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Abstract

Zero Derivation is a type of word formation whereby from a lexeme
that belongs to one lexical category or subcategory a new element is derived
that has the same form (in the case with isolating languages) or similar form
(with inflecting languages), similar or expanded meaning, and, what is most
importantly, it is a member of a different word class or subclass. This
process relies on cognition — the ability to understand things by connecting
the new, unknown and inexperienced with the old, known and already
experienced. The prototypical cases of zero derivation in Macedonian which
illustrate formal overlapping between the starting and the resulting lexeme,
and, in addition, their subgroup - between-class types will be analysed by
showing that the direction of the process is between two classes at a time,
that is, the process moves from a lexeme from one class to a lexeme in
another class.
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Introduction

The process of zero derivation is primarily derivational because a
new element is derived, and is closely connected with lexicology since the
newly derived element is a new lexeme, with morphology - because the form
of the word plays a crucial role in the process, semantic — since it is the
meaning of both lexemes that gives ground for their matching, and,
eventually syntactic because the new element receives different function and
distribution in a sentence. This formal overlapping, semantic transfer and
expansion, and class change are aided and analysed by using the cognitive
approach. Namely, the ability to connect the new information with the old
one is the driving force in the process of zero derivation, which allows the
participants in the conversation to derive new lexemes absolutely freely and
non-obstructively, by using cognitive transfer and metaphoric associations.
On the basis of the fact whether the new lexeme takes all or some of the
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characteristics of the new lexical category or subcategory, full and partial
types of zero derivation can be distinguished. The full is otherwise called
total or derivational, while the partial is considered to be syntactic (Bauer
1983: 227). On the other hand, when taking into consideration the
directionality of the process, the following kinds can be analysed: between-
class zero derivation, within-class zero derivation, zero derivation from
minor to major class, and vice versa, zero derivation from major to minor.

In this paper, as far as the absence of inflectional material is
concerned, it is the prototypical zero derivation in Macedonian that will be
analysed, and its subtype: the between-class zero derivation.

There are different terms used to name the process that is subject to
our interest, all elaborated by Arnold (1986: 153), but they all have different
definitions and imply different interpretations. The term conversion defines
the process as syntactic, since it means that what happens is that the existent
lexeme is converted, actually it only changes its position in the surroundings,
and its function is different due to the different position of the same lexeme
in the sentence. It claims that nothing derivational happens: we rather deal
with one and the same element which is being placed differently, and not two
different elements with the same form. Another similar term that goes in
favour of this explanation is functional shift, which alludes to the fact that
only the function of the lexeme is changed or shifted, not its category or
subcategory. Root formation insists on the explanation that only roots
(simple words) are used in the process, not leaving room for derivationally
affixed items and compounds. But, the first two definitions are considered to
be unacceptable because they are against our tendency to treat this process
derivational, not syntactic, and, in continuation, we try to give evidence and
proof for our considering this phenomenon to be a derivational one. The
third name is again being regarded as inappropriate because complex words
also undergo this process, for example in English: featherbed n. —
featherbed v. Nevertheless, of all these, the term conversion is very
commonly used in the literature (also by Jackson 1980: 110), referring to the
process that we actually name zero derivation — a term which gradually
fights its place in the modern linguistic analysis. Katamba (1993: 55), like
Marchand (1969) and Adams (1973), refers to this process as zero
derivation, by analogy to zero derivation in inflectional morphology. It is
claimed that zero morphs are used as suffixes in derivational morphology as
well. Plag (2003: 197) also states that it is best to assume that zero-forms are
possible forms in a language. But, in this kind of derivation, the
directionality problem or the natural class is important in determining which
element in the pair is the derived part of speech. According to Marchand
(1969), semantics is important in determining the direction, that is, the more
basic element of the pair is the one whose semantic priority is implied by the
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other. This approach of determining the natural class in analyzing the
elements that undergo the process of zero derivation is also used by Quirk,
Greenbaum, Leech and Svartvik (1972). Bauer (1983: 226) claims that this
process allows any lexeme to undergo this process as the need arises and
there are no morphological restrictions.

But, it is the cognitive approach that has been chosen as the most
referential for explaining this process because if we aim at zero deriving a
lexeme, which means producing a lexeme with the same form, but different
word class or subclass, it is only the meaning that should be seriously
considered in order for it to be expanded. Yet, its proper understanding
requires from the participants in the conversation to share common
background, and to have obtained similar knowledge, so that they can match
the two lexemes metaphorically, establish association links, and successfully
make cognitive transfer from the first to the second lexeme. The process is
pretty simple, both for using and for understanding it, from the speaker’s and
from the hearer’s perspective, and it is only the cognition that should be
employed for fruitful communication.

