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Abstract. This article examines how structural-semantic transformations reorganize cohesion,
causal coherence, event sequence, and narrative functions in Kazakh folklore-didactic and children’s
narratives. While level-based textual modification is commonly described in terms of lexical, syntactic,
and quantitative simplification, less attention has been paid to how individual transformations
affect referential continuity, causal recoverability, genre framing, characterization, and the overall
pragmatic effect of a narrative. The study therefore aims to determine how these textual relations
and functions change under two degrees of transformation, represented by Al and A2 versions, and
which components remain invariant in coherent transformed narratives. The corpus comprised eight
Kazakh source narratives and sixteen purpose-built Al and A2 versions, organized into eight aligned
original—-A1—A2 sequences. A total of 612 transformational segments were analyzed using a two-
level coding model that distinguished six primary operations — structural compression, syntactic
simplification, lexical substitution, semantic reduction, causal explication, and neutralization of
imagery from their effects on textual organization. Preservation of the functional narrative core was
treated as a control category of functional continuity. The findings show that Al transformation
relies more strongly on compression, syntactic redistribution, repeated reference, and a linear
event sequence, whereas A2 retains a denser network of source-text relations and more frequently
makes causal connections explicit. Syntactic splitting shifts cohesive relations from intra-sentential
structures to inter-sentential linkage, while causal explication compensates for contextual relations
weakened by compression. Genre framing, characterization, and conflict presentation may be
reduced or recast without disrupting the central event structure. Macro-level coherence depends on
the recoverability of the functional chain linking the principal participant, key event, motive or causal
relation, plot resolution, and the narrative’s overall pragmatic effect. The proposed model contributes
to the linguistic analysis of transformed narratives by relating formal operations to their consequences
for cohesion, causal coherence, event sequence, and narrative function.
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AnHotamus. B cratbe paccMmaTpuBaeTcsi, KaKuM 0o0pa3oM CTPYKTYpHO-CEMaHTUUYECKHE TpaHC-
dopManuy peopraHU3yOT KOTe3uio, Kay3ajJlbHble OTHOILIEHMS, MOCIeI0BaTeIbHOCTh COOBITUN U
HappaTUBHbIE (PYHKIIMU B Ka3aXCKUX (POJTbKIOPHO-AUAAKTUYECKUX U JAETCKUX HappaTuBax. XoTs
ypoBHeBasi MoJAMbUKAIIUS TEKCTa OOBIYHO OMUCHIBAETCS ¢ TOUKM 3PEHUS JTEKCUUECKOTo, CUHTAaK-
CUYECKOTO M KOJHUYECTBEHHOI'O YIPOILIEHMSI, 3HAUUTEIbHO MEHbIIIEC BHUMAHUS YICISIETCS TOMY,
KaK OTIeJibHbIe TpaHC(opMaluu BIUSIOT Ha pedepeHIMalbHYI0 HENPEepbIBHOCTb, BOCCTAHOBU-
MOCTbh TPUYMHHO-CJIEICTBEHHBIX CBSI3€il, )KaHPOBOe O(opMIIeHNE, XapaKTEPU3ALMIO TTIePCOHaXEN
1 o0Iuii ImparMaTudeckuii 3¢p¢GekT HappaTuBa. B ¢BSI3M ¢ 3TUM 1IeJb UCCAEIOBAHUS COCTOUT B
OIpeJe/IeHUN TOTO, KaK U3MEHSIIOTCS JaHHbIE TEKCTOBbIE OTHOILIEHUSI U QDYHKIMU MPU ABYX CTere-
HSIX TpaHcdopMalluu, MpeACTaBIeHHbIX BepcusiMu ypoBHell Al u A2, a Takxke Kakyde KOMITOHEHTbI
COXPaHSIOT MHBAPUAHTHOCTh B KOT€PEHTHBIX TpaHC(OpMUPOBaHHBIX HappaTubax. Koprmyc uccie-
JIOBaHUSI BKJIIOYAJI BOCEMb MCXOMHBIX Ka3aXCKMX HappaTUBOB U IIECTHAIATh CTEIMaIbHO CO3MaH-
HBIX Bepcuil ypoBHeil Al u A2, opraHM30BaHHBIX B BOCEMb BBIPOBHEHHBIX IMOCJIEI0BATEIbHOCTEN
«opurnHan—Al—A2». B 0011eil CI0XHOCTA OBUTIO MpoaHaIM3MpoBaHO 612 TpaHChHOPMALIMOHHBIX
CErMEHTOB C UCMOJIb30BAHUEM JIBYXYPOBHEBOI MOJENN KOJAMPOBAHUSI, B KOTOPOU 111€CTb OCHOBHBIX
onepauuii — CTpYKTypHasi KOMIIPECCHUSI, CHHTAKCUYECKOEe YIPOIlleHUE, JIeKCUYecKasl 3aMeHa, ce-
MaHTUYecKas pelayKuUusi, Kay3ajlbHasl 9KCIUIMKAIUS U HelTpaau3alus oOpa3HOCTH — paccMaTpuBa-
JIUCh OTJEJIbHO OT WX IMOCJIEACTBUIA /IS TeKCTOBOM opraHu3aiuu. CoxpaHeHue (GyHKIMOHAIbHOTO
HappaTUBHOTIO Sipa pacCMaTPpUBAIOCh KaK KOHTPOJIbHAsA KaTeropusi (PyHKIIMOHATBbHON HETpephiB-
HocTH. Pe3ynbraThl MOKa3bIBalOT, YTO TpaHchopMmalus Ha ypoBHE Al B OoJbllleil CTEIIEHU CBS3aHa
C KOMIIpeCcCUei, CUHTAaKCUYECKUM MepepacnpeacsieHueM, NOBTOPHOM HOMUHALIMEN W JIMHEUHOMU
opraHu3zaiueil CoObITUI, TOorna Kak Bepcun A2 cOXpaHsIOT Oojiee TUIOTHYIO CE€Th OTHOUIEHUI MC-
XOJHOTO TeKCTa U yallle SKCIUTUIUPYIOT MPpUUYUHHBIE CBsI3U. CHMHTaAKCUUYECKOe paclleruieHUe Tepe-
HOCUT KOT€3UBHbIE OTHOILEHUS U3 BHYTPUINPEIIOKEHUECKUX CTPYKTYP Ha YpOBeHb MexXdpa3oBoit
CBsI3U, TOT/IAa KaK Kay3ajJibHasi 9KCIUIMKAIASI KOMIIEHCUPYET OCabieHue KOHTEKCTYyaJbHBIX CBSI-
3eil, BhI3BaHHOE KoMIipeccueii. 2KaHpoBoe ogopmiaeHne, XapaKTepu3alus NepcoHaxkKeil 1 Ipen-
cTaBjieHWe KOH(MJIUKTA MOTYT pPelylrpOBaThCS WU MepecTpanuBaThcs 0€3 HapylUIeHUs LIEHTpalb-
HOW COOBITUHHON CTPYKTYpbl. MaKpOypOBHEBasi KOT€PEHTHOCTb 3aBUCUT OT BOCCTAHOBUMOCTH
(GYHKUIMOHAJBHONM 1IETTIOYKHM, CBSI3bIBAIOIICH IIABHOTO YYaCTHUKA, KJIHOYEBOE COOBITUE, MOTUB WJIU
MPUYMHHYIO CBSI3b, CIOKETHYIO pa3BsI3Ky W 001IMii parmaTtuueckuii adexr Happatuba. [Ipemio-
JKeHHasl MOJIEJIb TI03BOJISIET COOTHECTU (DOopMasibHbIE OTepaliii ¢ UX MOCIEACTBUSIMU JIJIsI KOTE3UH,
Kay3aJIbHbIX OTHOUIEHU, MOCIeI0BATEIbHOCTU COOBITUI U HAPPATUBHON (DYHKIIMU U TEM CaMbIM
YTOUHSET JUHTBUCTUYECKOE ONMUCAHUE CTPYKTYPHO-CEMAaHTUUYECKON TpaHC(hopMaluuu HappaTHB-
HOTO TEKCTa.

KiroueBbie cioBa: CTpyKTYpHO-ceMaHTHUecKas TpaHcdopMallus, Ka3axCKuii HappaTuB, (OJBKIIOP-
HO-IIMAAKTUYECKUI TEKCT, JEeTCKWIi HappaTUB, TEKCTOBAsl KOre3usl, Kay3adbHble OTHOILEHMS, Happa-
TUBHAs1 QYHKIIUSI.
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Introduction

Textual transformation affects not only linguistic complexity but also the relations through which
a text functions as a coherent whole. Compression may remove links between episodes, syntactic
splitting may redistribute relations from clause-internal structures across separate sentences, lexical
replacement may preserve reference while modifying evaluation or genre marking, and explicitation
may make previously implicit relations overt. These effects are particularly consequential in narrative
discourse, where continuity depends on participant tracking, event progression, motivational and
causal relations, plot resolution, and the communicative effect produced by the completed narrative.
Textual transformation therefore needs to be examined not simply as a reduction in linguistic comp-
lexity but as a reorganization of structural, semantic, and discourse relations.

Research on text simplification provides an important basis for analyzing such transformations
while also revealing the limitations of a purely sentence-level perspective. F. Alva-Manchego et al. [1]
show that simplification involve different rewriting operations, including lexical replacement, reorde-
ring and sentence splitting, with preservation of source meaning remaining a fundamental constraint.
Moving beyond isolated sentences, L. Cripwell et al. [2] demonstrate that applying sentence-level
simplification independently across a document may fail to preserve its discourse structure coherently.
S. Agrawal et al. [3] likewise show that meaning preservation cannot be adequately assessed without
considering the wider textual context in which simplified sentences occur. These findings are particu-
larly relevant to narrative discourse, where a locally successful transformation may weaken a relation,
whose function becomes apparent only across sentences or episodes.

