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Abstract. This study investigates English causative get-constructions with a past participle and their
Macedonian translation equivalents in written texts. These constructions are classified as prototypical,
encoding indirect causation with a suppressed causee, or non-prototypical, marked by an agentive sub-
ject whose volitional involvement introduces pragmatic effects. Prototypical constructions resemble
passives in their suppression of the agent, while non-prototypical ones highlight the agent’s determina-
tion to complete an action. For the purposes of contrastive analysis, over 40 English e-books and the
ParaSol and CLARIN.SI corpora were examined. English examples and their Macedonian translations
were manually extracted and categorized by genre into two samples: literary and documentary prose.
The analysis shows that both types are most frequently translated into Macedonian by using active
verbs, with lexical verbs being more common in non-prototypical cases, whereas biclausal structures
are rare. The findings highlight typological differences in how causation is expressed in the two lan-
guages and reveal how constructional meaning can override the original causative function of past par-
ticiple get-constructions. This suggests that the compactness of the English causative get-construction
is reflected in the choice of translation equivalents.

Keywords: causation, constructions, passive, volitionality, typology, pragmatic effects.

KOHCprKHl/I](lTe co get U MMHAT NapTUUHUII BO AHIVIMCKUOT jasmc 1 HUBHUTE
C€KBUBAJICHTU BO MAKCJIOHCKUOT ja3mc

AmncTpakTt. Bo oBa ncrpaxxyBame ce CopeIyBaaT aHIIMCKUTE Kay3aTUBHH KOHCTPYKIHHU CO IJIaroioT
get ¥ MUHAT MApPTULHI CO IPEBOIHUTE SKBUBAJECHTH BO MAKEJOHCKHOT ja3HK BO HHIIAH ja3uk. OBue
KOHCTPYKIUH C€ JeNaT Ha JBa BUa: IPOTOTHUIIHY U HENPOTOTUIHH. [IpBUTE H3pa3yBaaT HHIUPEKTHA
Kay3all{ja co IOTHCHAT areHC, a BO BTOPHTE areHCOT aKTHBHO JeyBa BP3 TPIUTENOT. [IpoToTumnHu-
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Te KOHCTPYKIMHU HAJIMKyBaaT Ha TACHBHHUTE 110 MOTHCHYBAKETO HA areHCOT, 0ACKa HEIIPOTOTHITHUTE
BpIIAT NMparMaTiyKa (yHKIMja HAarIacyBajKu ja PElICHOCTa Ha areHCOT Jia To M3BPIIHN JIejCTBOTO. 3a
noTpeduTe Ha KOHCTPACTHBHATA aHaNM3a, Oea mpernenann Haj 40 eIeKTPOHCKHM KHUTH Ha aHITIHCKH
jasuk, kako u koprycute ParaSol 1 CLARIN.SI. AHrmnckuTe npuMepy 1 HUBHUTE MAKEIOHCKH Ipe-
BO/M Oea pauyHO eKCLEPHMpPAHHW M TPYNUPAHU CHOPEJ JKAHP: YMETHUYKA HACIPOTH MyOIMIMCTHYKA
npo3a. AHanM3aTa MOKaXka JeKa M J[BaTa BHJA KOHCTPYKIMH HAjYeCTO C€ MPEBENyBAaT CO aKTUBHU
[JIaroJid, @ MHOTY HOPETKO CO JBOPEYCHNYHH COCTABU. PesynTarure o aHaM3ara r1 OTKPUBAAT THIIO-
JIONIKUTE PA3IIMKH BO U3Pa3yBameTO Ha MHIMPEKTHA Kay3aJHOCT BO JIBATa ja3HKa M MOKaKyBaaT KaKo
camaTa KOHCTPYKIMja CO gef 1 MUHAT MapTUIIMI MOXE Jia ja MPOMEHH CBOjaTa M3BOPHA Kay3aTHBHA
(byHKLHja.

Kayuynn 300poBm: Kaysauuja, KOHCTPYKIMHM, IaCHB, BOJIMTUBHOCT, THIIOJOTHja, IParMaTHyuKH
3HAUYCHA.