The fact that the whole process depends entirely on the semantics,
which lies in the starting lexeme, and on the surrounding context, is shown in
two types of denominal, zero derived verbs: ornative and privative.
Marchand (1969) talks about this distinction and says that when the referent
of the second noun is supplied with the referent of the first noun which is
being zero derived, we talk about ornative zero derivation, but the same
constructions with the same nouns can express quite opposite, privative
meaning. They both have a noun as a source, go through the process of zero
derivation and, as a result, function as a lexeme that means to provide the
object with the thing denoted by the base, in the case with ornative verbs,
and with privative verbs - a lexeme that means to remove from the object the
thing denoted by the base. The following examples will illustrate this; the
first group being ornative, while the second one showing the privative verbs,
thus both groups display zero derived denominal verbs:

carpet a room ~ put a carpet in the room

roof a house ~ put a roof on the house

paper the wall ~ put paper on the wall and

skin a knee ~ remove skin from the knee

bone a fish ~ remove bone from the fish

dust the furniture ~ remove dust from the furniture.?®

% These examples, as some other listed previously, are taken from English because this
language is abundant with prototypical cases of between-class zero derivation, and in order
to manifest the process through examples that exist in the world literature. Of course, the
further discussion will focus on the situation in Macedonian.
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These semantic differences can be explained by the relationship
among the nouns in the entering structure, but yet, the interpretation of the
result of the process will depend on the speaker’s common knowledge, not
only on their linguistic capacity.

According to Saeed (1997: 299), linguistic knowledge is part of the
general, basic cognition. Cognitive linguists emphasise the difference
between formal and functional approach towards the language. The first, to
which generative grammar belongs, is very often connected with the claim
that knowledge of linguistic structures and rules forms an autonomous
model, independent of the other mental processes for attention, memory, and
thinking. Thus, studies in cognitive semantics dilute the difference between
linguistic knowledge and encyclopedic knowledge of the real world. When it
comes to the second, functional approach, taken by the cognitive linguists,
making difference among linguistic levels of analysis will not have a positive
effect on our language conceptions, because syntax can never be independent
of semantics and pragmatics.

In the cognitive-linguistic literature, knowledge is based on
conventional structures. In this way, semantic structure is formed to show
mental categories that people create from their behaviour and experience in
the world. Cognitive linguists agree with Lakoff and Johnson’s suggestion
(1980) that metaphor is a basic element in our categorization of the world
and reasoning processes, hence, in cognitive linguistics the metaphor is a
basic instrument for semantic expansion of the word, a model that maps the
meaning of a lexeme from one domain to another, in that way connecting the
meanings that superficially cannot be connected, but the speaker considers
them to be similar and able to connect.

Cognitive linguistics, being a separate branch of linguistics, has its
own approach to language, and the language development depends on a
person’s power to perceive, but people perceive finding similarities between
the new elements and the relevant prototype of the category in question. This
approach undoubtedly sheds new light on our understanding of the inner
structure of the word meaning. This structure turns out not to be autonomous
and already determined, but it depends on our basic attitude to the world,
while the word meaning is analysed on the basis of similarity with the
prototype, that is, with the natural class of the lexeme.

As far as the prototype is concerned, it is the most remarkable
element of a category, and Rosch (1977), as cited in Lazarevska-Stancevska
(JTazapeBcka-CranueBcka 2004), investigating psychology, classifies the new
concepts on the basis of similarity with such an element. Namely, the more
the concept resembles the prototype, the bigger the chances are that it is
placed in a certain category. This means that the role of the prototype is of
immense importance in the cognitive study of lexical meaning, since all
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variants in the meaning of one lexeme are connected with the prototype. This
connection is by closer or farther metaphoric links, while the speakers
understand the abstract concepts through their physical experience. Hence,
the principles of the cognitive semantics are: identifying the prototype of a
category, making similarities and connections between the prototype, the
other meanings of the lexeme, and the metaphor as a means for semantic
expansion. Therefore, the metaphor needs to be defined, and here we will
take Saeed’s quote (1993: 304) of Lakoff and Turner (1989) as cited in
Lazarevska-Stancevska (Jlazapescka-Cranuecka 2004: 2) “Metaphors allow
us to understand one domain of experience in terms of another. To serve this
function, there must be some grounding, some concepts that are not
completely understood via metaphor to serve as source of domains.”, or as
Alan Cruse (2000: 202) cites the Oxford American Dictionary of metaphor:
“The use of a word or phrase to mean something different from the literal
meaning.” Lazarevska-Stancevska also cites Hopper and Traugott (1993: 77)
who define metaphor as understanding and experiencing one kind of thing in
relation to and with the help of another kind, when there is direction of
transfer from concrete to abstract meaning, as well as Taylor (1995: 132)
who explains metaphor as a means with which the more abstract domains are
explained and experienced with more familiar and concrete domains. As a
matter of fact, by using metaphor we perceive and experience two entities as
same and equal although there is no objective ‘equality’ between those two
objects. We suppose equality between two concepts on the basis of perceived
similarity between them. But that similarity or mapping is not accidental, it is
rather motivated by the analogy that the speakers make, which is based on
our cognitive structuring of the world around us (JIazapeBcka-CtandeBcka
2004: 3). The two concepts that are involved in a metaphor are the described
concept, called the target domain, and the other with which the comparison
or the analogy is being made, called the source domain.