This problem is closely connected with cohesion and coherence. M.C.J. Scholman et al. [4] treat
causal relations as a theoretically and empirically distinguishable class of discourse coherence rela-
tions and emphasize the need for explicit analytical criteria. G. Mulder et al. [5] further show that
causal coherence relations extend beyond surface linguistic form and are represented at higher levels
of discourse interpretation. For narrative discourse, J. Cevasco et al. [6] review evidence demonstrat-
ing that causal connections are central to the construction of coherence. Taken together, these studies
indicate that retaining an event does not necessarily preserve the relation that motivates it or connects
it to its consequence. Compression may remove contextual support for such a relation, whereas causal
explication may restore its recoverability through an overt connector or an explicit formulation of
motivation or consequence.

Lexical transformation raises a comparable issue because denotative equivalence does not neces-
sarily entail textual-functional equivalence. K. North et al. [7] characterize lexical simplification as
the replacement of complex lexical material by simpler alternatives while maintaining the relevant
source meaning. In narrative discourse, however, a denotatively close replacement may preserve par-
ticipant reference or basic propositional content while weakening evaluation, emotional intensity,
characterization, or genre marking. The analysis therefore distinguishes lexical substitution, in which
reference and relevant textual function remain substantially stable, from neutralization of imagery, in
which figurative, evaluative, emotional, characterizing, or genre-related meaning is weakened.

Kazakh folklore-didactic and children’s narratives provide particularly suitable material for exam-
ining these relations because event-centered organization coexists with dialogue, repetition, evalu-
ative vocabulary, culturally marked imagery, and conventional formulaic expressions. O. Tyshchen-
ko et al. [8] distinguish formulae occurring in different structural positions of fairy-tale discourse
and demonstrate their relevance to the organization and pragmatics of folklore texts. In the corpus
examined here, folklore formulae comprise conventionalized expressions associated with narrative
organization and genre framing, including opening and closing formulae where they occur, as well
as recurrent fixed narrative expressions. Conversational discourse formulae are excluded from this
category. Such units may remain peripheral to the central event progression while still contributing
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substantially to genre framing; their removal can therefore leave the event sequence recoverable while
reducing a distinct narrative function.

The Al and A2 levels of the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages provide
the empirical conditions under which different degrees of structural-semantic transformation can be
compared. The Council of Europe [9] establish the reference framework for these proficiency levels,
while Z. Iskakova et al. [10] specifically emphasize the role of lexical and grammatical selection in
A2-level Kazakh-language materials. In this study, however, A1 and A2 are not treated as the princi-
pal theoretical object. They function as two controlled transformation conditions that allow changes
within the same source narrative to be compared. The central linguistic question is therefore not
whether a transformed text merely corresponds to a particular proficiency label, but how its internal
textual organization changes when linguistic material is compressed, redistributed, substituted, expli-
cated, or functionally recast.

Despite substantial progress in research on text simplification and discourse organization, the
relation between particular transformation operations and their consequences for narrative struc-
ture remains insufficiently described. Existing studies account for a range of lexical and syntactic
transformations and increasingly recognize the importance of document-level meaning preservation
[1—3], while discourse research provides established approaches to coherence and causal relations
[4—6]. Less clear is how an identifiable structural-semantic operation affects several interconnected
properties within aligned versions of the same narrative: whether referential and lexical cohesion is
retained or reconstructed; whether causal relations remain recoverable; whether the event sequence
remains functionally connected; and whether genre framing, characterization, conflict presentation,
plot resolution, and pragmatic closure are retained, reduced, or recast. These questions have received
particularly limited attention in relation to transformed Kazakh folklore-didactic and children’s nar-
ratives.

To address this problem, the study analyses eight aligned original-A1—A2 sequences comprising
eight Kazakh source narratives and sixteen purpose-built transformed versions. The corpus contains
24 textual units and 612 transformational segments. Six primary operations — structural compression,
syntactic simplification, lexical substitution, semantic reduction, causal explication, and neutraliza-
tion of imagery — are examined in relation to three interconnected dimensions: cohesive reorgani-
zation, causal coherence and event sequence, and narrative function. Preservation of the functional
narrative core is assessed separately as a control category of functional continuity. This core is iden-
tified through the recoverability of the relation linking the principal participant, key event, motive or
causal relation, plot resolution, and pragmatic closure.

The study proposes a two-level model that separates the formal identification of a structural-
semantic operation from its consequences for textual organization. The model establishes whether
transformation retains, weakens, or reconstructs cohesive relations; whether causal relations remain
recoverable, become explicit, or are disrupted across the event sequence; and whether narrative func-
tions are retained, reduced, or recast. This distinction makes it possible to account for cases in which
extensive compression preserves macro-level coherence because functionally necessary relations re-
main recoverable, as well as cases in which a comparatively limited local transformation produces se-
mantic distortion by disrupting a relation required for interpreting subsequent events, plot resolution,
or pragmatic closure.

Accordingly, the study aims to determine how structural-semantic operations reorganize cohesion,
causal coherence, event sequence, and narrative functions in Kazakh folklore-didactic and children’s
narratives under two transformation conditions and to identify the functional relations that remain
invariant in coherent transformed versions. The following research questions are addressed:

1. How do structural-semantic operations reconfigure local and inter-sentential cohesion in alig-
ned original-A1—A2 sequences of Kazakh narratives?

184



4 -

2. How do compression, syntactic restructuring, and causal explication affect causal coherence and
the recoverability of relations across the event sequence?

3. Which narrative functions are retained, reduced, or recast across transformation, and which re-
lations constitute the functional narrative invariant required for macro-level coherence?

4. How do the profiles of cohesive reorganization, causal explicitness, event-sequence preserva-
tion, and functional continuity differ between the A1 and A2 versions of the same source narratives?

The study thus treats Al and A2 as comparative conditions of structural-semantic reorganization
rather than as two quantitative degrees of shortening. Its central linguistic concern is how local trans-
formations redistribute cohesive resources, alter the recoverability of causal and event relations, and
preserve or recast the functions through which narrative continuity, plot resolution, and pragmatic
closure are established.

Literature review

Current research increasingly treats text simplification as a set of identifiable linguistic operations
rather than as a uniform reduction in length or difficulty. R. Cardon et al. [11] organize the field
around the notion of operations, understood as modifications applied to an input text during trans-
formation. This perspective is particularly useful when the analytical task is to distinguish a formal
change from its consequences for the text as a whole. I. Espinosa-Zaragoza et al. [24], reviewing re-
search-based simplification tools across languages, target populations, and linguistic levels, likewise
demonstrate considerable variation in both the phenomena subjected to simplification and the criteria
used to evaluate transformed texts. Such diversity makes a purely quantitative conception of trans-
formation inadequate. N.G. Burmakina [16], for example, reports that automatically simplified texts
may continue to contain syntactically complex structures and unjustified lexical substitutions and may
distort content despite improvements in selected formal indicators. Taken together, these studies sup-
port an operation-based approach in which compression, restructuring, substitution, and explication
are evaluated not only as formal procedures but also in terms of their effects on textual organization.

The shift from sentence-level to document-level analysis makes this distinction especially impor-
tant. L. Vasquez-Rodriguez et al. [12] show that coherence requires separate consideration when sim-
plification extends from isolated sentences to multi-sentence texts; their coherence-aware evaluation
demonstrates that document-level transformation introduces problems that sentence-level metrics do
not adequately capture. A. Grubisi¢ et al. [13] reach a related conclusion in their analysis of split-and-
rephrase procedures: shorter and lexically simpler output may facilitate processing, yet restructuring
can weaken coherence, textual unity, or stylistic continuity when relations across sentences are not
sufficiently controlled. Narrative material intensifies this problem because relevant dependencies of-
ten extend across several clauses, sentences, and episodes. T. Schomacker et al. [14], working with
aligned German narrative documents, identify narrative simplification as a particularly underdevel-
oped area and demonstrate the limitations of existing generation approaches when applied to longer
narrative material. A. Farajidizaji et al. [15] add that larger shifts in readability tend to be accompa-
nied by lower semantic and lexical similarity to the source. The degree of transformation therefore
needs to be considered together with the preservation of relations required for interpreting the trans-
formed text as a coherent whole.

One such relation is referential cohesion. A. Diaz-Negrillo et al. [17], analyzing written and spo-
ken narratives, show that narrative discourse configuration is associated with the selection of referring
expressions and the maintenance of reference across connected structures. Although their study con-
cerns L2 English rather than simplified texts, its relevance lies in the textual mechanism it describes:
continuity is not carried by individual lexical items in isolation but by the distribution of referring
expressions across discourse. This becomes particularly consequential after syntactic splitting. When
a participant previously maintained within a complex sentence must be tracked across two or more
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independent sentences, cohesive work may shift to repeated nomination, pronouns, or other explicit
forms of reference. Syntactic splitting therefore does more than reduce structural complexity; it may
redistribute the linguistic resources through which participant continuity is maintained.