Angly kalbos prieZastinés dalyvinés konstrukcijos su veiksmaZodzZiu get ,,gauti
ir ju atitikmenys makedonu kalboje

Santrauka. Tyrime nagrin¢jamos angly kalbos priezastinés konstrukcijos su veiksmazodziu get ,,gau-
ti* ir praeities dalyviais bei jy makedony kalbos atitikmenys rasytiniuose tekstuose. Sios konstrukcijos
klasifikuojamos kaip prototipinés, koduojanc¢ios netiesioging priezastj su nuslépta priezastimi, arba
neprototipinés, pazymétos veiksmo subjektu, kurio valingas dalyvavimas sukelia pragmatinius padari-
nius. Prototipinés konstrukcijos panasios | pasyviasias, nes jose slopinamas veikéjas, o neprototipinés
konstrukcijos pabrézia veikéjo pasiryzima uzbaigti veiksma. Kontrastyvinés analizés tikslais buvo is-
tirta daugiau nei 40 angly kalbos elektroniniy knygy ir ParaSol bei CLARIN.SI korpusai. Angly kalbos
pavyzdziai ir jy vertimai { makedony kalba buvo rankiniu biidu iSgauti ir suskirstyti pagal zanra i dvi
grupes: literattiring ir dokumenting proza. Analiz¢ rodo, kad abu tipai dazniausiai ver¢iami j makedony
kalba vartojant aktyvius veiksmazodzius, o leksikiniai veiksmazodziai yra daznesni neprototipiniais
atvejais; dviejy sakiniy struktiiros yra retos. Rezultatai pabrézia tipologinius skirtumus, parodo prie-
zastingumo iSraiSkos biidus abiejose kalbose ir atskleidzia, kaip konstrukcijos reik§me gali pakeisti
prading priezastingaja praeities dalyvio konstrukcijy funkcija.

ReikSminiai ZodZiai: priezastingumas, konstrukcijos, pasyvumas, valingumas, tipologija, pragmati-
niai efektai.

1 Introduction

This article examines English causative constructions with the verb get fol-
lowed by a past participle, by comparing them to their counterparts in Mace-
donian as they appear in written texts. This causative get-construction will
be referred to in this paper as CPPC. Our goal is to identify the strategies for
encoding causality in Macedonian, thereby better determining the typological
differences in expressing causality between the two languages. Causality is
understood as a cause-and-effect relationship between two events [Shibatani
1976; Comrie 1981, 165]. In grammar, causality is expressed through caus-
ative verbs or verbal constructions that signify ‘cause to V’, where V is the
dependent verb [Kulikov 2001, 386].

In the English language, there are three causative get-constructions with
a non-finite form: infinitive (/ got him to write the letter), present participle
(I got him writing the letter), and past participle (I got the letter written). The
CPPC in (1) expresses a complex situation in which the action is initiated in
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the first event and takes place in the subsequent event. The execution of the ac-
tion is indirect since one participant causes the action, and another performs it.

(1) Sam got/had his car washed.
CeM ja u3MmII KoJara.

Example (1) implies that Sam is only the initiator of the car washing, but,
in the translation, he is represented as both the initiator and the performer of
the action. At the semantic level, the English construction involves three par-
ticipants: the causer, the causee (the performer of the action), and the patient,
the object of the verb in the participial form. The causer acts upon the causee
to perform the action on the patient. As a result of this action, the patient un-
dergoes a change of state. The agent is not lexically realized because they are
unknown, irrelevant, or cannot be understood from the context.

Such constructions are similar to passives in their resultative semantics
and the omission of the agent. In fact, they represent passive correlates of
causative infinitive gez-constructions (with a transitive verb). Thus, 7 got my
car serviced is derived from the active I got [someone] to service my car and
implies that the car has been serviced. However, causative constructions differ
from passives in the addition of a causer argument in the subject position. As
in passive constructions, the unspecified agent is suppressed, and its position
is taken by the promoted patient (the object of ger).

