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ANALYSIS OF DISCURSIVE MANIPULATION STRATEGIES IN DONNA TARTT’S
NOVEL THE GOLDFINCH

focusing on how the first-person narrative perspective functions as a mechanism of evaluative
framing and reader positioning. Conducted within the framework of critical discourse analysis, the
research addresses the problem of implicit influence in literary discourse, which operates not through
overt persuasion but through discursively constructed patterns of interpretation embedded in
narrative structure. The study aims to identify and classify discursive manipulation strategies realized
through perspective control, lexical choices, and symbolic structuring within the narrator’s
discourse. The methodological approach is based on critical discourse analysis, complemented by
interpretive textual analysis of selected narrative fragments.

The findings demonstrate that manipulative influence in the novel is realized through systematic
strategies such as concealment of motives, frame substitution, evaluative recontextualization,
emotional appeals, symbolic anchoring, metaphorization, euphemization, and irony. These strategies
function not as isolated rhetorical devices but as interconnected mechanisms of narrative control that
guide the reader’s moral and interpretative alignment. The study contributes to literary discourse
analysis by proposing a coherent classification of narrative manipulation strategies within a
discourse-analytical framework. Its significance lies in clarifying how literary discourse constructs
cognitive and emotional positioning through perspective management, thereby refining analytical
tools for the study of implicit influence in contemporary narrative fiction.

Key words: strategy, speech manipulation, irony, cognitive influence, metaphorisation,
euphemisation, critical discourse analysis

MAIN PROVISIONS
The term manipulation entered English usage in the nineteenth century and originally denoted
manual operation or technical skill. Over time, its meaning shifted toward the sphere of intentional

influence and deceptive control. In contemporary scholarship, manipulation is primarily understood
as a communicative strategy involving asymmetrical control over interpretation.
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Maria Arango-Kure and Marcel Garz define manipulation as “the intentional attempt to
influence a person’s behaviour, goals, emotions, or perceptions through deception or the exploitation
of their vulnerabilities... without free and informed consent” [1, 4]. This definition foregrounds the
ethical dimension of manipulation and its relation to autonomy. Within discourse analysis, T. A. van
Dijk conceptualizes manipulation as a form of discursive control aimed at influencing the recipient’s
mental model by restricting access to alternative interpretations [2, 360]. From this perspective,
manipulation operates through the strategic organisation of information and evaluative framing. E.
Zemskaya demonstrates that linguistic manipulation is realised through emotionally charged
vocabulary, presuppositions, rhetorical questioning, and syntactic emphasis, which enhance
credibility and reduce critical distance [3, 356]. Similarly, M. Lazar and R. Fairclough argue that
discourse simultaneously constructs subject identity and shapes social representations, particularly
under conditions of implicit persuasion [4, 64—67]. These approaches provide a theoretical basis for
analysing manipulation beyond overt ideological communication.

An additional dimension of discursive influence concerns metaphorical framing. According to
Jonathan Charteris-Black, metaphor functions not merely as a stylistic device but as a persuasive
cognitive mechanism that shapes ideological and emotional interpretations of events. Within this
framework, metaphorical structures may guide the recipient’s evaluative perception and reinforce
particular narrative perspectives.

Building on these theoretical models, the present study adapts discourse-analytical criteria to
the domain of first-person fictional narration. In The Goldfinch by Donna Tartt, manipulation is
examined as a structural feature of retrospective narrative perspective.

For analytical clarity, three parameters are employed:

1) perspective control through selective narration;
2) evaluative recontextualization of ethically ambiguous actions;
3) recurrent lexical and rhetorical framing patterns.

A fragment is classified as manipulative when these indicators function systematically to
restrict interpretative alternatives rather than merely express subjective experience. The identification
and classification of such strategies are carried out on the basis of criteria formulated in the works of
M. T. Shakhenova, D. S. Tashimkhanova, T. K. Buldybayev, and U. A. Ospanova [5, 124]. In the
present study, their approaches are applied through the analysis of evaluative lexical units,
presuppositional constructions, rhetorical structures, and contextual patterns of justification within
the narrative.

INTRODUCTION

Manipulation in discourse has been widely studied in media, political communication, and
ideological contexts [6, 294]. However, its functioning within first-person fictional narration remains
insufficiently specified in discourse-analytical terms. In literary texts, influence often operates not
through direct persuasion, but through the organisation of narrative perspective and evaluative
framing.

This article examines The Goldfinch (2013) novel written by Donna Tartt as a case study of
retrospective first-person narration in which events are mediated through a single interpretative
centre. The research problem addressed here concerns the discursive mechanisms through which
narrative perspective structures reader alignment and moral evaluation. The object of the study is the
narrative discourse of the novel. The subject is the system of discursive strategies that guide reader
positioning through perspective control and evaluative framing. The research aims are to identify and
classify recurrent discursive patterns that function as mechanisms of interpretative restriction within
the narrative. To achieve this aim, the following tasks are formulated:

— to analyse theoretical approaches to speech manipulation in discourse studies;

— to formulate criteria for distinguishing manipulation from narrative subjectivity;

— to identify systematic linguistic and rhetorical patterns in the novel,

— to correlate the findings with established models of discursive influence.
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The working hypothesis assumes that the narrator’s retrospective perspective systematically
organizes evaluation in ways that reduce interpretative plurality and guide moral positioning. The
scientific contribution of the article includes the analytical clarification and operationalization of
criteria for identifying manipulation in first-person literary discourse. By adapting discourse-
analytical tools to fictional narration, the study increases methodological precision in the analysis of
literary texts. The practical relevance of the research lies in refining analytical instruments for
examining implicit persuasive mechanisms in narrative discourse, which may be applied in advanced
literary and discourse analysis courses.