However, from what has been shown up to now that exists in the
literature, mainly, about English, which is a language that is rich in this
notion, and what will be explored in the continuation of this paper, it is
absolutely inevitable to conclude that there is great future awaiting for the
process of zero derivation due to the fact that this phenomenon is an
enormously easy, productive and creative way of forming new words in the
Macedonian language.

Before we direct this analysis to the prototypical cases of zero
derivation, we need to have explained the difference between derivation and
inflection, something that will differentiate between prototypical and non-
prototypical cases of zero derivation. More explicitly, we ought to say that
our subject matter is a lexical-grammatical, or a syntactic process connected
with derivation and inflection. The lexical part of the process is reflected in
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the lexical changes that happen in the word, and in creation of a new lexeme,
while the grammatical or syntactic aspect is visible in the different function
that the element acquires depending on its position in the sentence. Certainly,
there is derivation in this case, because as the name suggests — zero
derivation, there is creation of a new lexeme, and the process is zero since
this is conducted through the use of covert or zero affix. The inflectional part
is also present in this process in a way that in most cases, due to the addition
of inflectional suffixes, from the source lexeme, the target lexeme — a result
of the process of zero derivation — is being derived.

According to Carter (1998: 10), the general difference between the
categories inflection and derivation is that from the stem or stems of a given
lexeme, the first forms all word forms which are syntactically determined,
while derivation results in forming different lexemes. Thus, the characteristic
of inflectional suffixes is to show grammatical variations of a given stem.
They don’t form new lexemes, nor change the lexical category of the
element, but derivations signal lexical variations of the stem, and very often
do not change the word class. This means that when there are no formal
changes in the stem, derivation happens. To put it more simply, inflectional
morphology deals with changes in the word form, which are grammatically
caused, while derivational morphology is concerned with lexico-semantic
changes.

Inflection is regarded as a part of the grammar when there is addition
of suffixes in order to form new word forms, which are grammatical words,
but not to form new lexemes, whereas derivation and forming compounds
are part of derivation.

In the case with inflectional languages, such as Macedonian, this type
of zero derivation does exist although the number of such examples is small
due to abundance of inflections, which influence on the word form. Namely,
when all inflectional suffixes are removed from the word, what remains is
the base, whose structure is studied by derivation:

urpa v. (=MB+@DS) — urpa n. (=MB+0@DS)*

In this way, during the process of zero derivation, the target lexeme
belongs to a different word class compared with the source one, but in both
languages the form of these two lexemes is the same. Therefore, this type of
zero derivation is called prototypical, since it corresponds to the original,
basic definition of the phenomenon when the form is the same, the part of
speech is different and the meaning is similar. The clear or prototypical type
of zero derivation is analysed at word level (citation entry form, taken from

% |n this and in the other schemes, the interpretation of the symbols is the following: MB —
motivating base, DS - derivational suffix.
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dictionary) when nothing is added, that is to say, the derivational suffix is
naturally zero, it is formally empty, but also inflectional suffixes are absent,
so that the starting and the ending lexeme are absolutely identical.
Prototypical Cases of Between-Class Zero Derivation in Macedonian

In Macedonian, this process is represented through the following
types: from verb to noun, from noun to verb, from noun to adjective, from
adjective to noun, from noun to adverb, from adverb to noun, from adjective
to adverb, from adverb to adjective, from countable to uncountable noun,
from uncountable to countable noun, from proper to common noun, from
static to dynamic verb, from transitive to intransitive verb, from intransitive
to transitive verb, from static to dynamic adjective, from non-gradable to
gradable adjective, from major to minor, and from minor to major lexical
category. In order to discuss this word formation process in Macedonian, we
have used the Dictionary of the Macedonian Language (Peunuk Ha
MaKeJIOHCKHOT ja3uk, 1994), which actually doesn’t give us information
about the etymology of the words and their origin, that is, doesn’t offer the
information about the natural class which is of immense importance to us for
this study, but we take the lexeme, and by using the native speaker’s
intuition, determine the direction of the process. Hence, we rely on the native
speaker’s intuition method that is the only one to be used in determining the
natural class of lexemes.

Koneski (1995: 23-24) talks about the word formation element in
Macedonian that is added to the word derivation base as a formal or a
semantic sign of converting the motivating word in a derivative called a
word formation formant. It can be expressed with a zero word formation
morpheme, when the word form is being semantically changed without any
formal shift and, of course, change the word class: yuen uosex — yuen,
bocamu nyre — 6ozamu. More discussion of this will follow in
continuation.