Imposing an action on the patient can occur through linguistic manipula-
tion, that is, through pressure and persuasion (2). In such cases, control over
the patient is weaker. Thus, in (2), the event in Macedonian is expressed with
a complex sentence in which the causing event is encoded in the main clause,
while the effected predicate (transfer) is realized as a complement da-clause.

(2) I got him transferred.
W3nejcTByBaB 1a ro mpeMecTar.

The above examples illustrate prototypical causative constructions. How-
ever, in the examined English texts, we found numerous examples in which
the causer and the causee roles are indistinguishable. For instance, in (3), it is
implied that the speaker completed the homework by themselves.

(3) I got my homework done.
T'o HanuIIaB JOMANIHOTO.

We refer to these constructions as non-prototypical because they do not

express true causation. In this study, we aim to explain these constructions in
more detail, as they are not sufficiently addressed in English grammars.
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This paper is organized into five sections. The next section provides a ty-
pological overview of causative contsructions, followed by a concise descrip-
tion of the methodology. Section 4 examines the main features of CPPCs,
while Section 5 presents the results of their analysis by using translational
equivalents. The paper concludes with a summary of the findings and their
implications.

2 Typological Overview

Causation in English and Macedonian is expressed through lexical and syntac-
tic means. A common lexical strategy in English involves labile verbs; these
are verbs that can function both transitively and intransitively without mor-
phological marking, as break in English or ceone ‘sit’ in Macedonian. Lexical
causatives in English also include transitive dynamic verbs that correspond
to intransitive counterparts, either through suppletion (e.g., raise — rise) or
distinct verb roots (e.g., feed — eat). In both languages, there are no dedicated
causative morphemes used to increase verb valency.!

Syntactic strategies are realized through periphrastic constructions in Eng-
lish involving the grammaticalized verbs make, have, and get. Their status as
constructions stems from the fact that they convey idiosyncratic, non-com-
positional meanings. According to Goldberg (1995, 4), constructions are lin-
guistic patterns in which form and meaning interact at the level of the whole
structure.

It has been observed in the literature that the semantics of get conceptu-
alizes the causative event as completed [Hollmann 2003, 155]. Although its
basic meaning is ‘to obtain’,? this usage reflects a metaphorical reconceptual-
ization of causation in terms of possession, which is consistent with patterns
described in conceptual metaphor theory [cf. Lakoff, Johnson 1980, 59].

The grammaticalization of ger into an auxiliary causative verb [Hopper,
Traugott 2003] has resulted in the conceptual and syntactic integration of the
cause-event and the result-event into a single, unified event [Givon 2001].
Cognitively oriented literature also argues that the caused event in causative
constructions is conceptually dependent on the main event and is not fully
elaborated [Kemmer, Verhagen 1994, 117]. Consequently, the entire causal
situation is represented as a single event [Shibatani, Pardeshi 2001, 140].

The most important typological distinction in causation is that between
direct and indirect causation [Dixon 2000, 67]. According to Shibatani and

! Slavic languages are detransitivizing because they possess a detransitivizing morphological

device for reducing the valency of the verb [Nichols et al. 2004], for instance, se in Macedonian
(kpwu ‘break’ — ce kpuu ‘break itself”).

2 Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary. (n.d.). Get. In Merriam-Webster.com. Retrieved August 19,
2025, from https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/get
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Pardeshi [2002, 139], indirect causation occurs when the causer exerts influ-
ence in a mediated way, often by inducing or enabling the causee to act, rather
than by acting directly. Direct causation, on the other hand, typically involves
physical manipulation and high control by the causer. The authors discuss dif-
ferent degrees of control that a causer can have over the causee, ranging from
direct joint action, to assistance, and finally to supervision with less direct
involvement.

Lexical causatives typically involve physical contact between the causer
and the causee, as well as cotemporality between the causing and the caused
events; hence, they are structurally the most compact form of causatives on
the lexical-morphological—periphrastic continuum [Song 1996, 17-72]. For
example, in Sam walked the dog, the causee’s action (walking) happens simul-
taneously with the causer’s action (controlling the dog). In contrast, CPPCs do
not imply cotemporality; in Sam got the car serviced, the causer most probably
did not supervise the causee’s (mechanic’s) activity.

