Morpheme Repair

Background. In spontaneous speech errors, an erroneous string is sometimes brought in line
with grammatical constraints thanks to a post-error repair strategy (“accommodation”; Garrett
1980). Repairs may involve morphosyntactic features (e.g. gender in German), but they may
also have an impact on the choice of derivational morphemes. For illustration, consider the
examples in (1). In the English stem exchange in (1a), the error element care appears with the
appropriate derivational suffix, which, however, is different from the suffix present in the
intended utterance (Fromkin 1973). Similarly, in the self-corrected German slip in (1b), the
stem erzahl surfaces with a nominalizing suffix that is not part of the intended utterance.

(1) a. Ithinkit’s care-ful to measure with reason
(intended: it’s reason-able to measure with care)
b. er hat ein-e Erzahl-ung, é&h, ein-en  Schwank [...] erzahl-t
he has a-F.Acc tell-NmLZ(F), er, a-M.AcC tale(m)[...] tell-PART
‘He has told a (merry) tale from his youth.’

Research Question. What can the apparent repair of derivational morphemes in speech errors
like those in (1) tell us about the relation between form and meaning in morphology?

Account. Based on (mostly German) speech errors, drawn from a corpus of 829 slips, 1 will
argue for a form-follows-meaning approach couched within Distributed Morphology (Halle &
Marantz 1993). However, | will depart both from accounts that argue that derivational
morphemes are “functional roots” drawn from the Lexicon (Kihm 2005) and accounts that
assume late insertion of derivational morphemes at PF (Harley & Noyer 1998; Marantz
2001). 1 will argue that both views are problematic in light of the speech error data. First, a
functional root account would have to assume that the Lexicon is accessed again after the
error has taken place in order to select the appropriate derivational morpheme. Second,
German nominalizing suffixes are gender-relevant — as is evident from (1b), where the suffix
-ung contributes the feature [+fem], which is copied onto the determiner. Consequently,
morpheme insertion must precede feature copy, i.e. it cannot apply at PF.

Instead, | will argue that the slip data provide strong evidence for the assumption that
derivational morphemes are inserted post-syntactically at the level of Morphological Structure
based on the licensing environment in which a root surfaces (e.g. [+d] in (1b)). This account
has the advantage that all apparent repairs come for free, as they involve processes that apply
in the course of the derivation anyway (i.e. morpheme insertion and gender copy in (1b)).

In addition, 1 will discuss the complicating fact that for many roots, alternative
nominalizations are available. VERZAHL in (1b), for instance, might as well combine with the
agentive suffix -er (yielding Erzahler ‘narrator’). This suggests that the insertion of a
derivational morpheme is further influenced by DP-internal functional structure (Alexiadou
2001; Harley 2009). Actually, the speech error patterns provide intriguing psycholinguistic
evidence for the assumption of such additional functional structure. [474 words]

Alexiadou. 2001. Functional structure in nominals. John Benjamins. Fromkin. 1973. Introduction. In Fromkin
(ed.), Speech errors as linguistic evidence. Mouton, 11-45. Garrett. 1980. Levels of processing in sentence
production. In Butterworth (ed.), Language production. Academic Press, 177-220. Halle & Marantz. 1993.
Distributed Morphology and the pieces of inflection. In Hale & Keyser (eds.), The view from building 20. MIT
Press, 111-176. Harley. 2009. The morphology of nominalizations and the syntax of vP. In Giannakidou &
Rathert (eds.), Quantification, definiteness, and nominalization. OUP, 321-343. Harley & Noyer. 1998.
Licensing the non-lexicalist lexicon: Nominalizations, Vocabulary items and the Encyclopaedia. MITWPL 32,
119-137. Kihm. 2005. Noun class, gender, and the lexicon-syntax-morphology interfaces: A comparative study
of Niger-Congo and Romance languages. In Cinque & Kayne (eds.), Oxford handbook of comparative syntax.
OUP, 459-512. Marantz. 2001. Words. Paper presented at WCCFL 20, USCLA.