Zero derivation from verb to noun

In contemporary Macedonian, the most productive way of noun
formation is from verbs. These are words whose original meaning of doing
an action produces a lexeme that names a thing, concept or entity.
Macedonian is a verbal language, meaning that an enormous number of
nouns have been formed from verbs, and the native speaker’s intuition tells
us that in most cases it is the verb that is created first, while the noun is zero
derived from it. More explicitly, by doing the action, we experience the
process, the condition, the situation, and the concept.

Here are some cases in which the verb is basic, and the noun is zero
derived from it:
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Urpa — urpa: /Jlememo cu uzpa 6o 060pom. — 0emcKka uzpa

npoda — mpoda: co npoba asmomoburiom — omude Ha BPodA Kaj
wueaukama

SUPKa — SHPKA: SUPKA HU3 KIYUAIKAMA — HUKAOe HeMd SUPKA

IITPNKA — WTPHKA: WmpnKa ie6 — 1ebom uma eOna WmpnKa

KPUBYJIKA — KPHUBYJKA: yeskama Kpueyika — uma eoHd
Kpueyika na yeskama.

The semantic analysis of the examples shows us that the noun comes
from the verb by using a metaphor. In the case with urpa, we first know the
action, what it means to play, to do something in order to have fun, and then
the need to name the action arises, to name the thing that is done, which, in
the simplest way, would get the same name. This explains how the nominal
lexeme that names the result of the action is zero derived from the verbal
element that describes the action. This kind of explanation can be used for
the other examples, making the association link between the verb and the
noun, and following the metaphoric development of the idea in the speaker’s
mind on the basis of cognition.

Zero derivation from noun to verb

The change from noun to verb does exist in Macedonian, but this is a
not very productive group due to the fact that in most cases it is the verb that
IS basic, and the noun is zero derived from it. Yet, there are examples when
the verbal slot in the language system is filled in by using the nominal
concept. The following are some of them:

Beuepa — Beuepa: [locnyocuja monna eeuepa. — Jlesojuemo
eeuepa 6o cobama.

YKHHA — YKHHA: 000UBA YHCUHA HANIAOHE —> PEOOBHO YHCUHA

CaHKa — CaHKa: Jemu ja cankama! — Be3zOeH ce canka Haogop.

nymna — myMIna: oou Kaj Rymnama — RymMna 600a

HIMHUPIJa — HIMHPILJdA: 20 YUCmMu CmMAaxkiomo co wmupena — 2o
wmupena cmaxkjiomo

yeTKa — 4YeTKa: uemkKa 3a 3ao6u — cu 2u uemka saoume.

In the example with Beuepa, we start with the mental concept for this
notion, the one we have in our mind as native speakers of language, when we
say that it is one of the three main meals, which, as a noun, is first formed
and basic, denoting a meal at night, and hence the verb is zero derived,
meaning doing the action of eating at night. The case with yskumna is very
similar, the only difference being a different meal, having a snack;
otherwise, it is the same concept and the same cognitive transfer is used from
noun to verb.

Zero derivation from noun to adjective

Zero derived adjectives from nouns that denote the material from

which the noun is made are the following:
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KaM€EH — KaM€EeH: mMocm HanpaeeH 00 Kamen — KamMeH MOoCm

mJjJIaMeH — IIaAaMEH: Kyk'ama e 60 Nilamen. — NJamMeH cmoJo.

Zero derived adjectives from nouns of this type, which determine the
material from which the noun is made, in the frame of the adjective-noun
phrase to the right are the following:

jaumMeH — jauMeH: zeb 00 jaumen — jaumen ied

KaM€EH — KaM€EeH: mMocm HanpaeeH 00 KaMeH — KaAMEeH MOCHI.

The example with kamen shows that the noun stands for the object,
and when it changes its natural class, as in the case with the other lexeme,
the adjective denotes the material from which the object is made. We start
with the noun kamen, which is a name of the material, and in the speaker’s
mind it can be easily zero derived in an adjective, again referring to what the
noun is made of, that actually is the base of the semantic-metaphoric
expansion.

Here are more examples that, in the productive and creative process
of word formation, illustrate the use of nouns like adjectives, when two
nouns stand one by another. In such a case, the second remains to be the
centre of the noun phrase, while the first receives a function of a determiner
and is changed, that is, zero derived in a new, adjectival element, and
consequently the attention is being drawn to it because it determines the type
of the next lexeme — the noun:

py4ek — pyuek: Pyuexkom e 2comos. — pyuek speme

SBEp — SBeEP: 2o/1em S6ep — seep Y06ex

BeTep — Betep: Cunen eemep oysa. — eemep paboma

caoie] — CJIAT0JeA: 080ULeH C1a001e0 — CAadoaed mopma

MmO€EeT — IMOET: 2cojiemM noem — noem peesoyyuoHep

JieKap — JieKap: m1ao0 JeKkap — JieKkap cneyujaiucm

JOMAKHH — JOMaKuH: /lomakunom ne e ooma. — 00OMAKUH Y0BEK.