This difference in structural compactness reflects a cross-linguistic tenden-
cy: as shown in Levshina’s (2016) typological study, longer and more complex
causative constructions are typically associated with indirect causation. The
interpretation of the causal relationship thus depends not only on the meaning
of the verb and shared knowledge between interlocutors but also on the degree
of formal compactness. For example, the Macedonian translation of Sam got
Paul fired ‘Cem uzoejcmeysa 0a 2o uzopraam Ilon’ is realized by a causative
predicate in the main clause and complemented by the effect predication. De-
pending on the nature of the relationship between Sam and Paul, different
causative predicates may be used (e.g., order, vote, arrange). Since the causing
and the effect event are conceptualized as separate, the Macedonian equiva-
lent cannot be considered a single causative construction but rather a biclausal
structure. This distinction reflects a broader linguistic observation made by
Dixon (2000, 74), who argues that the degree of grammatical compactness of
causative constructions is scalar. It ranges from the most compact forms, such
as lexical causatives, through less compact morphological and periphrastic
causatives, to the least compact biclausal structures where causality is encoded
by separate clauses. Therefore, we assume that the compactness of the CPPCs
may influence the choice of Macedonian translation equivalents.

3 Methodological Procedure

To examine the translation equivalents of CPPCs, we searched for relevant
examples in over 40 electronic books originally written in English, as well
as in the electronic corpora ParaSol and CLARIN.SI. The English examples
and their Macedonian translations were manually extracted and organized into
two databases based on their genre: literary texts (fiction) versus documentary
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texts (non-fiction). English CPPCs are characteristic of spoken language and
occur comparatively infrequently in written literary texts.3

For the analysis of distribution, we collected over 370 examples across
three types of get-causative constructions: those with an infinitive, those with
a present participle, and those with a past participle. In the next phase, we
identified their translation equivalents in the corresponding Macedonian texts.
Due to space limitations and the need for a more detailed analysis, this article
focuses specifically on examples with a past participle. Each of the 219 ex-
cerpted examples was analyzed in terms of the type of causative relation and
the semantics of the participants.

To explore typological differences in the expression of causation between
the two languages, we pose the following research questions:

1. Does the choice of translation equivalents differ between prototypical

and non-prototypical CPPCs?

2. What factors influence the choice of a translation strategy?

Although the study draws on a large amount of reviewed material (approx-
imately 12,000 pages), the total number of analyzed examples is relatively
small. Therefore, the results are intended to reveal general tendencies rather
than offer definitive conclusions.

4 Properties of CPPCs

The CPPC is often seen as an alternative to the construction formed with the
causative have, although the difference has been discussed in the literature.*
Get-constructions are generally considered more typical of spoken language,
reflecting the more informal or colloquial character of getr in comparison
to have. According to a corpus-based study of causative get-constructions in
English [Gilquin 2010, 48], the most common form is the CPPC (62%), fol-
lowed by the infinitive construction (28%), while the present participle con-
struction (10%) is the least frequent.> Our research confirms these findings:
CPPCs were the most frequent in our dataset, with 219 occurrences, of which,
131 in fiction and 88 in non-fiction.

The analysis of the English examples revealed two types of constructions,
distinguished by whether the roles of the initiator and the agent/causee are
separate or not. In the first scenario, i.e., the prototypical type, the action is

3 Our corpus includes several 19™-century British novels, in which we found only a few in-

stances of CPPC. In the 20" and 21% centuries, mostly represented by American works, the frequency
of this construction rises sharply, especially in the more recent texts.

4 Wierzbicka [1998, 124-125] notes that causative get does not imply that the causee will act
on the causer’s intent; rather, the causee is often initially unwilling, and therefore the causer makes an
effort to persuade them.

5 Out of 371 examples of the three causative get-constructions, 219 are CPPCs, followed by
infinitival constructions with 99 instances, and only 53 present participle constructions.
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performed by an unspecified causee. In the non-prototypical type, a volitional
agent themselves initiates and performs the action. In the fiction sample (131
examples), prototypical constructions are more frequent, with 73 occurrences
(55.7%) compared to 58 (44.3%) non-prototypical examples. Conversely, in
the non-fiction sample (88 examples), non-prototypical usages dominate, with
59 (65%) compared to 29 (35%) prototypical examples. Overall, combining
both samples, non-prototypical constructions account for approximately 60%
of the data.