For contextual reference, the novel narrates the life of Theodore Decker, who survives a terrorist
attack at the Metropolitan Museum of Art and secretly takes a painting by the Dutch artist Carel
Fabritius. The retrospective structure foregrounds trauma, guilt, and moral ambiguity, creating a
narrative environment in which evaluative framing plays a central role.  After the tragedy, Theo
finds himself in a world of loss, manipulation, and moral compromises. He moves in with wealthy
family friends, then to his father in Las Vegas, where he falls under the bad influence of Boris, a
charismatic but destructive friend, discovering the wicked world of drugs, crime, and deception. At
the climax of the novel, Theo finds himself involved in an international criminal intrigue related to
the return of stolen works of art.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The research material consists of the original English edition of The Goldfinch by Donna Tartt
and its official Russian translation by Anastasia Zavozova. The novel was selected due to its
retrospective first-person narrative structure, which provides a consistent interpretative centre and
enables systematic analysis of perspective control and evaluative framing.

The novel comprises approximately 771 pages in its original edition. The analytical corpus
includes 43 fragments selected through purposive sampling. An initial close reading identified more
than 70 potential instances of evaluative framing and justificatory narration. From these, fragments
were selected if they demonstrated systematic co-occurrence of at least two discursive indicators and
represented different narrative stages (childhood period, Las Vegas episode, and adulthood). This
procedure ensured distribution across the narrative structure rather than concentration in a single
episode. Each fragment was treated as a unit of analysis and examined at the level of clause structure
and lexical choice. A categorical coding scheme was applied in which discursive markers were
identified under four analytical categories:

- evaluative lexical marking in morally ambiguous contexts;

- presuppositional constructions presenting interpretations as self-evident;

- justificatory or mitigating framing of ethically problematic actions;

- rhetorical restriction of alternative viewpoints.

A fragment was classified as manipulative when at least two categories co-occurred within the
same discursive context. This threshold principle was introduced to distinguish systematic
interpretative restriction from isolated expressive features. The coding process was conducted
sequentially: identification of lexical markers, examination of syntactic framing, and contextual
evaluation of interpretative limitation. The analytical framework is grounded in critical discourse
analysis, particularly the models associated with van Dijk, Fairclough, and Wodak, with adaptation
to the specificity of first-person fictional narration. The study does not propose a new theory of
manipulation; rather, it operationalizes existing discourse-analytical concepts within a clearly defined
literary case. A comparative examination of selected fragments in the English original and the Russian
translation was conducted to identify potential shifts in evaluative intensity or mitigation of framing
strategies. The translation comparison functions as a supplementary analytical instrument, clarifying
the stability of manipulative constructions across linguistic contexts rather than serving as an
independent research method.

The overall methodological design combines qualitative interpretative analysis with explicit
coding criteria and defined selection procedures. This ensures transparency, reproducibility of
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analytical steps, and limitation of interpretation to linguistically observable patterns within the
narrative discourse.

RESULTS

Manipulative influence in artistic discourse differs from political or media communication in
that it rarely manifests as explicit persuasion; instead, it operates through perspectivisation, omission,
semantic reframing, and evaluative redistribution [7, 121]. In literary texts, manipulation functions
not as overt propaganda but as a mechanism of interpretative guidance embedded in narrative
structure.

L.P. Prokofieva defines artistic manipulation as a form of hidden influence realised through
multiple communicative vectors (character—character, character—reader, author—reader), where the
addressee is drawn into a layered interpretative process rather than confronted with direct persuasion
[8, 99]. V.I. Karasik emphasises that such influence is frequently encoded in stylistic and lexical
strategies that impose cognitive constraints and channel perception within a predetermined semantic
framework [9, 233]. S.S. Zhabayeva highlights the role of symbolic cultural codes and associative
structures that shape the reader’s interpretation and stabilize particular value orientations [10, 35].

Proceeding from these theoretical premises, the present analysis applies a synthesised
classification of discursive manipulation strategies developed on the basis of Kazakhstani, Russian,
and international scholarship [11, 6]. However, unlike descriptive approaches that merely list
techniques, the present study operationalises manipulation through a predefined coding scheme.

Each fragment of The Goldfinch was analysed as a unit of discourse and coded according to
four analytical indicators introduced in the methodological section:

- evaluative lexical marking;

- presuppositional constructions;

- justificatory or mitigating framing;

- rhetorical restriction of alternative viewpoints.

A strategy was classified as manipulative only when at least two of these indicators co-occurred
within the same discursive context, thereby demonstrating systematic restriction of interpretative
alternatives rather than isolated stylistic expression. This threshold criterion ensures that the analysis
remains grounded in observable linguistic markers and avoids overinterpretation.

The results are structured according to five levels of impact: pragmatic, cognitive, emotional-
psychological, semiotic, and lexical-stylistic. Within each level, strategies are examined in relation
to the goal of influence, the linguistic means of implementation, and the discursive context in which
interpretative narrowing occurs (see Table 1).