Narrative coherence, however, depends not only on participant continuity but also on the relations
connecting events. R.A. Zwaan [23], revisiting the event-indexing model of narrative comprehen-
sion, describes narrative events as linked across several dimensions, including entities or protagonists,
goals, time, space, and physical causation. This multidimensional account is particularly relevant to
transformed narratives because chronological preservation does not necessarily entail preservation
of the relations that make successive events intelligible. In the analytical framework adopted here,
event sequence refers to the ordered progression and functional connection of events within a narra-
tive, whereas causal coherence concerns the recoverability of motivational and cause—consequence
relations between those events. The two dimensions are related but not interchangeable. Two epi-
sodes may remain in their original order while the motive, goal, or causal relation connecting them
has been removed; conversely, a compressed version may retain a coherent event configuration when
an implicit relation is made linguistically recoverable. The relevant question is therefore not simply
whether an event remains present after transformation, but whether its relation to preceding and
subsequent events can still be interpreted. From this perspective, causal explication may compensate
for contextual information lost through compression or restructuring rather than merely increase the
explicitness of the transformed text.

Lexical transformation presents a parallel problem. C.-O. Truica et al. [18] formulate lexical sim-
plification as a reduction in lexical difficulty that should not entail loss of meaning or nuance, while
E. Graichen et al. [19] emphasize the importance of contextual information in selecting appropriate
lexical replacements. J.A. Ortiz-Zambrano et al. [20] further demonstrate that lexical complexity is
associated with a combination of linguistic and contextual characteristics rather than with a single sur-
face feature; their analysis incorporates lexical, semantic, and sequence-related information. These
findings make it necessary to distinguish a replacement that preserves the relevant textual function
of an expression from one that alters its semantic or discourse contribution. In narrative discourse,
a simpler lexical unit may remain denotatively appropriate while losing evaluative force, figurative
meaning, characterizing potential, or genre-related associations. Lexical substitution and neutrali-
zation of imagery therefore cannot be collapsed into a single replacement category: the distinction
depends on what remains functionally available in the transformed narrative, not merely on whether
one lexical form has been exchanged for another.

This functional distinction is especially important in folklore and children’s narratives, where lex-
ical and formulaic material contributes not only to propositional content but also to genre organiza-
tion, characterization, evaluation, and plot development. L.S. Tokpayeva et al. [21], in a comparative
study of Kazakh, Russian, and English children’s folklore, show that lexical and phraseological organ-
ization varies across folklore genres and includes both historically transmitted and nationally marked
elements. Their findings caution against treating culturally or genre-marked expressions as dispensa-
ble ornament. On Kazakhstani short-story material, G.K. Tileubay et al. [22] similarly demonstrate
that textual elements may participate simultaneously in plot organization, character construction,
comparison, personification, and broader semantic contexts. Consequently, an element may remain
referentially recoverable after transformation while part of its narrative or semantic function has ne-
vertheless been reduced or recast.

Formulaic material requires particularly careful treatment because its formal presence cannot be
equated with preservation of the narrative’s overall communicative organization. E. Karagoz [26],
analyzing tale endings in the Tatar folklore tradition, shows that closing formulae constitute a differ-
entiated class of conventional narrative elements and distinguishes several functional types, including
instructive closing formulae. This is relevant to Turkic folklore material because it demonstrates that
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tale-final formulae have identifiable structural and genre-related status. A folklore formula, however,
is not equivalent to pragmatic closure. A closing formula is a conventional linguistic unit occupying a
particular position within the textual organization of a narrative, whereas pragmatic closure concerns
the communicative effect produced by the completed narrative as a whole. This distinction is also
related to plot resolution, which denotes the outcome through which the central narrative problem or
conflict reaches its conclusion. Plot resolution and pragmatic closure are therefore functionally con-
nected but analytically distinct: the former concerns what happens to the central problem or conflict,
whereas the latter concerns how that outcome, together with the preceding event structure, supports
an evaluative, didactic, or other communicative interpretation. A narrative may retain pragmatic clo-
sure after a conventional closing formula has been reduced, while preservation of such a formula alone
cannot guarantee pragmatic closure if the preceding conflict—action—outcome relation has been dis-
rupted.

The broader research landscape also reveals an important language-specific limitation. 1. Espi-
nosa-Zaragoza et al. [24] identify a marked need for simplification resources beyond English, while
Y. Veitsman et al. [25] characterize Kazakh, together with other Central Asian Turkic languages, as
comparatively under-resourced in contemporary language-processing research and note continuing
limitations in linguistic datasets and resources. These studies address computational resources rather
than narrative transformation itself, but they help to locate the present linguistic problem: meth-
ods developed and evaluated predominantly for high-resource languages cannot substitute for direct
analysis of how Kazakh texts reorganize cohesion, lexical-semantic relations, and narrative structure
under transformation. At the same time, the Kazakh-related research represented here illuminates
individual lexical, folkloric, or text-semantic properties [21, 22] rather than aligned transformations
of the same narrative across controlled versions.

The reviewed literature therefore identifies several components of the problem without yet inte-
grating them into a single analytical account. Research on simplification describes transformation op-
erations and the risks associated with increasingly extensive modification [11—16]; studies of cohesion
show that referential continuity is distributed across discourse [17]; lexical research establishes con-
textual and semantic constraints on replacement [18—20]; narrative research conceptualizes events
as relationally rather than merely sequentially organized [23]; and studies of children’s folklore and
narrative semantics demonstrate that linguistic elements may simultaneously serve referential, eval-
uative, genre-related, and plot functions [21, 22, 26]. What remains insufficiently described is how
these dimensions interact within aligned source and transformed versions of Kazakh narratives. In
particular, no segment-level model has yet systematically linked a formally identified transformation
operation to its consequences for cohesion, causal coherence, event sequence, and narrative function,
nor has it been established which relations may be reduced or recast and which must remain recover-
able for a transformed narrative to preserve its functional core. The present study addresses this gap by
separating the primary transformation operation from its textual effect and tracing both across aligned
original—A1—A2 sequences.

Materials and methods

Research material and corpus formation

The study used a purpose-built corpus of Kazakh folklore-didactic and children’s narratives to-
gether with two systematically transformed versions of each source text. Eight source narratives were
selected from the open Kazakh-language resources Balalar Alemi, Ertegiler.kz, and Adebiportal. Cor-
pus formation was guided by the need to trace structural-semantic transformations within narratives
possessing a sufficiently stable event structure to permit segment-level alignment between the source
text and its transformed versions.

A text was included if it:
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1) was written in Kazakh;

2) represented a folklore-didactic or children’s narrative;

3) contained an identifiable progression from an initial situation through event development and
a prolem or conflict episode to a plot resolution;

4) allowed linguistic transformation without reconstruction of the central plot;

5) contained features relevant to the analysis, including dialogue, figurative or evaluative vocabu-
lary, conventional folklore formulae, culturally marked units, or syntactically extended constructions.

In accordance with the terminology adopted in this study, folklore formulae refer to convention-
alized expressions associated with the organization and genre framing of folklore narrative, including
opening or closing formulae where present and other fixed narrative expressions represented in the
corpus; conversational discourse formulae are not included in this category. Narratives with high-
ly branched plots, numerous interacting characters, predominantly static description, or strong de-
pendence on an extended mythological context were excluded because such features would reduce
the reliability of segment alignment and make it difficult to attribute observed changes to individual
structural-semantic operations. The eight source narratives and the linguistic and narrative features
that motivated their inclusion in the corpus are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Corpus of original Kazakh narrative texts

No. Source text Source of the original text Basis for inclusion in the corpus
. R Dialogue, sequential event development, and a plot resolution

1 “Tapqyr qoian” Balalar Alemi . £ d e P P

with an evaluative implication
. . Conflict-based event sequence and contrast between character

2 “Qoian men tasbaqa” Balalar Alemi ) 4
actions

3 “Anshi qoian” Balalar Alemi Characterization, pursuit dynamics, and expressive narration
Chain composition, dialogue, repetition, and a culturall

4 “Magqta qyz ben mysyq” Adebiportal . p g p Y
recognizable plot

_ . Conventional folklore formulae, a magical object, and relations

5 “Ur, togpaq” Adebiportal / Ertegiler.kz . € )

between event sequence and causality
. Culturally marked imagery, plot tension, and expressive

6 “Altyn saga” Ertegiler.kz Y e p b

vocabulary
. R . Contrastive character actions, dialogic organization,

7 “Tiilki, tasbaqga jane kene” Ertegiler.kz . . . .g &

and an evaluative narrative orientation
« " . Semantic opposition, sequential event development, and a plot

8 Jagsylyq pen Jamandyq Ertegiler.kz . . .. .

resolution with an evaluative implication

As Table 1 indicates, the corpus was deliberately heterogeneous with respect to dialogue, imagery,
formulaic language, characterization, and event configuration, while all eight narratives retained an
identifiable central event structure. This combination made it possible to compare the effects of the
same general transformation categories across texts in which particular linguistic and narrative functions
were realized differently.

For each source narrative, one Al and one A2 version were produced according to the same trans-
formation protocol. The resulting corpus therefore comprised 24 textual units: eight source texts,
eight Al versions, and eight A2 versions. Its organization as eight aligned original—-A1—A2 sequenc-
es made it possible to trace changes within the same narrative rather than compare unrelated texts.
Alignment was used to examine changes in syntactic organization, lexical representation, referential
and lexical cohesion, event sequence, causal relations, imagery, and narrative function.