These results differ from those of the corpus-based study on English caus-
ative constructions [Gilquin 2010, 145-168], where non-prototypical get-con-
structions make up about 24.5%. This discrepancy is due to the frequent use
of the non-prototypical constructions get something done and get someone
started, particularly common in the non-fiction sample.

4.1 Prototypical CPPCs

In this category, the causer and the causee are distinct participants. The causer
acts consciously and intentionally upon an unspecified causee, who functions
merely as a mediator through whom the patient’s state is changed, typically for
the benefit of the causer. In only a few cases is the causee syntactically realized
through an agentive by-phrase, referring either to an unspecified expert (4) or
an unknown individual (5).

(4) She’d get her hair and make-up done by a professional! [Moriarty 2005, 327]
(5) The younger boy,... having got the door opened for him by someone, made his
determined appearance. [Austen 2006b, 68]

In the sample, constructions with inanimate patients predominate (6), typi-
cally expressing various types of service-related activities.® Animate patients
make up 33.8% of the total examples appearing more frequently in the fiction
sample than in the non-fiction (38.9% vs. 26.1%). Manipulation involving a
human referent is generally weaker, as the person being manipulated often
retains some degree of control over the situation [Givon 2001, 78]. When the
causee, who is typically some professional, acts upon an animate patient, the
initiator usually assumes a supportive or facilitating role; for example, by tak-
ing a child to the doctor (7).

(6) He ... decided to wait and get his shoe fixed, his suit mended and get a new shirt.
[MaCoCu_en_mk]
(7) Should I get my child tested for coronavirus disease? [MaCoCu_en_mk]

6 Stefanowitsch [2001, 155] observes that the ger-causative has an embedded passive variant
that, in 75% of cases, is used to express service frame situations.
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In some cases, we observed non-prototypical referential semantics of the
participants: an inanimate causer (an event) and an animate patient (8). Here,
the volitional component is significantly weakened, and the resultative mean-
ing predominates.

(8) Not that this preparation would do anything but get them killed... [Meyer 2008,
620]

These constructions are characterized by syntactic compactness. The re-
moval of the causee from the predicate-argument structure and the promotion
of the patient to the core of predication result in a tight integration of the causal
subevents.

4.2 Non-prototypical CPPCs

In these constructions, the subject referent initiates the action and carries it
out successfully. The strength of the manipulation over the patient depends
on the semantics of the effected predicate, i.e., the participle, while the parti-
cipial form itself implies resultativity. The volitional component predominates
in examples with an inanimate manipulated patient, upon which, the initiator
exerts some physical action (9). The construction implies that the agent puts in
a certain effort to complete the action. A few examples may be interpteted as
prototypical, but the context helps clarify their type.

(9) The noise stopped before we got the boat docked. [Meyer 2007, 353]

In these examples, the CPPC can be substituted by the base verb (forming
the participle), but the pragmatic effects and the stylistic expressiveness of
the non-prototypical construction will be lost. The syntactic property of the
construction allowing for a longer constituent between get and the participle
(10) deserves attention.

(10) T was able to get both windows_in the truck almost completely rolled down.
[Meyer 2005, 151]

The animate referent is characterized by a high degree of volitionality,
even when causing emotional changes in the patient (11). In (12), the result is
achieved through another activity presented as an instrument.

(11) Carlisle and Jasper got things calmed down before it got out of hand. [Meyer
2007, 55]

(12) First, he’d got them all worked up by ceasing to play their game. [Prince Harry
2023, 266]
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The animate participant in the construction can assume all three semantic
roles: the causer, the causee, and the patient. In such cases, the patient is typi-
cally realized as a reflexive pronoun (13). According to Huddleston and Pul-
lum (2002, 1443), in these configurations, the subject referent takes responsi-
bility for the consequence of the action.