1. At the pragmatic level, manipulation is realised through concealed communicative intention,
presuppositional framing, and retrospective justification embedded in dialogue. In accordance with
the coding scheme described in the Methods section, a fragment is classified as manipulative when
at least two indicators co-occur within one pragmatic unit (clause-level interaction). In Boris’s
proposal to “safekeep” the painting, manipulation is constructed through lexical substitution and
rhetorical control of response options. The replacement of the legally marked verb “steal” with
morally neutral or protective formulations (e.g., “rescue,” “keep safe’’) constitutes evaluative lexical
marking. This is reinforced by the rhetorical question:

“You don’t want the wrong people to find it, do you?” [12, 267]

This utterance activates two indicators simultaneously: presuppositional construction ( “wrong
people” are already assumed to exist), and rhetorical restriction of alternative viewpoints (the
structure of the tag question limits disagreement). The co-occurrence fulfils the threshold criterion
and pragmatically recontextualises theft as protection, thereby reducing Theo’s capacity for explicit
refusal. A similar mechanism operates in the justificatory projection of consequences:

“You would be in prison right now.” [12, 268]

Here, the modal construction introduces a counterfactual threat framed as objective necessity.
According to the coding framework, this fragment demonstrates a hypothetical presupposition
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(imprisonment is presented as inevitable without Boris’s intervention) and evaluative mitigation (the
initial crime is retrospectively reframed as preventive action). The pragmatic force of the utterance
constructs a false causal chain: theft equals protection, thereby transforming an illegal act into a
rational defensive measure. Additional pragmatic pressure is visible in appeals to loyalty and
emotional solidarity. For instance:

“You, my brother, not condemning or judging.” [12, 270]

This utterance combines evaluative emotional anchoring (“brother”) with rhetorical pre-
emption of criticism (“rot condemning or judging”). The speech act suppresses potential moral
evaluation before it is articulated, which aligns with the indicator of rhetorical restriction defined in
the coding scheme.

2. At the cognitive level, manipulation operates through pseudologic, causal distortion, and
systematic frame substitution. In accordance with the predefined coding scheme, cognitive
manipulation is identified when presuppositional framing co-occurs with evaluative
recontextualisation or justificatory logic within the same interpretative unit. When Boris interprets
the painting’s survival as a manifestation of destiny, the narrative constructs a false cause—and-effect
relation in which accidental possession becomes moral entitlement:

“If fate put the painting in your hands that day, then it belongs to you.” [12, 289]

This fragment activates two indicators simultaneously: presuppositional construction (““fate” is
treated as an unquestionable explanatory category), and evaluative recontextualisation (legal
ownership is replaced by metaphysical legitimacy). The causal connector “if... then...” produces a
pseudologic structure, presenting contingency as necessity. The shift from juridical discourse to
metaphysical inevitability narrows interpretative alternatives and reframes appropriation as destiny
rather than choice.

A comparable mechanism appears in the reframing of destructive behaviour. The substitution
of the “addiction” frame with a positive existential metaphor restructures semantic boundaries:

“It’s not addiction, Potter. It’s freedom.” [12, 436]

Here, manipulation is grounded in the co-occurrence of lexical mitigation (replacement of
negatively marked “addiction” with positively valued “freedom ) and justificatory reframing (self-
destructive practice is reinterpreted as autonomous self-expression). The binary contrast (“not X, but
Y”) operates cognitively as a frame reset, suppressing the pathological interpretation, and
foregrounding an emancipatory one. Selective presentation of facts further illustrates cognitive
control through euphemistic narrowing. When Theo retrospectively formulates his act as:

“I didn’t steal it. I just kept it.” [12, 421]

The utterance combines evaluative lexical marking (“kept” instead of “stole”), and rhetorical
restriction of alternatives (explicit negation of the criminal frame before it can be elaborated). The
adversative structure (“didn t... just... ) produces semantic minimisation, guiding the reader toward
a softened interpretation. The lexical substitution does not function as stylistic variation but as
systematic cognitive reframing, reducing perceived culpability.

Cognitive manipulation also appears through deterministic reasoning that transforms personal
decisions into inevitability:

“Things happen the way they have to happen.” [12, 424]

The formulation combines presuppositional inevitability with rhetorical restriction of
alternatives. By presenting events as predetermined, the utterance minimises personal responsibility
and reframes morally ambiguous behaviour as unavoidable.

3. At the emotional-psychological level, manipulation functions through affective pressure,
emotional dependency, and rhetorical normalization of risky or destructive behaviour. According to
the analytical framework, emotional manipulation is identified when affective alignment co-occurs
with either normalisation strategies or implicit pressure aimed at reducing the interlocutor’s
resistance.

One recurrent mechanism involves the creation of emotional solidarity that lowers critical
distance between interlocutors. Boris frequently frames their shared experiences through the language
of companionship and mutual belonging, thereby transforming ethically questionable behaviour into
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a marker of friendship. This affective alignment appears when he reassures Theo during moments of
uncertainty:

“We're the same, you and me.” [12, 435]

The utterance activates two indicators simultaneously: emotional identification, which
constructs psychological proximity between speakers, and implicit legitimisation, where shared
identity implicitly validates behaviour that might otherwise be questioned. By dissolving the
boundary between individual responsibility and collective experience, the statement reduces Theo’s
capacity to critically evaluate Boris’s influence.