What is noticeable here and is the same as in the whole group of this
type of zero derivation in Macedonian is that in the last example the noun
nomakuH stands before another noun and determines it, assigning to it
characteristics that are contained in the noun, so that now the noun JoBex is
being modified by the natural noun, but in this case zero derived in an
adjective.

Zero derivation from adjective to noun

Some examples that are analysed in this type of zero derivation are
the following:

Yacosume ce opacam 60 J1IeKmMOPCKaA.

Jekmopckama modice 0a cobepe HajMHO2Y uecm CmyOeHmu.

., Hoceme me na smcenesnuuka."

Ja obnosuja nceneznuukama.
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enecka uma npocnasa na OunonouwiKu.

DuionomKuom oernecka ciasu.

By giving the previously listed lexemes, Topolinjska (Tononumcka,
1998: 65-66) talks about the universal rule that languages with an article
make substitution of the adjectives by adding article, and, of course, this also
goes for the Macedonian language. In this way nominalized adjectives have
been created, such as: paneruor (pamem uosex), 60JHUOT (Ho1en 106eK),
which are common nouns, and have generic reference since we refer to
anyone who is wounded (pamert) or ill (6omen), while the nicknames
Crapuot (The Old), KexaBuor (The Bald) have an identifying reference
behind which there are specific referents.

This situation shows that we drop part of the name that is well-known
and implied, and what we shorten is the noun, while the adjective remains to
be part of the phrase. This is a case of zero derivation, because the adjective
takes a nominal role. It is evident in the examples below:

CBUHCKO MeCcO - CBUHCKO

3€J1eHO0 c6enjio — 3€J1eHO0

and the others:

HUmame nu jaznewko? (=jaznemxo meco)

Jajme mu eoen ben. (=ben neb6)

Hexa enese oonnuom. (=oonnuom wosex)

Bapume cnamko 00 jacoou.

JKencko roca ce para, cmpeume niauam. The examples are taken
from Markov (Mapkos 1986: 72).

When from the structure adjective + noun we come to one word, it is
the adjective that remains and takes the denominative function in the whole
structure. Some more examples of this type are given by Rose, Pashoska,
Karanfilovski (Poyc, ITamocka, Kapandumoscku 1985: 42) and they are the
following:

JIUKOB6HO 6ocnumyearbe — JIUKO6HO

KJ1aCeéH Ydac — Kl1aceHn

nucmena pa5oma — RUCMEHA

XUpypuiko oooejietue — Xupypuko

3€J1EHO0 c6enJjio — 3€/1eH0

UPBEHO C6EMJIO — UPBEHO.

We can also look at the following examples:

YCTE€H — YCTEH: YCHEH Ucnum — YCmeH

OesomacHa — 0e3omacHa: 0e30nacHa axkyuja — 3aKa4)y8a Cco
be3zonacHa

JKEHCKO — JKEHCKO: MCeHCKO uedo — JKencko xoca ce para,
cmpeume niadam.
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Actually, the starting lexeme on the left is used as an adjective in an
adjective-noun phrase, while the result of the process — the lexeme on the
right is being zero derived into a noun, when it proves to be enough to
mention only the first element from the adjective-noun phrase, since the
second element is implicitly present and understood. Thus, the process
happens without obstructions, but also the morphological-semantic
preconditions for its occurrence are met: the form is not changed and the
meaning is expanded.

In all these cases, the cognitive transfer of the meaning from the
source to the target lexeme justifies the semantic relation between the
members of zero derivation, marking only the syntactic function, and
especially emphasizing the fact that a new lexical element is being produced.

Markov (Mapxkos, 1979: 42-43) is another author who lists nouns that
are zero derived from adjectives, and such are the following: me6esnxo,
APBEHKO, PBEHKO, MP3JMBKO, IVIAIUIMBKO, CTPALLINBKO, KOJTKO. Let
us see the behaviour of these adjective-noun changes through the following
examples:

nedeiko — nedesiko: dedenko oeme — Jlebenko, dojou eamy!

MP3JHMBKO — MP3JIHBKO: MP31UEKO Momue — CmaHu, Mp3aueKo!

KOJTKO — KOJTKO: HCO/IMKO 1uye — IlImo mu e, AHCOTMKO?

In these examples, the starting and the resulting lexemes fully
maintain the form of the cited lexemes given before the phrases, actually the
sentences, and it is without an article. By describing the child as nedesko,
we refer to its bigger weight, and that child is named with the same word
form, but with a different word class. This is how that new lexeme, a noun, is
zero derived from an adjective. With the expression on the left, we describe
the noun, while the structure on the right is an address, vocative form that
names the person.