The Al and A2 versions were created specifically for the study rather than taken from textbooks or
previously published graded materials. Tilqural.kz was consulted only as an auxiliary reference for the
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general organization of Kazakh-language materials by proficiency level and was not used as a source
of corpus texts or transformed versions. Al and A2 were treated analytically as two comparative con-
ditions of structural-semantic transformation. The Al condition involved a greater degree of formal
restructuring and reduction, whereas the A2 condition permitted denser retention of source-text re-
lations and narrative organization. Accordingly, the proficiency labels functioned as conditions under
which different transformation profiles could be compared; they were not themselves the primary
object of the linguistic analysis.

Transformation protocol and procedure for structural-semantic analysis

The transformation protocol distinguished between variable linguistic form and the functional nar-
rative core that had to remain recoverable for a transformed version to preserve macro-level coher-
ence. The functional narrative core comprised the principal participant or participants, the key event,
the motive or causal relation necessary for interpreting that event, the plot resolution, and the prag-
matic closure of the narrative. These components were treated as related but analytically distinct. Plot
resolution refers to the outcome through which the central narrative problem or conflict is resolved.
Pragmatic closure refers to the overall communicative effect of the completed narrative, including an
evaluative or didactic implication where such an implication is recoverable from the preceding event
structure. The presence of a final evaluative statement was therefore not, by itself, treated as evidence
of pragmatic closure if its relation to the preceding events had been disrupted.

Peripheral description, individual dialogic turns, expressive detail, imagery, genre-framing mate-
rial, and secondary episodes could be compressed, reformulated, or omitted only where their mod-
ification did not make a functionally necessary relation within the central narrative structure un-
recoverable. This principle distinguished reduction of peripheral material from transformation that
disrupted participant continuity, causal motivation, event progression, plot resolution, or the overall
communicative effect of the narrative.

The Al versions employed shorter syntactic units, predominantly direct word order, more frequent
lexical items, repeated key nominations, restricted synonymic variation, reduced descriptive material,
and limited figurative language. The A2 versions retained a denser event sequence, selected dialogue,
evaluative vocabulary, and a greater proportion of genre-related and expressive material. These char-
acteristics were treated as transformation parameters rather than as independent measures of profi-
ciency. The contrast between Al and A2 was therefore examined not simply through differences in text
length, but through the extent to which cohesive resources, causal relations, event connections, and
narrative functions were retained, reconstructed, made explicit, reduced, or recast.

The basic unit of analysis was the transformational segment, defined as a lexeme, phrase, clause,
sentence, dialogic utterance, or plot micro-fragment that underwent an identifiable change between
the source text and at least one transformed version. Each narrative was first segmented according to
its functional organization, including exposition, event development, dialogue, description, culmina-
tion, and plot resolution. Corresponding fragments were then aligned across the original, Al, and A2
versions. Comparison proceeded in three directions: original—Al, original—A2, and A1—A2. Across
the eight aligned narrative sequences, 612 transformational segments were identified.

The analysis proceeded at two levels. At the first level, each transformational segment was assigned
one primary code: structural compression, syntactic simplification, lexical substitution, semantic re-
duction, causal explication, or neutralization of imagery. These six categories describe operations
performed on textual material. Preservation of the functional narrative core was recorded separately
as a control category of functional continuity rather than as a seventh transformation operation. This
distinction ensured that preservation of a narrative relation was not treated as formally equivalent to
an operation that modified the source text.

At the second level, the textual consequence of each transformation was assessed across three inter-
connected dimensions. First, cohesive organization was coded as retained, weakened, or reconstructed
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with reference to referential continuity and lexical linkage. Second, causal coherence and event se-
quence were assessed as distinct dimensions. Causal coherence concerned whether a motive or cause—
consequence relation remained recoverable, was made explicit or reconstructed, or was weakened by
transformation. Event sequence concerned whether the ordered and functionally relevant progression
of events was preserved, compressed, or disrupted. This distinction was necessary because chron-
ological continuity could survive even where the causal relation connecting adjacent events had be-
come less recoverable. Third, narrative functions, including genre framing, characterization, conflict
presentation, event progression, plot resolution, and pragmatic closure, were classified as retained,
reduced, or recast.

The distinction between the two analytical levels was essential to the coding procedure because
formally similar operations could produce different textual consequences depending on their position
and function. Syntactic splitting, for example, could preserve propositional content while transferring
referential linkage from an intra-sentential structure to repeated nomination or pronominal reference
across sentences. Causal explication could reconstruct a motive or cause—consequence relation that
had become less inferable after compression. The removal of a conventional folklore formula could
reduce genre-framing function without disrupting the central event sequence, whereas deletion of a
motivational episode could leave chronological ordering intact while weakening causal coherence.
Similarly, preservation of a closing formula was not automatically interpreted as preservation of prag-
matic closure, because the latter depended on the functional relation between the preceding event
structure, plot resolution, and the communicative effect of the completed narrative.

Quantitative indicators — word and sentence counts, average sentence length, numbers of retained
and deleted segments, and frequencies of the six transformation operations — were used to establish
the scale and distribution of change. These measures were interpreted together with segment-level ev-
idence concerning cohesive organization, causal coherence, event sequence, and narrative function.
The procedure therefore treated transformation as a multilevel reorganization of textual relations
rather than as linear simplification measured primarily by reduction in length or sentence complexity.

Coding matrix and parameters for comparing textual transformations

A unified coding matrix was used to record both the linguistic operation applied to each transfor-
mational segment and its consequence for textual organization. Segments aligned across the original,
Al, and A2 versions received one primary operation code. The matrix therefore separated the for-
mal type of change from its effects on cohesive organization, causal coherence, event sequence, and
narrative function. The operational criteria, boundary rules, and text-organizational effects used in
coding are presented in Table 2.

As Table 2 shows, the coding scheme was designed to prevent formally similar changes from being
treated as functionally equivalent. The primary code identified what operation occurred, whereas the
secondary assessment established what relation or narrative function was affected.

Preservation of the functional narrative core was assessed separately from the six primary trans-
formation operations and was excluded from operation-frequency counts. For each aligned narrative
sequence, the analysis established whether the principal participant or participants, key event, mo-
tive or causal relation, plot resolution, and pragmatic closure remained recoverable after transforma-
tion. Plot resolution was treated as the outcome of the central narrative problem or conflict, whereas
pragmatic closure referred to the overall communicative effect recoverable from the completed event
structure. Preservation of these relations indicated macro-level functional continuity; disruption of a
relation necessary for interpreting the narrative was treated as evidence of semantic distortion.

Coding consistency and verification of analytical decisions

All aligned sequences were coded and subsequently reviewed using the same matrix. Borderline
cases were resolved through a fixed decision sequence: complete removal of a fragment; syntactic re-
structuring with the principal proposition retained; denotatively equivalent lexical replacement; loss
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Table 2. Coding matrix of structural-semantic transformations

Type Mandatory criterion Boundary and priority rule Text-organizational effect
If the segment remains represented but
Complete removal or condensation | loses only a semantic component, the L .
. . . . Reduces episodic density and
of a descriptive, explanatory, case is coded as semantic reduction. If .
. . L. may weaken cohesive or causal
Structural dialogic, or secondary event complete removal also eliminates an .
) . . . . . relations or compress the event
compression fragment, including an expressive or genre-framing function, . .
. .. . . sequence while leaving the central
independent proposition structural compression remains the .
. . . . narrative structure recoverable
or plot micro-episode primary code and the functional loss
is recorded as a secondary effect
Loss of an independent proposition L
. . . p .p p . Redistributes temporal,
Splitting, restructuring, or excludes this code and is classified . X .
R . L R referential, or logical relations
Syntactic linearization of a clause or as structural compression. Loss of
S . o L . o across clauses or sentences and
simplification sentence while its principal a semantic component within a R .
. . . . . . may require reconstruction of
propositional content is retained retained proposition is classified . R R
. . inter-sentential cohesion
as semantic reduction
Replacement of a lexical item by . . .
. . If replacement weakens figurative, Retains or reconstructs lexical
. a denotatively equivalent or near- . . .. . -
Lexical R . . evaluative, emotional, characterizing, and referential continuity, often
. equivalent unit while reference, . . K .
substitution . . or genre-marking meaning, the case through reduced lexical variation
evaluation, and textual function . L. . L
. . is coded as neutralization of imagery or more transparent nomination
remain substantially stable
. Complete removal of an independent
Loss of a semantic feature, .. . . .
. . R proposition, utterance, or functional Reduces semantic density and
. qualification, or meaning . L
Semantic . fragment is coded as structural may weaken local motivation,
. component within a segment . . . L .
reduction L. . compression. Syntactic restructuring characterization, evaluation,
whose principal proposition and . . .
. . without semantic loss is coded or explanatory completeness
textual position remain represented L .
as syntactic simplification
A previously implicit motive or Rewording, sentence splitting,
. . i Reconstructs or strengthens causal
cause—consequence relation or chronological sequencing
Causal . . coherence where contextual
L. becomes overtly encoded through | without increased causal or
explication . .. .. support has been weakened by
a connector, causal construction, motivational explicitness does . .
.. . . . compression or restructuring
or explicit formulation not qualify for this code
Complete deletion of the relevant
A retained segment undergoes fragment is coded as structural Reduces or recasts genre
L lexical or syntactic reformulation compression, with functional loss framing, characterization,
Neutralization ) . . . . .
of imager that weakens figurative, evaluative, | recorded as a secondary effect. If emotional intensity, conflict
1 . .. . . .
gery emotional, characterizing, or expressive and textual functions presentation, or another
genre-marking meaning remain substantially stable, the case expressive narrative function
is coded as lexical substitution

of a semantic component within a retained segment; explicit encoding of a previously implicit causal
relation; and weakening of figurative, evaluative, characterizing, or genre-framing meaning. The first
applicable criterion determined the primary operation, except where lexical replacement demon-
strably reduced an expressive or genre-related function, in which case neutralization of imagery took
precedence over lexical substitution.