Another manipulative strategy relies on emotional minimisation of danger through humour and
casual reassurance. When Theo expresses anxiety about the consequences of their lifestyle, Boris
reframes the situation with performative nonchalance:

“Relax, Potter. Nothing’s going to happen.” [12, 436]

This fragment combines affective reassurance, which lowers perceived threat, and discursive
trivialisation, where potential risks are reframed as insignificant. The imperative “relax” functions
as an emotional directive rather than rational argumentation. Such phrasing guides the interlocutor
toward emotional compliance rather than critical evaluation of the situation.

Emotional manipulation also emerges in moments when vulnerability is reframed as intimacy.
During episodes of shared intoxication and confession, Boris explicitly emphasises emotional
closeness:

“You 're my brother, Potter.” [12, 435]

Here, the discourse activates affective bonding, establishing a quasi-familial relationship, and
normative pressure, where loyalty becomes an implicit expectation within the interaction.

The metaphor of brotherhood transforms the interaction from a temporary companionship into
a moral relationship structured around loyalty and trust. Within this frame, disagreement or refusal
becomes emotionally costly. Finally, emotional normalisation of deviant behaviour is reinforced
through universalising expressions:

“Everybody does it sooner or later.” [12, 254]

The universal quantifier “everybody” creates a presupposition of collective behaviour, while
the temporal phrase sooner or later frames the action as inevitable. Such phrasing reduces the
perceived deviance of the behaviour and encourages emotional acceptance.

4. At the semiotic level, manipulation operates through symbolic anchoring and intertextual
framing that reassigns evaluative meaning to narrative objects. Within this analytical dimension,
discursive influence is not produced through explicit persuasion but through the symbolic structuring
of meaning that constrains interpretation. Semiotic manipulation is identified when symbolic
references co-occur with evaluative framing or presuppositional interpretation. A central semiotic
element in the novel is the painting itself, which gradually becomes a symbolic anchor linking trauma,
memory, and moral justification. Theo repeatedly attributes existential meaning to the object, framing
it not merely as stolen property but as a necessary connection to the past. This symbolic attachment
is expressed when he reflects on the painting’s significance:

“The little bird chained to its perch.” [12, 548]

This metaphor activates two coding indicators simultaneously: symbolic evaluative framing,
where the image of captivity introduces an implicit moral parallel between the bird and Theo’s own
psychological condition, and presuppositional interpretation, where the painting is implicitly treated
as a meaningful sign rather than a material object. Through this symbolic alignment, the discourse
shifts attention away from the legal dimension of possession and toward existential identification,
thereby reducing the interpretative salience of theft.

A similar mechanism appears in Theo’s description of the painting’s aesthetic power. He
emphasises its emotional and symbolic power rather than its legal or historical status:

“It was a small painting, but it held the whole world.” [12, 541]

This formulation combines hyperbolic evaluative marking, which elevates the object to a
universal symbolic status, and interpretative restriction, where the metaphorical expansion narrows
alternative readings of the painting as a museum artefact subject to ownership and restitution. The
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symbolic magnification of the object encourages the reader to perceive it as a metaphysical anchor
rather than an illegally possessed artwork.

Semiotic manipulation is also reinforced through metaphors of confinement:

“[ felt trapped in my own life.” [12, 360]

The metaphor aligns the narrator’s psychological state with the visual symbolism of captivity
embedded in the painting. Within the analytical framework, the fragment demonstrates symbolic
evaluative framing combined with presuppositional interpretation.

Intertextual references further reinforce this semiotic framing by embedding the narrative
within broader cultural mythologies. Theo explicitly reflects on the symbolic resonance of art and
suffering:

“And I add my own love to the history of people who have loved beautiful things.” [12, 229]

Here, the discourse activates cultural presupposition, which positions aesthetic devotion as a
historically validated human impulse, and justificatory framing, where personal attachment becomes
implicitly legitimised through association with a broader cultural tradition. By situating Theo’s
attachment within a transhistorical discourse of artistic reverence, the narrative symbolically reframes
possession of the painting as participation in cultural continuity rather than an ethical transgression.

5. At the lexical-stylistic level, manipulative influence is realised through recurrent linguistic
markers such as euphemisation, irony, metaphorical intensification, and hyperbolic evaluation.
Within the analytical framework of this study, lexical-stylistic manipulation is identified when
expressive linguistic forms co-occur with evaluative marking or justificatory framing that guides the
reader’s interpretation.

One of the most frequent strategies is euphemistic substitution, where ethically or legally
problematic actions are reframed through neutral or softened vocabulary. Instead of explicitly naming
the act as theft, Theo describes his behaviour in neutralising terms:

“I held on to it. I couldn't let it go.” [12, 443]

This fragment activates two indicators simultaneously: evaluative lexical marking, where the
neutral phrase “held on to it” replaces the legally marked concept of theft, and justificatory framing,
as the expression “couldn't let it go” introduces an emotional justification that reframes possession
as psychological necessity rather than deliberate wrongdoing. Through this lexical substitution, the
discourse mitigates moral responsibility and shifts interpretation from the legal to the emotional
domain.

Another recurrent stylistic mechanism is metaphorical self-description combined with ironic
self-evaluation. Theo characterizes his own condition through exaggerated metaphorical imagery:

“I was a walking pharmacy.” [12, 187]

This formulation demonstrates evaluative lexical intensification, where the metaphor condenses
a complex state of substance dependence into a vivid symbolic expression, and anticipatory rhetorical
framing, where ironic self-criticism pre-empts external judgement and maintains reader sympathy. In
this case, irony functions not merely as a stylistic ornament but as a discursive strategy that softens
the perception of destructive behaviour.