Namely, B. Koneski (braxxe Konecku, 1967) talking about the verbal
noun in the contemporary Macedonian prose says that the system of
adjectives in the Macedonian standard language is becoming richer, and the
attributive use of the verbal noun is increasing. In the Macedonian language,
the verbal noun is closer not only to the verb from which it originates, but
also to the noun, which is seen in its substantivisation. This is evident in the
following examples:

Mery nu6 umauie u pabomuuyu, u ceranu, u y4eHu.

Toj 20 uzosrcugysauie cemo ocmanamo.

He me unmepecupa meoemo MuHamao.

T'u 3axonaa ympenume.

The processes of shortening are a mutual characteristic of the modern
European languages, such as English, Russian, Serbian, French, German and
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many others, including Macedonian, especially because this is not a rare case
in our language.
Zero derivation from noun to adverb

As parts of speech, the adverbs explain the action and determine it by
time, place, manner, quantity and frequency. The examples in this group will
show the change of masculine, feminine and neuter nouns in this category:

oJpen — oApeNn: napmuzancku 00ped — I'u youja cume oopeo.

NMopy4eK — MOpPy4ueK: 0ojoe e0eH nopyueKk — HopyueK Ke ooume

Bedep — Beuep: yoasa eeuep — Ke dojoam seuep.

BHCTHHA — BHcTHHA: O8a e yucma eucmuHnd. — HOCﬂymaj me,
eucCmuHRa mu eenam.

CBETJI0O — CBeTJI0: 3ananu ceemio! — 2neda ceemino na pa60mume

3J10 — 3J10: HYIHCHO 3]10 —> HE MUCTIU 3]10.

The example with mopyuex shows that the noun denoting a part of
the day refers to the part of the day that is after lunch or in the afternoon,
while as a temporal marker that shows when the action takes place, it is an
adverb, and by using it the speaker says when he or she, as one of the
subjects, will go to the designated place.

Approximately the same explanation can be given for the example
with Bucruna, that is, the noun which means facts, true information, in the
sentence on the right is shown as an adverb of manner implying that what is
said is true.

The example with 310 denotes that the noun that means something
bad and inappropriate is transformed in an adverb when it implies opinion,
which is, not meaning evil, so that the adverb is a nominal derivative.

In all these cases, the expanded semantic content is transferred from
the first to the second lexeme when, besides the expanded meaning, the
surroundings and the function of the basic word are being changed.

According to Markov (Mapxkos, 1982-1983: 10-17), the adverbs that
end in —uya in the Macedonian language are nominal formations derived
from a verbal base or stem. The most common ones of this type are the
following: op3anuna, japanuua, uTanuua, Tpyanuna. A characteristic of
all these is that they are used both as nouns and adverbs.

For example:
TpYaHuua — Tpyanuua: Curna mpuanuya Hacmana — 00jooéMe
mpuanuya
jaBaHMIa — jaBaHuNa: /[Jecemmuom Ko e jaganuuya. — 00j0oa
jasanuua.

Zero derivation from adverb to noun
In contemporary Macedonian, the formations with nominal function
are rare and they are mainly the following examples: maaky, mHory,
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nosexke, roroBo, etc. Of course, it is the adverb that is first recorded in the
language and then the noun.

MAJIKY — MAJIKY: 3eMd MAJIKy — CO MAJIKy € 3a00801€H

MHOTY — MHOTY: MHO2Y 000ap — 00 MHOZY 21a8a He OO0

roTOBO — TrOTOBO: Bu niamusme moJIKy u 20moeo — 00 20mo6o0
gepecuja.

The example with manky is explained in a way that is also valid for
the other previously mentioned instances. In the phrase on the left, the
adverb denotes the quantity, saying to which extent the action is being
performed, while on the right, the same lexeme and word form has a nominal
function from syntactic and lexical point of view, and it names the quantity
of the thing which is being discussed.

When we talk about zero derivation from adverb to noun, most of the
resulting nouns are of neuter gender, as is shown in the examples that follow:

NMjaHUCUMO — THjAaHUCHUMO: ceupu nujanucumo — Hezoeomo
nujanucumo odewie

BUCMUHCKU NOOAPOK 3a NYOIUKama.

apHo — apHo: Kako cu? — Apno. — O0 apHno 0a ne Kypmyaui.

BUepa — B4Yepa: Buepa ce spamus 00 oomop. — Hezcoeomo eéuepa He
8AIHCU.

Here we should say that the zero derivation of nouns from adverbs
has a limited character and, while the adverbial function is basic, the change
of a particular adverb into another lexical category has an accompanying
role. In the last example, with Buepa, from an adverb that determines the
time of the action, the zero derivation goes to a noun that names the time
period which is inherently present in it, and that new element acquires a
nominal function in the sentence. The cognitive links in the speaker’s mind
reflect the formal identity and the semantic similarity from the source
adverbial element, which tells us when the action happens, to the target
nominal lexeme that names the day before today.