Only one primary operation entered the frequency counts. Additional consequences were record-
ed as secondary textual effects and were not counted as separate operations. Thus, sentence splitting
could be coded as syntactic simplification while also being marked as reconstructing referential co-
hesion through repeated nomination. This procedure prevented double counting while preserving
information about multifunctional textual effects. The second review concentrated on the two prin-
cipal boundary areas: structural compression versus semantic reduction and lexical substitution ver-
sus neutralization of imagery. Quantitative distributions were then checked against the segment-level
interpretations to ensure that frequency patterns did not contradict the qualitative coding decisions.
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Acceptability of a transformed segment was evaluated against the recoverability of the functional
narrative core. A transformation was considered functionally continuous when the relations link-
ing participant, key event, motive or causality, plot resolution, and pragmatic closure remained in-
terpretable in the transformed narrative. Disruption of a necessary motivational or causal relation,
breakdown of the event sequence, alteration of the evaluative orientation, or detachment of the final
outcome from the preceding event logic was treated as semantic distortion. Importantly, preservation
of a final evaluative or formulaic statement alone was not regarded as evidence of pragmatic closure if
its functional relation to the preceding events had been lost.

The procedure thus converted the six primary transformation operations and the separate control
category of functional narrative-core preservation into a reproducible analytical model linking local
linguistic change to cohesive organization, causal coherence, event sequence, and narrative function.

Results

Formal-structural reconfiguration and cohesive continuity in the original, A1, and A2 narratives

The first stage of the analysis examined how measurable formal changes were related to the re-
organization of narrative structure. Across the eight aligned original-A1—A2 sequences, total text
length and average sentence length decreased substantially, whereas sentence count declined less
sharply. This asymmetry indicates that transformation involved not only compression but also the re-
distribution of relations previously encoded within extended syntactic units across shorter sentences.
Table 3 presents the formal-structural profile of the corpus.

Table 3. Formal-structural parameters of the original, A1, and A2 versions of the narrative texts

Parameter Original texts Al versions A2 versions Identified pattern
Total length, words 5184 2248 3496 Strongest compression in Al
A length
verage feng 648.0 281.0 437.0 A2 retains a larger proportion of the narrative
of one text, words
Total number )3 184 216 Textual re('iuctlc?n 1.s acs:ompamed
of sentences by syntactic redistribution

Average sentence Strongest reduction of intra-sentential

223 12.2 16.2

length, words complexity in Al

A2 -text relati
Retained segments, % 100.0 56.4 73.1 preéerves more source-text refations

and episodes

Al ipheral and
Deleted segments, % 0.0 43.6 26.9 fEmOves more periphera’an

functionally secondary material

Measured by word count, the Al corpus was reduced by 56.6% and the A2 corpus by 32.6% relative
to the source texts. These values should be distinguished from the segment-retention percentages in
Table 3: the former describe reduction in textual volume, whereas the latter indicate the proportion
of aligned source segments retained or deleted. The two transformation conditions therefore cannot
be treated simply as proportional degrees of shortening. Al removed more description, secondary
repetition, dialogic material, and expressive detail, producing a more restricted event sequence cen-
tered on the principal participants, key event, and plot resolution. A2 retained more linking episodes,
causal relations, and dialogue, thereby preserving a denser network of relations supporting both event
sequence and causal coherence.

The relation between word count and sentence count further clarifies the structural effect of trans-
formation. Average sentence length decreased from 22.3 words in the source narratives to 12.2 in Al
and 16.2 in A2, while the total number of sentences declined from 232 to 184 and 216, respectively.
The comparatively smaller reduction in sentence count reflects syntactic splitting and restructuring:
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Original texts 5184
A2 versions 3 496
Al versions 2248
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Original texts 22,3
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Original texts 100,0
A2 versions 73,1
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Original texts | 0,0
A2 versions 26,9
Al versions 43,6

0,0 5,0 10,0 15,0 20,0 25,0 30,0 35,0 40,0 45,0 50,0

Fig. 1. Compression profile of the original, Al, and A2 versions of the narrative texts

relations previously integrated within extended constructions were redistributed across shorter sen-
tences. This tendency was strongest in Al, where repeated key nominations frequently maintained
referential continuity after clause-internal links had been redistributed. Syntactic simplification
therefore shifted part of the cohesive load from intra-sentential structure to inter-sentential reference
rather than merely reducing grammatical complexity.

The segment data reinforce this distinction. Al retained 56.4% of source segments and delet-
ed 43.6%, whereas A2 retained 73.1% and deleted 26.9%. More extensive compression in Al con-
sequently required greater reconstruction of textual continuity through direct succession, repeated
nomination, and explicit participant tracking. Because A2 preserved a larger proportion of source
segments, more of the original connections between participants, actions, and adjacent episodes re-
mained textually available. The contrast is therefore not only quantitative: the two conditions differ in
how cohesive continuity is maintained after structural reduction.

To show how these differences converge across several formal indicators, Fig. 1 compares overall
textual volume, average sentence length, and the proportions of retained and deleted segments in the
original, Al, and A2 versions.

Taken together, the indicators in Fig. 1 reveal two distinct profiles of structural reorganization.
Al combines stronger compression with greater syntactic redistribution and a lower proportion of
retained source segments, making continuity more dependent on reconstructed inter-sentential links.
A2 remains formally reduced relative to the source texts but preserves a denser network of source-text
relations. The difference between the two conditions thus concerns not simply how much linguistic
material is retained, but how cohesion, causal coherence, and event sequence are maintained under
different degrees of structural-semantic transformation.

Distribution and text-organizational effects of structural-semantic transformations in A1 and A2 versions

The second stage of the analysis examined the distribution of the coded operations and their con-
sequences for textual organization. Across the eight aligned original-A1—A2 sequences, the dataset
comprised 612 coded segment records: 356 in the Al versions and 256 in A2. Within these records,
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Fig. 2. Frequency of the six primary structural-semantic transformation operations in the Al and A2 versions

the six primary transformation operations accounted for 341 Al and 228 A2 cases, while preservation
of the functional narrative core was registered separately in 15 and 28 control cases, respectively. This
distinction is essential because the control category records functional continuity rather than an ope-
ration performed on textual material.

Structural compression, syntactic simplification, and lexical substitution were the most frequent
primary operations in both transformation conditions and occurred more often in Al. Causal explica-
tion showed the opposite pattern, with a slightly higher absolute frequency in A2 despite the smaller
number of coded records at that level. To keep operation frequencies analytically distinct from the
control assessment, Fig. 2 presents only the six primary structural-semantic operations.

Structural compression accounted for 82 Al cases and 49 A2 cases. In Al, it most often affect-
ed peripheral description, secondary repetition, parts of dialogue, and episodic detail, reducing the
number of intermediate links between events. The event sequence remained recoverable, but conti-
nuity more often depended on direct succession and repeated nomination. In A2, less extensive com-
pression left more episodic links available to connect actions and successive stages of the narrative.
Structural compression therefore differed between the two conditions not only in frequency but also
in the amount of cohesive reconstruction required after deletion.

Syntactic simplification was recorded in 74 Al and 51 A2 cases. Al more frequently redistribut-
ed propositions from extended constructions across two or more shorter sentences, shifting part of
the cohesive load from clause-internal syntax to inter-sentential reference. A2 more often retained
sequential actions within a single construction and required less extensive redistribution of their syn-
tactic relations. The operation thus affected the location of cohesive relations within the text rather
than merely reducing sentence-level complexity.

Lexical substitution occurred in 68 Al and 42 A2 cases. Under the coding criteria, this category
was restricted to replacements in which denotative reference and relevant textual function remained
substantially stable. In Al, more transparent and recurrent nominations frequently supported refer-
ential continuity by reducing lexical variation across adjacent sentences. Replacements that weakened
figurative, evaluative, emotional, characterizing, or genre-marking meaning were not included in this
category but were coded as neutralization of imagery. The lower frequency of lexical substitution in A2
corresponded to greater retention of source-text nominations.

Semantic reduction was identified in 45 Al and 28 A2 cases. Unlike structural compression, it in-
volved the loss of a semantic component within a segment whose principal proposition remained rep-
resented. Reduced material most often concerned additional character attributes, descriptive quali-
fications, or explanatory detail. In Al, the cumulative effect was lower semantic density and a more
linear representation of events; in A2, semantic reduction was more selective. The functional conse-
quence depended on the status of the omitted component: peripheral detail could be reduced without
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disrupting narrative continuity, whereas loss of a motivational component could weaken causal cohe-
rence by making the relation between action and consequence less recoverable.

Causal explication was the only primary operation more frequent in A2, with 37 cases compared
with 33 in Al. Although A2 underwent fewer coded changes overall, it more often made an implicit
motive or cause—consequence relation linguistically explicit. In Al, event sequence was frequently
maintained through direct linear succession; where a causal result was explicitly marked, connectors
such as sondygtan (‘therefore’, ‘for that reason’) provided an overt causal cue. By contrast, sodan keiin
(‘after that’) marks temporal succession and therefore contributes primarily to explicit event sequenc-
ing rather than, by itself, to causal coherence. This distinction is important because chronological
ordering alone was not coded as causal explication. Across the corpus, causal explication functioned
as a compensatory mechanism where compression or restructuring had weakened the contextual basis
from which a motivational or cause—consequence relation could otherwise be inferred.