Hyperbolic evaluation further amplifies emotional alignment between narrator and reader. Theo
frequently describes his psychological state through totalising expressions such as:

“Everything felt ruined.” [12, 543]

Here, the discourse activates hyperbolic evaluative marking, where the absolute quantifier
everything exaggerates the scale of emotional devastation, and interpretative restriction, as the
intensified emotional framing reduces the plausibility of alternative, more rational interpretations of
events. Hyperbole, therefore, operates as a lexical-stylistic mechanism that legitimises extreme
reactions by presenting them as proportionate to overwhelming loss.

Lexical accumulation may also intensify interpretative alignment:

“It was strange and terrible and beautiful at the same time.” [12, 653]

The sequence of evaluative adjectives creates cumulative emotional framing that presents the
situation as complex and tragic rather than morally condemnable.
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Another stylistic marker appears in an evaluative metaphor describing the significance of the
painting itself. Theo reflects on its emotional power with the statement:

“It was everything to me.” [12, 687]

This utterance combines evaluative lexical absolutisation, where the universal term
“everything” elevates the object to a total symbolic value, and justificatory framing, where the
emotional magnitude implicitly legitimises the narrator’s continued possession of the painting.

The analysis demonstrates that manipulative influence in The Goldfinch emerges not from
isolated stylistic devices but from the systematic interaction of evaluative lexical marking,
presuppositional framing, justificatory discourse patterns, and rhetorical restriction of interpretative
alternatives. Across the five analytical levels, these indicators operate cumulatively, guiding the
reader toward alignment with the narrator’s perspective and stabilising particular moral
interpretations of events.

The classification presented in Table 1 summarizes the identified strategies according to the
level of impact, linguistic realization, and interpretative effect, illustrating how manipulative
discourse functions as a structured narrative mechanism embedded in the aesthetic organisation of
the literary text.

Table 1. Discursive manipulation strategies identified in The Goldfinch

Level Strategy Linguistic Means Interpretative Effect
Pragmatic Concealment of Evaluative lexical substitution, Reframing of
motives modal constructions guestionable actions as
protective or necessary
Justificatory framing Hypothetical modal constructions, Construction of false
causal projections causal relations that
legitimize behaviour
Rhetorical restriction Tag questions, presuppositional Limitation of alternative
statements interpretations and
responses
Cognitive Pseudologic reasoning | False cause—and-effect relations, Rationalisation of morally
deterministic statements questionable actions
Frame substitution Lexical replacement of negative Transformation of
concepts with positive ones evaluative perception of
events
Selective presentation Selective information, ignoring of Creates a distorted view
of facts the context of the world
Emotional- Appeal to fear Threat scenarios, intensified Increase of anxiety and
psychological emotional vocabulary reduction of critical
distance
Appeal to friendship | Metaphors of kinship, expressions of | Emotional alignment and
and loyalty solidarity increased suggestibility
Emotional reassurance | Imperatives of calming, trivialisation | Normalisation of risky
of risk behaviour
Semiotic Symbolic anchoring Object-symbols, narrative metaphors | Association of narrative
objects with emotional
meaning
Cultural and References to cultural narratives and | Transfer of established
intertextual framing artistic tradition symbolic meanings
Metaphorization Transfer of meaning through image Strengthening of
emotional attachment
Lexical-stylistic Euphemisation Neutral — or  softened lexical | Reduction of perceived
substitutions ethical or legal
responsibility
Irony and self-irony Contrast between literal and implied | Mitigation of criticism
meaning and preservation of reader
sympathy
Hyperbolic evaluation | Absolute quantifiers, exaggerated Enhancement of
metaphors emotional impact
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DISCUSSION

The analysis of Donna Tartt's novel The Goldfinch revealed that manipulative discourse in
literary narrative functions not as a set of isolated rhetorical devices but as a complex, multi-layered
system of semantic and pragmatic influence operating simultaneously on several levels: cognitive,
emotional-psychological, pragmatic, semiotic, and lexical-stylistic. Such multi-channel influence
confirms that manipulation in literary discourse is structurally heterogeneous and dynamically
distributed across different textual layers. As noted by Yu. V. Pavlova, verbal manipulation
techniques rely on linguistic means that shape the audience’s attitude toward information and evoke
specific emotional responses. In particular, lexical strategies include the use of emotionally charged
vocabulary, euphemisms, dysphemisms, clichés, jargon, and slang [13, 18].

The findings correspond with the theoretical framework of discourse manipulation proposed by
Vladimir Karasik, who argues that manipulative communication often works through cognitive
restriction, limiting the interpretative possibilities available to the addressee. In The Goldfinch, this
mechanism is manifested through conceptual substitution and reframing strategies that alter the
ethical and logical interpretation of events. For instance, Boris's statement, “You know, Potter, this
isn't stealing. It's rescuing. Safekeeping,” simultaneously implements several discursive mechanisms.
At the pragmatic level, it performs conceptual substitution, redefining theft as protection, which
restricts the interpretative space available to the interlocutor. At the cognitive level, the utterance
introduces a frame shift, transferring the situation from the semantic domain of crime to that of care
and responsibility. In addition, the lexical choice of the euphemistic verbs “rescuing” and
“safekeeping” serves as a stylistic mitigation strategy that lowers emotional resistance and creates a
sense of moral legitimacy. The combination of these mechanisms demonstrates how a single
statement can simultaneously manipulate logical reasoning, ethical evaluation, and emotional
perception.