Zero derivation from adjective to adverb

Adverbs are such parts of speech that show most connection with the
other lexical categories, regardless of the fact whether they are lexical or
function words. Yet, there are most deadjectival adverbs — adverbs formed
from adjectives, and there are many adverbs which are formally identical to
the neuter gender of the relative adjectives.

In order to achieve formal similarity, most of the adjectives are of
neuter gender and, along with the adverbs, they end in —o, shown by the
examples below:

npeTrnasjiimBo — IMpPETna3jinBo: npemnasiueo oanecyea}be —

300py6a npemnasziueo
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NPUPOAHO — TPHUPOAHO: HPUPOOHO Opdcerbe — ce OpHCU

npupooHo

jaBHO — jaBHO: jaeno muenue — Jaeno 2o u3zpaszyea ceoemo

MuUucierobe.

In the last example of this type, it can be seen that these lexemes are
not different at all, not in the form, or in the semantics. The only intervention
is made in choosing the lexeme in neuter gender, both as an adjective and as
an adverb, and that shows the change of the lexical category. As a matter of
fact, this change results from the different syntactic function of these
lexemes in the sentence. If in one of these cases the adjective describes the
opinion as jasuo - public, in the other case, the adverb explains the way in
which the action is done, that is, it is not secret, but in front of the eyes of the
others.

Examples where the adjectival and the adverbial form are the same,
the meaning is expanded and the zero derivation takes place; namely, the
adjective is zero derived into an adverb, where the singular masculine form
of the noun is the same with the plural form for any gender and person.

This can be seen in the following paradigms:

KPAJICKH — KPAJICKH: KPAACKU 080p — dicusee KpaicKu

MajYMHCKH — MAJYUHCKM: MAJUUHCKU 2pudicu — ce 2pudicu

Majyuncku

YOBEYKH — YOBEUYKH: Y06ECUKU 0OHOC — pazeoeapd 406e4KU.

This shows that the adjective woBeuxu, from a lexeme that determines
the noun, zero derives an adverb which explains the way the action is done.
Zero derivation from adverb to adjective

The examples that will be listed in continuation form a small group
which shows zero derivation of adjectives from adverbs, when the
explanation about the way in which the action is done is transferred to
description of the noun. This direction of the process can be seen in the
following examples:

O0aaumjana — Gaaujana: ceou 6adujana — daoujana paboma

IVIUTKO — MJIMTKO: ITnumko cme ja 3amucaune pabomama. —

RJAUMKO OHO

THBKO — THUBKO: MUBKO 2060pU — MUBKO €3epo.

Of these two lexemes, the adverb exists first in the language and it
explains how the action is being performed. From this, the speakers of the
Macedonian language transfer this semantics to a new adjectival lexeme
through a metaphoric connection. The genuine lexeme determines the way
the action is done, while the result, the zero derived lexeme, explains and
modifies the object and precedes it in the adjective-noun phrase on the right.
Thus, the adverb TuBko modifies the action of speaking, saying that it is not
loud, while the adjective says that the noun - e3epo has the same semantics
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and it is not noisy either. Hence, we can notice the forms that are subject to
analysis can have —a, and —o ending, which later agrees with the gender of
the noun.
Zero derivation from major to minor word class

From adverb to preposition

Some groups of adverbs lose their independent use and are zero
derived in prepositions. This kind of process is very alive, so that
continuously words with prepositional function are being formed. By
definition, the main feature of the prepositions as function words is to
express the relationship among the nominal words in the sentence and the
relationships of the verbal action towards its complements.

For example:
0s1u3y — 0JIM3Y: orcusee OaU3y — OAUZY YUUTULUIMEMO

This example shows the adverb 6.u3y as a place adverbial, because it
determines the place where the action is taking place, while the zero derived
preposition on the left explains the space relation that the thing or the person
has with the noun ‘yuunuwme'’.

From adverb to conjunction

Having defined adverbs, we now move to the lexical category of
conjunctions that links the lexemes or sentences within one complex
sentence and, by doing so, they show their meaning.

The examples in continuation show how the starting adverbs and the
resulting conjunctions act in temporal sentences:

Kora — kora: Koza dojoe, koea cu omude! — Ce 3auyousme Koza 2o

suoosme.

oTkora — oTkora: [lomunaa uemupuecem 200UHU OmMKO2a ce

odiceniu. — Omkoza 2o npeZJzec)a 60J1Hu0m, Jlekaponi cmaxa.

The first example shows kora as a time adverbial that is a question
word, while the semantic transfer shows us that after applying the process of
zero derivation, we come to a conjunction that shows a very tight connection
between the source and the target, since the temporal moment is present and
kept in both lexemes.