(13) I can’t believe I got myself sucked into this mess. [Meyer 2008, 686]

In several examples, the causal meaning is fused with the purposive one.
However, Wierzbicka [1998, 248] thinks that the purposive construction is not
‘inherently causative’.

(14) But we had to go to the hotel to get our bags packed and pay the bill. [Heming-
way 2014, 80]

In both analyzed samples, there are numerous instances of the get done con-
struction with an inanimate patient. In rare cases, the context remains ambigu-
ous as to whether the causer and the agent are the same individual (15). In the
non-fiction sample, the get started construction with animate patients appears
relatively frequently (16).

(15) I was rested enough to get some work done. [Meyer 2008, 347]
(16) Let’s get you started. [MaCoCu_en_mk]

The examples above illustrate that the CPPC is not used to express indi-
rect causation, but rather to denote highly volitional actions. These construc-
tions, we argue, should therefore be treated as fundamentally agentive. How-
ever, some scholars [e.g., Gilquin 2003] contend that even non-prototypical
constructions can convey causation, despite the overlap between the roles of
causer and agent. We suggest that, in such cases, the prototypical construction
is metaphorically extended to encompass actions that a volitional agent per-
forms with emphatic determination to bring them to completion. This type of
extension is consistent with Hilpert’s (2019, 17) observation that constructions
can shape interpretation by overriding word-level meanings and producing
non-compositional, construction-specific meanings. Speakers appear to have
extended the CPPC to self-initiated events because these also involve a change
of state. Under this pressure, the causative get underwent semantic bleach-
ing, foregrounding determination and volition, and thus leading to semantic
reanalysis.
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5 Translation Equivalents of English Causative Ger-Constructions

In this Section, we analyze the Macedonian translation equivalents of proto-
typical and non-prototypical CPPCs with the objective to determine whether
they differ in terms of inventory and frequency. Table 1 presents their dis-
tribution across the following categories: (a) active verbs, which are further
classified based on the degree of causative semantics they express: causative
verbs, labile verbs, quasi-causative verbs (with weaker causativity), and non-
causative verbs (typically denoting spontaneous events); (b) biclausal con-
structions; (c) paraphrases; (d) nominalizations; (e) passive verb forms; and
(f) others. The final category includes cases of free translation.

Since the auxiliary get conceptualizes the causative event as telic, we ex-
pect that Macedonian translations will tend to use perfective verbs. We also
expect to find a wide range of translational equivalents to English CPPCs be-
cause of typological differences between the two languages in encoding in-
direct causation and the semantic distinction between prototypical and non-
prototypical get-construction. However, the translations may be affected by
differences in the conceptualization of causativity shared between the two
languages or ‘common conceptual space’ [Levshina et al. 2013, 837]. This
conceptual space is based on the co-occurrence of semantic classes. As the au-
thors explain, it reflects how various features of the initiator, the agent, and the
resulting event typically co-occur in human experience as conveyed through
causative constructions. However, this issue warrants separate investigation
and will not be addressed here.

Table 1 below presents the distribution of the translation equivalents of
the past pasrticiple get-constructions in the two samples: fiction versus non-
fiction.

Table 1. Translation equivalents of CPPCs in the samples

Non-fiction (NF) Fiction (F)
Tran.s fational Prototyp Non- Total | Prototyp Non- Total Overall
equivalents prototyp prototyp
29 59 88 58 73 131 219
causative / 1 1 4 7 11 12
Active |labile 1 20 21 1 12 13 34
verbs | quasicaus 4 9 13 24 20 44 57
anticaus 3 10 13 8 14 23 36
Biclausal 2 1 3 2 2 7
Paraphrases 5 3 8 5 2 7 15
Nominalizations 8 4 12 1 1 2 14
Passive 2 2 4 8 3 11 15
Other 6 8 15 5 11 16 31
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In the non-fiction sample, the distribution of translation equivalents is in-
fluenced by the frequent occurrence of two non-prototypical CPPCs: get some-
thing done (30 examples), and get someone started (7 examples). Percentage-
wise, the former accounts for 30% of the non-fiction sample, compared to as
little as 10% (11 examples) in the fiction sample. The overall results indicate
that there are no major differences in the choice and use of translation strat-
egies between prototypical and agentive CPPCs, except for a significantly
higher number of labile verbs and a greater presence of anticausative verbs in
the translations of non-prototypical constructions. The first difference can be
attributed to the frequent use of get started and get done, which are predomi-
nantly translated by using the labile verbs noune ‘start’ (17) and 3aspuwu “‘fin-
ish’ (18). As in other languages, phasal verbs tend to be labile (Letuchiy 2009;
Mitkovska, Buzarovska 2020).