Neutralization of imagery was recorded in 39 Al and 21 A2 cases. These transformations involved a
demonstrable weakening of figurative, evaluative, emotional, characterizing, or genre-marking mean-
ing rather than denotatively equivalent lexical replacement. In Al, expressive verbs, emotionally in-
tensified utterances, and folklore formulae were more frequently neutralized. Such changes generally
left the event sequence recoverable but reduced genre framing, characterization, conflict intensity,
or another expressive narrative function. A2 retained these functions more often, particularly where
expressive material contributed simultaneously to event representation and characterization.

Preservation of the functional narrative core was assessed separately from the six operations and
was recorded in 15 Al and 28 A2 control cases. These values are therefore not transformation-op-
eration frequencies. The control assessment concerned the recoverability of the functional relation
linking the principal participant, key event, motive or causal relation, plot resolution, and pragmatic
closure. Plot resolution and pragmatic closure remained analytically distinct: the former concerns
the outcome of the central narrative problem or conflict, whereas the latter concerns the overall com-
municative effect produced by the completed narrative. The higher number of control cases in A2
corresponds to its greater retention of source-text relations, while A1 more often reduced the same
functional chain to a minimally elaborated sequence.

Taken together, the distribution reveals two different profiles of structural-semantic reorganiza-
tion. Al relies more heavily on compression, syntactic redistribution, and lexical substitution, with
a greater reduction of expressive and genre-related functions. A2 preserves more source-text rela-
tions and uses causal explication more frequently to maintain the recoverability of motivational and
cause—consequence relations. The six operations therefore constitute not a simple inventory of sur-
face changes but distinct mechanisms whose textual effects emerge in cohesive organization, causal
coherence, event sequence, and narrative function.

Segment-level transformation and the reorganization of cohesion, causal coherence, event sequence,
and narrative function

The corpus-level patterns were further examined through aligned transformational segments. The
purpose of this analysis was not merely to illustrate the six primary operations, but to establish how
a locally identifiable structural-semantic change affected referential and lexical cohesion, causal co-
herence, event sequence, and narrative function. The selected segments represent different narrative
configurations in the corpus, including animal narratives, chain-structured folklore, magical tales,
and didactic narratives such as “Tapqgyr qoian”, “Qoian men tasbaqa”, “Maqta qyz ben mysyq”, and
“Altyn saqa”.

In accordance with the two-level coding procedure, Table 4 assigns one primary structural-se-
mantic operation to each illustrated transformation, while its consequences for textual organization
are analyzed separately. English translations are provided for all Kazakh-language examples; morp-
heme-level glosses are added where the interpretation depends on a specific grammatical construction.
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Table 4. Segment-level structural-semantic transformations and their textual effects

Primary operation
Source segment Al version A2 version . Ty op Effect on textual organization
illustrated
oian andardy basynan
Q, . .. v basy Al redistributes the temporal
aiagyna deiin aralap . .
- \ s . relation across two independent
shygyp, barine birdei Qoian sudy barlyq L
. . . N sentences and maintains
korsetem degenshe Qoian sudy afidarga afiga korsetip . .
das Korsetts. S d h h continuity through lexical
azandagy su su orsett1. Su suydy. S ansha, su su . .
4 ‘gy y P . i ey Yaq . . P Syntactic recurrence. A2 retains the
qalady. ‘ By the time The rabbit showed the | qaldy. ‘ By the time simplification temporal dependency within
icati w
the rabbit has gone water to the animals. the rabbit had shown p A sir? e consliructiony
; -qansa
around all the animals The water cooled.’ the water to all the . & qans
. . R in shyq-gan-sha marks
to show the water to animals, it had cooled. .. .
the terminative relation
each of them, the water . L,
. R until/by the time’.
in the pot cools down.
Al qulygyn asyrgan Al removes the expressive
tapqyr qoian su . manner of the action and the
pfly d P Tapqyr qoian suyp L. L.
qalgan sudy basyna biraq . B characterizing nomination
. Qoian suyq sudy 1st1. | qalgan sudy 151p . . s
koterip, simirip salady. . . . Neutralization tapqyr ‘resourceful/clever’. A2
. The rabbit drank qoidy. ‘ The resourceful R . R
But the resourceful R . of imagery also neutralizes the expressive
. . . the cold water. rabbit drank the . .
rabbit, having outwitted R action sequence but retains
. cooled water. R
them, lifts the cooled tapqyr, preserving part of the
water and gulps it down.’ characterizing function.
Al removes the folklore opening
R completely, eliminating its
Erte, erte ertede, eski Erte kezde bir qoian p y' K &
. . .. . . genre-framing function. A2
jiini bortede... ‘Long, Bir kiin1 qoian bolypty. Bir kiini ol .
. . . N . retains a reduced folklore frame
long ago, in ancient times, | tasbagany kordi. tasbaqany koripti. Structural . R
, ¢ . . . . through Erte kezde ‘long ago’.
when the goat’s fleece was | ‘One day the rabbit Long ago there lived compression . .
R K L, X Genre-framing loss or recasting
mottled ..." [conventional | saw the tortoise. a rabbit. One day .
K K L is recorded as a secondary
folklore opening] it saw a tortoise.
textual effect rather than as
an additional operation.
The evaluatively marked aram
‘malicious/wicked’ is replaced
oiannyi oiyna bir L. oiannyi otyna by the more general jaman
Q o . ' Qoian jaman o1 Q ynow . . ‘y R g / .
aram o1 kelipti. ‘4 . . . jaman o1 keldi. ‘4 Lexical bad’. Negative evaluation and
. oilady. ‘ The rabbit , o . . .
malicious thought came had a bad thousht” bad thought came into | substitution the referential function remain
ad a bad thought.
into the rabbit’s mind.’ 8 the rabbit’s mind. recoverable; A2 additionally
retains the source pattern of
internal-state representation.
Magqta qyz tinin jinap Magqta qyz {1 jinap Al distributes the sequential
jiirip, bir meiiz tauyp Magqta qyz meiiz jurip, meiz tauyp aldy actions across separate sentences
alady da, mysyqty tapty. Ol mysyqty da, mysyqty saqyrdy. Svntacti and reconstructs participant
ntactic L
saqyrady. ‘While saqyrdy. ‘Magta qyz ‘While cleaning the .y . . continuity through o/ ‘3SG’
. . simplification s .
cleaning her house, Jfound a raisin. She house, Magta qyz (‘she’ in this context). A2
Magqta qyz finds a raisin called the cat.’ found a raisin and retains clause-internal linkage
and calls the cat.’ called the cat.’ between the actions.
A2 replaces an inferable relation
— Kelmesen kelme! Mysyq kelmegen sofi, with overt causal marking
. . Mysyq kelmedi. R N
— dep, meiizdi 6z1 Qyz meiizd 62 Magqta qyz meiizdi through kel-me-gen soii (come-
. . 1zd1 071 . . .
jep qoiady. ““If you . Y . . 6z1 jep qoidy. ‘Since Causal NEG-PTCP since/after)
jedu. ‘The cat did not K .. . . S
do not come, then do the cat did not come, explication since [the cat] did not come’.

not!” she says and eats
the raisin herself.’

come. The girl ate
the raisin herself.’

Magta qyz ate the
raisin herself.’

The source dialogic sequence
is thereby recast as explicitly
causally related narration.
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| >
End of Table 4
Primary operation
Source segment Al version A2 version . Ty op Effect on textual organization
illustrated
Mysyq asulanyp, Al retains the emotional state
— Endese qatygyidy ysvd $ P ..
- P qatyqty togetinin but removes the proposition
togem! — deid1. ““Then . L . .
o Mysyq asulandy. ‘ The | aitty. ‘ The cat became | Semantic expressing the threat. A2 recasts
1 will spill your qatyq s . . . . .
. cat became angry. angry and said that reduction direct speech as indirect narration
|fermented milk]! . K K R
, it would spill the while preserving the threat as a
|the cat] says. o . . .
Jfermented milk. conflict-organizing function.
Al separates the initiating
Baidyi jylqylary osy Baidyn jylqylary condition and its consequence
. . .| Jylaylar qoryqty. . . . .
okpeden trkip, su 1gpei 6kpeden qorqyp, su into adjacent sentences while
. . Olar su 1gpedi. . . . . L. . .
qouypty. ‘ The bai’s . 1spei qoidy.  The bai’s | Syntactic maintaining referential cohesion
. The horses were . | R . R K
horses were frightened horses, frightened simplification through the nominal—pronominal

by the lung and would
not drink the water.’

frightened. They did
not drink the water.”

by the lung, did not
drink the water.

chain jylgylar—olar ‘horses—they’.
A2 retains the relation within
one syntactic construction.

Bai olardy qansa aidasa
da, suga jagyndatu
mimkin bolmaidy.
‘However much the

bai drove them on, he
could not bring them
close to the water.’

Bai jylgylardy suga
apara almady. ‘The
bai could not take the
horses to the water.’

Bai jylgylardy suga
jagyndatqysy keldi,
biraq olar barmady.
‘The bai wanted to
bring the horses closer
to the water, but they
would not go.”

Causal explication

A2 overtly separates intention
from resistance. The desiderative
construction jagynda-t-qy-sy
kel-di (near-CAUS-DESID-3.
POSS AUX-PST) encodes the
character’s intention, while
biraq ‘but’ marks the contrast
with the animals’ refusal.

