the
closeness of fit between glossolalia of English speakers and English and two
other nonrelated languages.

Analysis of the phonological characteristics of glossolalia has usually
been concerned with the type and frequency cof the phones used by each
speaker (e.g., Jacquith, 1967). The problems of phonemicizing glossolalic
speech relate principally to its nonsemanticity and the impossibility of the
application of a minimal pair test. Isolation of syllables is no more difficult in
glossolaiia than in an unknown foreign language, inasmuch as such isolation
proceeds independently of considerations of meaning.
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Dissussion
’ In the course of this study, glossolalia as a form of speech has been
characterized along a number of linguistic dimensions. Specific attention was
focused on the possibility of distinguishing at least two basic styles or varieties
of glossolalia: formulaic and innovative. It was shown that these styles differ
in their characterization in syntactic, morphological, and intonational terms.
While we have some descriptive data about the personal backgrounds and
language training of the four subjects analyzed, the psychosocial origin of
stvle differances in their glossolalis has not been investigated.  Equally
fiaportant as the characterizations of varying forms of glessic behavior is the
creation ol a basis for a typology of speech behaviors which should place
glossolalis in proper relation to related forms,

I many respects glossolalia differs from other formns of nonsensical
specch behavior and should be considered 2 unique psychosocial phenomenon
(Casey and Pattison, 1967}, Somniloquy, for example, may be quite coherent,
and when oceurring during rapid eye movement sleep has content that is 80%
concordant with wakeful recall (Arkin er al, 1970). Interjections may well be
considered s linguistic since both their phonological form and their semantic
form ure determined, although they enter into the syntactic system only
marginatly, if at all. Those cjeculutions which are inarticulate cries may well
be excluded from buth language and nonsense language on the basis of their
lack of phonological, semantic, or syntactic structure. The wails of the
entranced members of the Umbund, spinitualist cult should similarly be
excluded from both lunguage and nonsense speech.

On the other hand, glossolalia s only representative of a group of
phenomena which do not display the property of semanticity but yet
maintain phonological structure in some systematic sense. We are interested in
estublishing linguistic and paralinguistic criteria for other nonsemantic speech
forms, in particular the utterances of emotionally excited persens in the
throes of mystical or transcendental states of altered consciousness. Such
information may be useful from a clinical standpoint and also for better
understanding of the relationships between speech and emotive soundmaking.
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