From the perspective of critical discourse studies, these patterns correspond to the model of
ideological control developed by Teun A. van Dijk, according to which manipulation often relies on
selective information presentation, perspective management, and emotional framing. In Tartt's
narrative, such mechanisms are particularly visible in Theo's internal monologues, where the narrator
retrospectively reconstructs events in ways that minimize personal responsibility while intensifying
emotional engagement. For example, Theo's statement “I didn't steal it. I just kept it” illustrates
selective presentation of facts: the crucial action of taking the painting is omitted, while the neutral
verb kept introduces a reinterpretation of the act as temporary custody rather than theft. This strategy
simultaneously performs cognitive simplification and pragmatic justification, allowing the narrator
to guide the reader toward a more sympathetic interpretation of his behaviour.

The emotional dimension of manipulation is further reinforced through metaphorical and
symbolic structures embedded in the narrative. Theo's metaphorical reflection — “The little bird
chained to the perch wasn't I myself that tiny captive thing?”” — creates a powerful semiotic association
between the protagonist and the symbolic image of the captive bird. From the standpoint of critical
metaphor analysis, such imagery can be interpreted through the theoretical approach developed by
Jonathan Charteris-Black, who emphasises that metaphors in discourse often function as persuasive
tools shaping emotional and ideological perception. In this case, the symbolic image of captivity
reframes Theo's personal dependence, guilt, and psychological trauma as an almost natural condition
of existence. Consequently, the metaphor simultaneously performs a cognitive reframing function
and an emotional contagion effect, encouraging readers to empathically align themselves with the
protagonist.

An additional mechanism reinforcing the manipulative potential of the narrative is the strategic
use of irony and self-deprecating humour. Theo's self-characterisations — “I must have looked like a
stray dog among show horses,” “I was a walking pharmacy,” and “Procrastination was my
superpower” — illustrate how humour can function as a rhetorical strategy that softens moral
judgement and increases reader sympathy. As noted in rhetorical studies of humour, ironic self-
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discreditation often generates an illusion of sincerity and authenticity, thereby strengthening trust
between speaker and audience [14, 142]. Within the narrative structure of the novel, such remarks act
as a form of preventive self-presentation: by acknowledging his own flaws in advance, the narrator
partially neutralizes potential criticism from the reader.

Another important observation concerns the mobility of manipulative strategies across narrative
levels. The same discursive mechanisms appear both in interpersonal dialogue between characters
and in the protagonist's introspective reflections. This fluidity supports the assumption that literary
manipulation is not restricted to communicative interaction between characters but extends to the
narrative relationship between the narrator and the reader. In this sense, manipulation in literary
discourse becomes a structural component of narrative perspective, shaping how events are
cognitively framed and emotionally interpreted.

The results also confirm the role of synchronisation between logical and emotional channels of
influence. As argued by Kupareashvili, manipulative discourse becomes particularly effective when
rational justification and emotional persuasion operate simultaneously, reinforcing each other within
a single communicative act [15, 163]. In The Goldfinch, such synchronisation is consistently achieved
through the interaction of framing, metaphorisation, selective narration, and evaluative vocabulary.

Overall, the analysis demonstrates that manipulation in Tartt's novel operates as a multi-level
discursive mechanism in which individual textual elements perform several communicative functions
simultaneously. This phenomenon corresponds to the concept of discursive heterogeneity, according
to which literary discourse is formed through the superposition of multiple interpretative layers.
Unlike manipulation in political or media discourse, where strategies are often explicit and
argumentative, artistic manipulation tends to be synesthetic, metaphorically encoded, and cognitively
immersive. The reader becomes an active participant in the interpretative process and, consequently,
a co-creator of the narrative meaning.

Therefore, the study confirms that manipulative strategies in literary texts should be analysed
not only at the level of individual rhetorical devices but also within a broader discursive framework
that integrates cognitive, emotional, and semiotic dimensions. Such an approach demonstrates the
heuristic potential of the proposed classification model and contributes to the further development of
critical discourse analysis in the study of literary narrative.

CONCLUSION

The study identified and systematized the principal discursive strategies of manipulation
employed in Donna Tartt’s novel The Goldfinch and clarified their role in shaping the reader’s
perception of the narrative. The analysis demonstrates that manipulative influence in literary
discourse functions through the interaction of cognitive, pragmatic, emotional-psychological,
semiotic, and lexical-stylistic mechanisms that guide the interpretation of events and subtly structure
the reader’s evaluation of characters and actions.

The findings show that individual textual elements frequently combine several strategies of
influence, including conceptual reframing, metaphorisation, and selective presentation of
information. Such discursive patterns correspond to theoretical models of framing and cognitive
restriction described by Vladimir Karasik and Teun A. van Dijk, while the persuasive role of
metaphorical imagery is consistent with the critical metaphor analysis proposed by Jonathan
Charteris-Black. Within this framework, manipulation appears not as direct persuasion but as an
implicit narrative mechanism that shapes emotional alignment with the protagonist.