Okpe suga batyp

ketedi de, kop tizamai
jalmayyz kempir bolyp
shygady. ‘The lung sinks
into the water and soon
emerges as a jalmayyz
kempur [ogress].’

Okpe suga batty.
Keiin kempir shyqty.
‘The lung sank into
the water. Then an
old woman emerged.’

Okpe suga batyp ketti,
sodan keiin jalmayyz
kempir bolyp shyqty.
‘The lung sank into

the water; after that,

a jalmayyz kempir
|ogress| emerged.’

Syntactic
simplification

Al linearizes the event sequence
through sentence succession and
generalizes the folklore nomina-
tion. A2 explicitly marks temporal
succession through sodan kein ‘af-
ter that’ and retains the plot-rele-
vant folklore nomination ja/mayyz
kempuir. The marker is temporal
rather than causal and is therefore
analyzed as an event-sequence
cue, not as causal explication.

Qyz: “Men qairygyiidy
kesip alamyn!” — deid1.
‘The girl says, “1 will
cut off your taill”’

Qyz asulandy. ‘ The
girl became angry.’

Qyz asulanyp,
mysyqty jazalaitinin
aitty. ‘ The girl became
angry and said that she
would punish the cat.’

Semantic reduction

Al removes the specific threa-
tening proposition and retains
only the emotional state. A2
generalizes the threat as punish-
ment and recasts direct speech as
indirect narration while retaining
its conflict-organizing function.

Note. Preservation of the functional narrative core was assessed independently and was not treated as a primary structural-seman-
tic operation. It is therefore neither represented as a separate operation in Table 4 nor included among the six operation types. The
control assessment concerns the recoverability of the principal participant, key event, necessary motive or causal relation, plot reso-
Iution, and pragmatic closure. The case in which the rabbit avoids danger through ingenuity is considered in the following subsection:
both transformed versions preserve the relation between the protagonist’s character and the plot outcome, while A2 retains the more
specific characterizing nomination tapqyr ‘resourceful/clever’. Abbreviations used in the grammatical glosses: NEG = negation;
PTCP = participle; CAUS = causative; DESID = desiderative; 3.POSS = third-person possessive; PST = past; AUX = auxiliary.

The segment-level evidence shows that syntactic simplification changes the distribution of textual
relations rather than merely reducing sentence length. In the source narratives, temporal, sequential,
and referential relations may be integrated within a single extended construction; Al frequently re-
distributes them across adjacent sentences. In Magta qyz meiiz tapty. Ol mysyqty saqyrdy (‘Maqta qyz
found a raisin. She called the cat’), the third-person pronoun o/ reconstructs referential continuity af-
ter the source construction has been split. Similarly, Jylgylar qoryqty. Olar su ispedi (‘The horses were
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frightened. They did not drink the water’) replaces clause-internal participant continuity with the
nominal—pronominal chain jylgylar—olar (‘horses—they’). Syntactic simplification thus shifts part of
the cohesive load from intra-sentential organization to explicit inter-sentential reference.

The lexical evidence confirms the boundary between lexical substitution and neutralization of
imagery established in the coding matrix. In aram o1 — jaman o (‘malicious thought’ — ‘bad thought’),
the lexical choice becomes less specific, but negative evaluation and the relevant referential function
remain recoverable; the change is therefore classified as lexical substitution. By contrast, Qoian suyq
sudy 1sti (‘The rabbit drank the cold water’) removes both the expressive manner of drinking and the
explicit characterizing nomination tapgyr ‘resourceful/clever’ present in the source segment. The loss
concerns expressive and characterizing function rather than denotative reference and is therefore
coded as neutralization of imagery. Structural compression of the folklore formula Erte, erte ertede,
eski jiini bortede... (‘Long, long ago...”) produces a different secondary effect: the event sequence re-
mains recoverable, but the conventional genre frame is removed.

Causal explication is distinguished from the mere explicit ordering of events. In Mysyq kelmegen
soni, Magta qyz meiizdi 671 jep qoidy (‘Since the cat did not come, Maqta qyz ate the raisin herself’),
the construction kel-me-gen sorni explicitly encodes the relation between the cat’s absence and Maqta
qyz’s subsequent action. Likewise, Bai jylqylardy suga jaqyndatqysy keldi, biraq olar barmady (‘The
bai wanted to bring the horses closer to the water, but they would not go’) overtly represents inten-
tion and the event that prevents its realization. In both cases, causal or motivational information that
had depended more strongly on contextual inference becomes linguistically recoverable. By contrast,
sodan keiin ‘after that’ in the “Altyn saga” segment marks succession in the event sequence but does
not itself encode a causal relation. This contrast maintains the analytical distinction between causal
coherence and chronological or sequential continuity.

Semantic reduction in dialogic material further demonstrates that propositional preservation and
functional preservation are not equivalent. The direct threat Men quirygyidy kesyp alamyn! (‘1 will cut
off your tail!’) simultaneously contributes propositional content, emotional intensity, and conflict
progression. Al reduces the segment to Qyz asulandy (‘The girl became angry’), preserving affect but
removing the threatening proposition and its speech-act function. A2 generalizes the threat as mys-
yqty jazalaitinin aitty (‘said that she would punish the cat’), thereby reducing lexical and expressive
specificity while retaining the conflict-organizing function. The corresponding gatyq example follows
the same pattern: the Al version retains anger alone, whereas A2 preserves the threat through indirect
narration.

Taken together, the segment-level evidence identifies three corpus-wide patterns. First, syntactic
splitting redistributes cohesive relations from clause-internal organization to inter-sentential refer-
ence. Second, causal explication can restore the recoverability of motivational or cause—consequence
relations without being conflated with explicit event sequencing. Third, lexical, semantic, and expres-
sive reduction may leave the event sequence intact while reducing or recasting characterization, genre
framing, conflict presentation, or another narrative function. Al relies more strongly on repeated
reference and linear sequencing after local reduction, whereas A2 retains a denser network of source-
text relations and more often preserves or explicitly reconstructs causal links. Structural-semantic
transformation therefore operates as a reorganization of the linguistic resources supporting cohesion,
causal coherence, event sequence, and narrative function rather than as a uniform movement from
formally complex to formally simple text.

Preservation of the functional narrative core and the limits of structural-semantic transformation

The final stage of the analysis examined which textual relations remained functionally stable across
the original—-A1—A2 sequences and at what point local transformation began to compromise narrative
integrity. The components differed in their tolerance to reduction or recasting. Description, image-
ry, dialogue, and culturally marked detail could undergo substantial modification, whereas coherent
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transformed versions retained a recoverable functional chain linking the principal participant, key
event, necessary motive or causal relation, plot resolution, and pragmatic closure. The functional
narrative core is therefore understood not as an abstract residue of “main meaning”, but as a relational
invariant whose recoverability supports macro-level coherence.

Participant continuity formed the first component of this invariant. Plot-determining characters
remained identifiable even when their descriptive, evaluative, or lexical representation changed. The
rabbit (goian) retained its role as the protagonist whose actions determine the outcome; the tortoise
(tasbaga) remained a contrastive participant; Maqta qyz and the cat (mysyq) continued to organize
the chain conflict; and the jalmayyz kempir (‘ogress’) remained the source of threat in “Altyn saqa”.
Individual nominations could be repeated, simplified, or semantically neutralized without altering
these narrative roles. Removing a plot-determining participant, by contrast, would disrupt referential
continuity and the functional organization of the event sequence. Character representation was there-
fore more susceptible to transformation than character function.

The key event showed comparable stability. None of the coherent Al or A2 versions eliminated
an action on which the subsequent event sequence depended. Al frequently reduced such events to
shorter propositions and redistributed associated information across adjacent sentences, whereas A2
retained more circumstantial, dialogic, and sequential material. The contrast concerned the linguistic
elaboration of the event rather than its functional presence within the narrative. Event preservation
thus operated at the level of narrative organization, while sentence length, lexical density, and the
amount of descriptive material remained variable.

Causal coherence constituted a more sensitive boundary. Source narratives frequently made moti-
vation or cause—consequence relations recoverable through event succession, dialogue, or contextual
inference rather than through overt causal marking. Transformation could alter the linguistic real-
ization of these relations without eliminating them. Al more often distributed related events across
short propositions and relied on linear event sequencing and contextual adjacency, whereas A2 more
often retained the contextual basis of the relation or made it explicit through causal explication. The
distinction between causal coherence and event sequence is crucial here: preservation of chronolog-
ical succession did not by itself guarantee that the motive or cause connecting two events remained
recoverable. Once a functionally necessary motivational or cause—consequence relation was lost, the
propositions could remain grammatically connected and chronologically ordered while no longer
preserving equivalent causal coherence.

Plot resolution and pragmatic closure formed the final two components of the functional narrative
core but were assessed separately. Plot resolution concerned whether the outcome of the central prob-
lem or conflict remained recoverable after transformation. Pragmatic closure, by contrast, concerned
the overall communicative effect of the completed narrative, including an evaluative or didactic im-
plication where such an implication followed from the preceding event structure. A concluding moral
or evaluative statement was therefore insufficient on its own to establish pragmatic closure. If the re-
lation linking conflict, action, consequence, and plot resolution had been disrupted, a final evaluative
sentence would function as an externally appended comment rather than as a communicative effect
generated by the narrative as a whole. The relevant criterion was consequently not the formal presence
of a didactic conclusion, but its functional derivability from the preceding narrative structure.