(17) Don’t get me started on the number of my friends who complain.... [Hoover
2018a, 40]
‘A 1a He MOYHYBaM 14 32 OpOjOT Ha IpHjaTey Ko ce kanar...” [ Xysep 2018, 52]
(18) During that time, we got things done. [Vlasho 2022, 136]
‘3a Toa BpeMe, Tu 3aBpmuBMe padorure.’ [Biamo 2022, 311]

Due to their strong causative semantics, labile verbs can be grouped with
the smaller set of causative verbs. In Macedonian, these verbs often become
causative through the removal of the reflexive marker. In (19), the transitive
verbs ucmywupa ‘shower’ and npecobneue ‘change someone’s clothes’ have
anticausative reflexive correlates. The verb zecne ‘put someone to sleep’ is
labile, with its intransitive correlate meaning ‘lie down.’

(19) By the time Jeremy got her showered, changed, and put to bed, the spaghetti
was cold. [Hoover 2018b, 154]
‘Honexa Ilepemu na ja meTymmpa, 1a ja mpecodiede u Ja ja JerHe BO KPEBeT,
HETOBHTE IINareTH Beke Oea kameH stanuu.” [Xysep 2019, 247]

The most common translation equivalents for both types of CPPCs are
transitive verbs with a weaker causative meaning (‘quasi-causative’), which
appear in both prototypical (20-21) and non-prototypical uses (22). Almost all
verbs occur in the perfective aspect, e.g., nonpasu ‘repair’, omeopu ‘open’,
uszeneue ‘pull out’, dodue ‘receive’, cnnecxka ‘pressure’, among others. In the
translational equivalents of prototypical CPPCs, the causer is often rendered
as performing the activity by themselves (20), but the interlocutors’ shared
knowledge clarifies that it is carried out by a professional. In (21), the get-
construction is translated by using an active verb with an indefinite subject
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referent, which is a common strategy for expressing passivization in Slavic
languages [Siewierska 1988, 249].

(20) I have to get my hair done. [Morrison 1977, 333]

‘Mopam n1a cu ja cpegam kocara.” [Mopucon 2012, 286]
(21) Don’t get your family slaughtered for pride. [Meyer 2008, 625]

‘HemojTe na BU TH 3aK0JIaT ceMejcTBara of Imycra ropaoct.” [Majep 2010, 396]
(22) Got your saddles covered up good? [Hemingway 1996, 99]

‘lo6po s ru mokpm cemnara?’ [Xemunrsej 2000, 234]

Anticausative verbs, which are typically reflexive, appear more frequently
in the translations of non-prototypical CPPCs. This group includes mostly an-
ticausative verbs with inchoative semantics. Some of these verbs express psy-
chological states (23), while others denote spontaneous events (24).

(23) It’s got her worried. [Meyer 2007, 29]
‘Taa ce 3arpu:xu nopanu toa.” [Majep 2010, 42]
(24) Melanie gets her broom tangled in the electric cord. [Coetzee 1999, 82]

‘Ha Menanu n ce 3amiieTKkyBa Meriara Bo ejaekTpuuHuoT kaoden.” [Kymm 2013,
164]

The few examples of non-prototypical CPPCs are translated with causative
verbs that form a pair with anticausative reflexive verbs, e.g., ce 3anzemxa ‘got
entangled,’ ce usnepsupa ‘got upset’, ce samewa ‘got involved’, ce omasrcu “got
married’. The pragmatic effects of the English non-prototypical CPPCs, in-
cuding the agent’s volitionality and effort, are not conveyed in the Macedonian
translations.