Overall, the results indicate that manipulative strategies in The Goldfinch serve as a means of
constructing the author’s conceptual model of reality and value system within the narrative. The study
contributes to the understanding of manipulation in literary discourse by demonstrating how
linguistic, cognitive, and symbolic elements interact to influence interpretation. Further research may
focus on comparative analysis of manipulative strategies across literary, political, and media
discourse in order to identify both universal and discourse-specific mechanisms of persuasive
influence.
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Jonna TapTTThiH «CaJbIMIIIbI KYC» POMAHBIHAAFBI AUCKYPCTIK MAHUITYJISIIIAS
cTpaTerusjapbiH Tajaaay

IO. ITaBnoBa!, /I. AmanxomnoBa?

'®apabu yausepcureti, Anmmatser, 050038, Kazakcran

2Acrana IT yauBepcuteti, Actana, 010000, Kazaxcran

byn sepmmey [onna Tapmmuviy «Canvimwsr Kyc» (The Goldfinch, 2013) pomanvinoaes
OUCKYPCUBMI MAHUNYAAYUS CIPAMESUSIAPLIH KApacmulpadsl, OHOA OIpiHWi dHcakman 0asaHoay
nepcnekmusacyl 06a2anay KypoliblMbl MeH OKbIPMAH NOZUYUACLIHLIK MeXaHusmi peminoe Kanau
ocymbic icmeuminine baca Hasap ayoapwliadvl. 3epmmey Hezizei 20iCHAMANLIK He2i3 00/bin
MadbLIAmMblH  CblHU OUCKYPC Manoaybl asacblHOa icypeizinedi. 3epmmeyoiy oe3exminici 20edbu
OUCKYPCMbBIH AUUbIK CEHOIPY apKblibl emec, OAAHOAY KYPblIbIMbIHA eH2I3ileeH OUCKYPCUsmi mypoe
KYpouli2aH myciHOipme yacinepi apKbulivl Kalau UMAIUYUmMmi acep ememiniH aHbIKMAy
Kaxcemminicinoe — ocamulp.  3epmmeyoiy — makcamovl - OAAHOAYUILIHBIY — OUCKYPCbIHOARbL
NepcneKmueanvly 0axbliay, JNeKCUKAIbIK MAHOAY MHCIHE CUMBONUKANBIK KYPbLIbIMOAY apPKbLIbl
HCYMBLC iCmetmin OUCKYPCUBMI MAHUNYIAYUS CMPAMEeSUSLAPbIH AHLIKMAY HCoHe dcikmey. 3epmmey
Oiprewe mapminmix napaouemanaposl OipikmipyOiy OpHBIHA, KOSHUMUBMI JHCIHE IMOYUOHANIOb
acepnepOi OUCKYpCUBMI  YUbIMOACMbIPYOblY HaMuMcelepi peminoe aHATUMUKAIbLIK MYPEblOaH
OpHANACMuIPaobl. QOICHAMANBIK MACIL He2I3IHeH CbIHU OUCKYPC MAI0AYbIHA He2i30en2eH, MayoanzaH
basnoay ghpazmenmmepiniy UHMePNPeMayusIblK MOMIHOIK Manioaybimer moavikmoipviazan. Taroay
POMAHOAbl MAHUNYIAYUSILIK 2CepOiy MOMUBMEPOL HcaAChIPY, KAOPObl AlMAacmulpy, 06asanayuis
Kauma KOHmeKkcmmey, IMOYUOHANObL YHOeyaep, CUMBONObIK OeKimy, Memagpoparanovipy,
s8pemuzayus JHcoHe UPOHUS CUAKMBL JHCYLeNi Cmpameusnap apKblivl Jcy3e2e acblpbliamblHbIH
Kkepcemeoi. Byn cmpamezusnap oKuiayianean pumopukaiblk Kypanoap peminoe emec, OKblpMaHHbIH
MOPATLOBIK JHCOHE UHMEPNPemAayusivlK YileciMiH dackapamvin 6aaH0ayosl O6acKkapyovly e3apa
batinanblcmol Mexanuzmoepi peminoe Kbizmem emeoi.

3epmmey OUCKYPC-AHATUMUKANBIK wenbepoe basnoayovl MAHUNYIAYUANAY
cmpamezusnapvlHbly KYPblIbIMObIK MYPEbIOAH YUNeCiMOi HCIKMeNYiH YCbIHY apKblibl 20e0U OUCKYPC
manoayvina yaec Kocaovl. OHblH Maybi30bLIbI2bL KOPKEM OUCKYPCMbIY NePCReKmuansvlk 6ackapy
APKbLLIbL  KOCHUMUBMIK JCIOHE IMOYUOHANObL NO3UYUALAYObl KANau KYPAMbIHbIH AHbIKMAYod,
ocvLiatiua Kasipei 20edu 6aaH0ayo0asvl HcACvIPbIH acepoi 3epmmeyee APHANEAH AHATUMUKATLIK
KYpanoapovl sdcemindipyoe Hcamoip.

Kinm ce30ep: cmpameeus, coiineydi MaHunyiayusiay, UpoHus, KOSHUMUBMIK acep,

Memagopananowipy, 38gemusayus, ColHu OUCKYPC Mandaybsl
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Marepuan 29.03.2026 Gacmara TycTi

AHaJIU3 AUCKYPCUBHBIX cTpaTernii ManumyJsinuu B pomane Jounsl TaptT «1lerom»
1O. ITaBnoBa', JI. AManxonoBa?