The same process is active in cause-effect sentences:

wro — wro: Illmo cu 3amucnen? — Jac cym kpus uimo e 0ojoe.

where the adverb that asks for the reason becomes a conjunction that
connects the reason with the verbal form.

The similar thing happens in the following example:

Taka — Taka: Kaxo wmo mu peve, maka nocmanue. — Toa 6ewe
000p0o Kaxo 3a HAC, MAKa U 3a 6dc.

Here, both the adverb and the conjunction mean in that way, when
the adverb tells us about the way in which the action was done, while the
conjunction connects both pieces of information.
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From adverb to particle

In Macedonian, this kind of zero derivation is being illustrated with
the sentences below:

ymre — ymre: Jac ywime Ha nouemox 3Haes 3a moa. — Tu ywime u

ce nymuw!

BeKke — Beke: Beke e nonnox. — /lojou eexe!

npocro — mpocro: Toj ce obnexyéa npocmo. — Tu cu npocmo

HEBO3MOIICEH.

The example with Beke, as an adverb intensifies the performance of
the action on the right, but as a particle on the left intensifies what has
already been said.

From adverb to exclamation

In the contemporary South-Slavic languages, this kind of transfer of
adverbs into exclamations has not been much elaborated so far, but yet there
are examples when the time, place, manner, quantity, and frequency of the
action are being replaced by words whose function is to display expressive
reflexes towards the notion in question. Such examples are the following:

3IpaBo — 3APaBoO: u321e0d 30paso — 30paeso!

HAaJBOP — HAABOP: uecpaam naoeop — Haoeop!

Ja0CTa — A0CTa: docma 0oopo — Jlocma eexe co moa!

In the case with maaBop, the adverb explains the place where the
action is happening, whereas as an exclamation, it is used to show direction
of the action, when it again refers to the place of the action, since somebody
is being sent out from the place where that person is at the moment.

From adverb to modal word

As the adverb has been sufficiently described, here we ought to
define the modal words as parts of speech that show the speaker’s modal
attitude towards what is being said. In Macedonian, modal words that are
zero derived from adverbs are: 6e3yc/iOBHO, BepOjaTHO, HECOMHEHO,
pelMTeIHO, HHMKAKO, 0e3Ipyro, IJaBHO, HEOCIHOPHO, OYMIJIEIHO,
HOPMAJIHO, NMPHUPOJAHO, CUTYPHO, CEKAK0, HUKAKO, HABHUCTHHA, (eJIKH,
oo:xxkem. B. Koneski (b. Konecku, 1967) explains the last two words saying
that 6eaxm emotionally shows hope that something can be done as we like it:

Benku ke my dojoe eonawt ymom!

while with 6o:xem there is lack of belief about the reality of the thing
said:

... U 00 He20 BodHceM Ke cmane HeKo2aul Heumo.
Zero derivation from minor to major word class

In Macedonian, the direction of this transfer is from a lexical
category of minor/closed type to a major/open type, like nouns, verbs,
adjectives, adverbs, nouns and numbers. The examples in continuation will
include lexemes of different type, but in all of them there is formal
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overlapping and semantic expansion in the starting and resulting lexeme,
while the necessary criterion for word class change is undoubtedly met.
Here are only some of them:

od excl. — o n. Ogp! Ce Yopus! — Panemuom 6ojuux uzsuxa og.

3a prep. — 3a n. Osa e 3a mebe. — Toj ynompebu na namecmo 3a.

HO COnj. — Ho N. Ke 0ojoes, mo ne mooces. — Iopan uecmo

ynompebysa He2o0 HaMecmo Ho.

The first example with o¢ shows the transfer of the meaning from an
exclamation as a sign of pain, and on the other side names the thing that has
been done. The same explanation would be given for the other examples
from this group.

All the cases listed in the study so far are prototypical and, as the
process of zero derivation demands, the lexemes in question do not display
any formal changes, they are semantically similar, so that it is needless to say
that they belong to different lexical categories.

Conclusion

The aim of this paper is to fully mirror the process of zero derivation
in Macedonian presented through groups in which the lexemes subject to our
research are classified according to the natural class to which they belong,
that is to say, the lexeme is taken in its original category, and then by using
cognition the participants in the conversation zero derive a new lexeme,
which means they fill in the slot of another category by expanding the
meaning, but retaining the form of both elements. This is how a new lexeme
is produced as a result of the process of zero derivation, with the cognitive
moment playing an extremely significant role, since the speaker and the
hearer(s) should understand the transfer — that the meaning is expanded and
the new lexeme semantically relies on the old one.

It is of utmost importance to correctly determine the natural class or
subclass to which the chosen lexeme belongs, simply because by adding a
zero affix to it, the word formation process of zero derivation takes place,
which, being portrayed as a lexico-derivational process is, hereby, analysed
from cognitive point of view.
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