(25) I got Leigh involved in this. [Brown 2003, 339]
‘To 3anuieTkas Jlu Bo oBa.’ [bpayn 2004, 416]

(26) The business of her life was to get her daughters married. [Austen 2006a, 3]
‘Lernta Bo )UBOTOT ¥ Oemie aa T omMazku kepkure.” [Octur 2008, 8]

In both samples, translations using biclausal constructions appear mostly
in prototypical CPPCs. They consist of a causative verb (e.g., nanpasu ‘make’)
followed by a complement da-clause.

(27) You could get me transferred, I said. [Atwood 1985, 150]
‘Mosken 1a HanpaBUII 12 Me npedpaar, pexos.’ [AtByn 2020, 181]

Another strategy for translating CPPCs is the use of nominalizations, as
dodbusarve ‘getting’ in (28). They occur significantly more often in prototypi-
cal examples, particularly in the non-fiction sample.
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(28) Is there a fee for getting a security clearance certificate issued?
‘lanu ce Hammaka qo0uBameTo 6e30enHoceH ceprudurar?’ [MaCoCu_en mk]

The passive constructions in Macedonian, both the reflexive (29) and the
periphrasic (30) ones, are used relatively rarely as translation strategies. How-
ever, the use of the periphrastic passive was more frequent in the translations
of prototypical CPPCs in fiction (30), likely due to its strong resultative se-
mantics [Mitkovska et al., in press].

(29) “You could get it corrected, you know,” said the doctor, but did not offer to correct
it. [Coetzee 1983, 42]
‘Toa MOKe [1a ce cpe/Iu, 3HaeIll, pede JeKapoT, HO He ¢ TOHYAN HUIITO 1a cpean.’
[Kymm 2006, 57]

(30) We managed to get our paper accepted in the journal.
‘YeneaBMme HammoT Tpyx na 6nae npudaren Bo crimcanueto.” [MaCoCu_en mk]

In translations of CPPCs, paraphrases (31-33) occur more frequently than
in those of non-prototypical constructions. In some cases, these paraphrases
approach a free translation (33).

(31) One day Petre gave his watch to the local ranger to get it repaired by the watch-
maker in Neret. [Alabakov 2011, 18]
‘Enen nen Ilerpe My 1o J1ajie CBOjOT padeH YaCOBHMK Ha IOJIjaK Jia o O/lHece Ha
caaruuja Bo Heper.” [Anabakos 2011, 13]
(32) Joyce had been trying in vain to get this episode typed. [MaCoCu_en mk]
‘Llojc 3amynHO ce oOuayBalle Ja Hajae HeKOj IITO Ke ja HCKyLa OBaa enu3oza.’
(33) Ialmost get myself killed on a daily basis! [Meyer 2006, 436]
‘Jac cyMm BO 0IacCHOCT 0 yMHpam-e cexoj aeH!’ [Majep 2009, 295]

5 Conclusion

The analysis of Macedonian translational equivalents of English CPPCs has
revealed that perfective verbs overwhelmingly dominate the translations of
both prototypical and non-prototypical types, supporting the assumption that
get conveys the completion of an action resulting in a new state of the patient.
The findings indicate that the compactness of the prototypical CPPCs is re-
flected in the choice of Macedonian translation equivalents. These range from
the most compact forms, such as lexical causatives, through less compact mor-
phological and periphrastic causatives, to the least compact biclausal struc-
tures, where causality is expressed through separate clauses. Non-prototypical
CPPCs are predominantly translated by using lexical verbs reflecting the sim-
ple event structure they encode. These constructions are, in fact, pseudocaus-
ative, as they primarily serve to intensify the agent’s volitionality in achieving
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a beneficial outcome through the action. The combination of get with a past
participle foregrounds the result of the event, creating pragmatic effects such
as the agent’s self-coercion and commitment to completing the task despite
the effort involved. However, the pragmatic nuances of the English non-pro-
totypical (i.e., pseudocausative) past participle get-construction are not fully
preserved in the Macedonian translations, because these effects arise from the
constructional meaning.
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