Imagery, expressive detail, dialogue, and folklore formulae were comparatively more variable. Their
reduction did not necessarily compromise macro-level coherence, although it could reduce or recast
genre framing, characterization, conflict intensity, or expressive function. Removal of an opening
folklore formula, for example, left the event sequence recoverable while weakening the conventional
folklore frame. Similarly, recasting a direct threat as indirect narration could preserve its role in con-
flict progression while reducing its illocutionary and expressive force. The same distinction applies to
folklore formulae more generally: the presence or absence of a conventional opening or closing formula
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Fig. 3. Functional narrative core and the boundary of structural-semantic transformation in Kazakh A1/A2 narratives

was not equated with pragmatic closure, which depended on the communicative interpretation sup-
ported by the narrative as a whole. A2 retained or recast these secondary functions more often, whereas
Al more frequently preserved only the relations necessary for narrative continuity.

These patterns establish the boundary between structural-semantic transformation and seman-
tic distortion. Reduction remained compatible with narrative integrity when participant continuity,
the key event, the functionally necessary causal relation, the event sequence, plot resolution, and
pragmatic closure remained recoverable. Transformation crossed this boundary when it removed a
plot-determining participant, made the motive or cause of a decisive action unrecoverable, disrupted
a necessary event connection, altered the plot outcome or its evaluative orientation, or detached the
overall communicative effect from the event structure from which it should arise.

Fig. 3 synthesizes this corpus-based model by showing how the six structural-semantic operations
may reorganize source-text material to different degrees while preservation of the functional narrative
core remains a separate constraint on acceptable transformation.

The model emphasizes that narrative integrity is not proportional to the quantity of verbal mate-
rial retained. Extensive compression can preserve macro-level coherence when the relational chain
linking participant, key event, necessary motive or causal relation, event progression, plot resolution,
and pragmatic closure remains reconstructable. Conversely, a formally fuller version may still weak-
en narrative integrity if a functionally necessary relation is disrupted. Al and A2 therefore represent
different configurations of textual reorganization rather than merely different degrees of shortening:
Al relies more heavily on reconstructed referential continuity and a more linear event sequence af-
ter extensive compression, whereas A2 preserves a denser network of source-text relations and more
frequently makes causal relations explicit while retaining additional genre-expressive and narrative
functions.
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Discussion

The findings show that structural-semantic transformation of narrative text is not a linear reduc-
tion of linguistic complexity but a reorganization of textual relations. Across the aligned original—
A1—A2 sequences, changes in text length and syntax were accompanied by redistribution of cohesive
resources, changes in causal recoverability, modification of the event sequence, and reduction or re-
casting of narrative functions. This supports operation-based approaches to simplification [1, 11] and
document-level research showing that locally successful sentence simplification does not necessarily
preserve discourse organization [12, 27—29].

The first major result concerns cohesive reconfiguration. In Al, syntactic splitting frequently
transferred relations previously encoded within extended constructions to adjacent independent sen-
tences, increasing the role of repeated nominations and pronominal reference in participant tracking.
This is consistent with [17], where it is shown that referential cohesion depends on the distribution
of referring expressions across discourse, and with [13], where coherence risks in split-and-rephrase
procedures are identified. Al retained 56.4% of source segments and relied more strongly on repeated
reference and linear adjacency, whereas A2 retained 73.1% and preserved a denser network of source-
text relations. These proportions reflect different structural conditions of coherence preservation [28, 29].

The second major result concerns the distinction between causal coherence and event sequence.
Causal explication occurred in 37 A2 and 33 Al cases despite the smaller number of primary-opera-
tion cases in A2. Its function was not simply to make chronology explicit, but to encode a motive or
cause—consequence relation whose inferability had been weakened by compression, dialogue reduc-
tion, or restructuring. This accords with work treating causal relations as a distinct class of discourse
coherence relations [4] and with evidence that causal connections are central to narrative coherence
[6]. Zwaan’s multidimensional account of narrative events [23] likewise supports separating chrono-
logical succession from causal interpretation. In the present corpus, causal explication functions as a
compensatory coherence mechanism: descriptive or episodic material may be reduced while a func-
tionally necessary relation is made more explicit. Event sequence can therefore remain intact even
when causal coherence is weakened.

The third result is the non-equivalence of propositional and functional preservation. Folklore for-
mulae, expressive nominations, figurative descriptions, and direct speech contribute to genre fram-
ing, characterization, conflict presentation, and evaluative orientation beyond factual content. This
corresponds to [21] on lexical and phraseological organization in children’s folklore and [22] on the
multiple functions of elements in Kazakhstani narrative. In the present corpus, removal of a folklore
opening could preserve the event sequence while reducing genre framing; neutralization of an expres-
sive action could preserve the event while weakening characterization; and reduction of a direct threat
to an emotional-state statement could retain affect while diminishing its conflict-organizing function.
Narrative transformation is therefore better described in terms of whether functions are retained, re-
duced, or recast than through a binary opposition between “meaning preserved” and “meaning lost”.

The treatment of formulaic material further supports this distinction. In [8], folklore formulae are
identified as structurally and pragmatically relevant elements of fairy-tale discourse, while in [26], it
is demonstrated that closing formulae form a differentiated class of conventional narrative units. A
folklore formula is an identifiable linguistic unit contributing to genre organization; pragmatic clo-
sure is the overall communicative effect of the completed narrative. A closing formula may therefore
be removed without eliminating pragmatic closure, while its preservation cannot guarantee pragmatic
closure if the preceding conflict—action—outcome relation has been disrupted.

The lexical results similarly confirm the boundary between lexical substitution and neutralization
of imagery. Research on lexical simplification emphasizes preservation of source meaning and con-
textual appropriateness [7, 18—20]. The present data add a narrative-functional criterion: replace-
ment remains lexical substitution when denotative reference and relevant textual function remain
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substantially stable; when figurative, evaluative, emotional, characterizing, or genre-marking mea-
ning is weakened, the operation is classified as neutralization of imagery.

The most general result concerns the functional narrative core, treated as a control category rather
than a seventh transformation operation. Across coherent transformed versions, the relation linking
the principal participant, key event, necessary motive or causal relation, plot resolution, and pragmat-
ic closure remained recoverable despite substantial formal variation. These components form a relation-
al configuration: participant continuity supports reference; the key event anchors progression; motive
or causal relation connects action and consequence; plot resolution provides the outcome of the central
problem or conflict; and pragmatic closure concerns the overall communicative effect of the completed
narrative. Plot resolution and pragmatic closure are therefore related but analytically distinct.

This relational account explains why retained verbal quantity was not proportional to narrative in-
tegrity. Extensive reduction could preserve macro-level coherence when the functional narrative core
remained reconstructable, whereas a smaller local transformation could produce semantic distortion
by removing a necessary causal relation, disrupting the event sequence, altering the plot resolution,
or detaching pragmatic closure from the preceding event structure. Recent document-level studies
similarly show that meaning preservation must be evaluated independently from surface simplifica-
tion [28, 29].

The findings thus support the proposed two-level model: the six primary operations identify what
changes formally, while the second level records consequences for cohesion, causal coherence, event
sequence, and narrative function. This explains why formally similar operations may have different
textual outcomes. The Kazakh material is significant because previous research has addressed A2-lev-
el lexical-grammatical selection [10], children’s folklore [21], narrative semantics [22], and the un-
der-resourced status of Kazakh in language-processing research [25], but not aligned segment-level
transformations of the same narratives.

The study is limited to eight narratives with relatively stable event structures and to versions pro-
duced under a unified research protocol. Its conclusions concern textual organization rather than
reader comprehension. Further research should test the model on independently transformed corpo-
ra, broader narrative genres, and naturally occurring level-modified texts, particularly narratives with
multiple plot lines, temporal discontinuity, or more complex participant systems.

Conclusion

The study demonstrates that structural-semantic transformation of Kazakh folklore-didactic and
children’s narratives involves an asymmetrical reorganization of textual relations rather than a pro-
portional reduction of linguistic material. Structural compression and syntactic simplification may
reduce or redistribute cohesive resources, while repeated reference and inter-sentential linkage re-
construct referential continuity after syntactic restructuring. Causal explication performs a different
function: it can compensate for contextual information weakened by compression by making a neces-
sary motive or cause—consequence relation linguistically recoverable. The findings therefore confirm
the analytical importance of distinguishing causal coherence from event sequence, since chronolo-
gical continuity may remain intact even when the causal relation between events has been weakened.

The analysis also shows that preservation of propositional content does not necessarily entail prese-
rvation of narrative function. Genre framing, characterization, conflict presentation, imagery, and
expressive force may be reduced or recast while the central event sequence remains recoverable. Mac-
ro-level coherence was maintained where the functional narrative core remained reconstructable as
a relation linking the principal participant, key event, necessary motive or causal relation, plot res-
olution, and pragmatic closure. Within this configuration, plot resolution denotes the outcome of the
central narrative problem or conflict, whereas pragmatic closure denotes the overall communicative
effect of the completed narrative; the two are therefore functionally related but analytically distinct.
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Al and A2 revealed different profiles of textual reorganization rather than two proportional degrees
of shortening. Al relied more strongly on compression, syntactic redistribution, repeated reference,
and linear event sequencing, whereas A2 retained a denser network of source-text relations and more
frequently made causal relations explicit while preserving additional narrative functions.

The proposed two-level model consequently distinguishes six primary transformation operations
from their effects on cohesion, causal coherence, event sequence, and narrative function, while treat-
ing preservation of the functional narrative core as a separate control category. This distinction pro-
vides a linguistically grounded framework for analyzing how transformed narratives preserve cohe-
rence and where structural-semantic modification begins to develop into semantic distortion.
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