'®apadu yauBepcutet, Anmarsl, 050038, Kazaxcran

2 Acrana IT ynuBepcutet, Actana, 010000, Kazaxcran

Jannoe uccredosanue nocesyeHo anaiusy OUCKYPCUBHbIX CIMPAME2Utl MAHUNYIAYUU 8 POMAHE
Hounwt Tapmm «ll]econy (The Goldfinch, 2013), yoenssa ocoboe 6HumaHue momy, Kax
no8eCmeosane om nepeoco auya GYHKYUOHUPYem KaK MeXaHUu3M OYEeHOUHO20 (BpeiuMupo8aHus u
nozuyuonuposanus yumamens. Mccredoganue npogooumcs 8 pamKax KpUmuyeckozo OUcCKypc-
AHAU3A, KOMOPbILL CILYHCUNM OCHOBHOU MEeMOOOL0UYECKOU OCHOBOU OISl U3YUEHUS. UMNIAUYUMHBIX
Gdopm enuAnUA 8 TUMEPAMYPHOM OUCKYPCe. AKMYanbHOCmb pabomul 00YCI061eHa He0OX0OUMOCMbIO
VMOUHeHUsi  MO020,  KAKUM  00pazoM  HApPAMUHAs  NEPCheKmuéa  CMmpyKmypupyem
UHMepnpemayuoHHvle MOOeIU U HANPABisem KOCHUMUBHbLE U IMOYUOHATIbHbIE PeaKyuy Yumameetl
0e3 Uucnonvb308anus npAMo20 yoexcoenus. AHanu3 OCHO8AH HA KAYECMBEHHOM MEeKCH)albHOM
UCCe008AHUU OMOOPAHHBIX HAPPAMUBHBIX (PACMEHMO8, NPedCmABIAIUUX Kllouesble INU300bl
ouckypca pacckasuuxa. Ocoboe HUMaHUeE YOeniemcs OUCKYPCUBHBIM MEXAHUIMAM, HOPMUPYIOWUM
OYEHOUHYIO UHMEPNpemayuo U MOPAIbHOe HNO3UYUOHUPOBAHUE GHYMPU NOBECMBOBAHUSI.
Pezynomamur nokasviearom, umo manunyiamueHoe 6030elicmeue 8 poMaHe peanu3yemcs uyepes
83AUMOCBA3AHHbIE CMpame2ull, makue KaK COKpblmue MOMUB0s8, NOOMeHd Gpeima, OYyeHOUHAs.
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PEKOHmMeEKcmyaiusayusl, IMOYUOHATIbHAA anejliisiyul, cumeouveckoe 3aKpenjenue,

Memagopuzayus, 386pemusayus u UpoHus.

Hccneoosanue sHocum 6K1a0 6 aHAIU3 JUMEPAMYPHO20 OUCKYPCA, NPedadzas CUCMEMHYIO
Kaaccuurayuro cmpameutl HAppamueHoOU MAHURYIAYUU U OEMOHCMPUPYS, KAKUM 00pazom
VIpasieHue nepCnekmugoll 8bLICIMYnaem MexanuzMom UMNIUYUMHO20 NO3UYUOHUPOBAHUSL YUmames
8 COBPEMEHHOIL XY 00HCECMBEHHOU NpOo3e.

CIIMCOK JIMTEPATYPBI

1 Arango-Kure M., Garz M. Manipulation: an integrative framework of unethical influence in
marketing. Journal of Business Research. Elsevier, Vol. 197, August 2025. — Pp. 2-13.
https://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/jbrese/v197y2025ics0148296325002991.html.

2 Teun A. van Dijk Discourse and manipulation. International Journal of Discourse and Society,
London, 2012, Vol. 17(3). — Pp. 359-383. https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926506060250.

3 3emckas E.A. SI3pIK Kak CpeACTBO MaHUIYJISIIIUK CO3HaHHWEM // Pycckuii SI3pIK B HAyYHOM
ocsemeHuu. Ne 2 (24), Mocksa, 2012. — C. 356-364.

4 Lazar M., Fairclough N. Discourse and Power: Social and Political Perspectives of Critical
Discourse Analysis. — 2009. - Moscow, URSS, 356 p.

5 IHakenoBa M.T., TammmxanoBa J.C., bynasi6aee T.K., OcmanoBa VY.A. Jlekcuko-
rpaMMaTHYeCKue MapKepbl MaHHUIYJIATHBHOCTH MacCMEIMHHOro nuckypca // ExarepunOypr,
Hayunsiii nuamor. Ne2, 2020. — C. 141-160. https://doi.org/10.24224/2227-1295-2020-2-141-160.

6 Crepnun 1.A. Manunynsius B oomenuu. — Boponex: Mcroku, 2001. —294 c.

7 MupzabaeBa A., llait6akosa J. [Ipuémsl pedeBoit Manunynsuuu B npousBeaeHuu I1. Canaena
«[Toxoponute MeHs 3a TumHTYycoM» // BectHuk Kokmerayckoro ynuBepcutera umeHu LI
Yanuxanosa. Cepus ¢unonorudeckas. Ne 2, 2025. — C. 294-307.
https://vestnik.kgu.kz/index.php/kufil/article/view/656/377.

8 IIpoxodnena JLII. XynokecTBeHHass MaHUMYIALUS B JIMTEPATYPHOM AMCKYypce: MOHOrpadus. —
ExatepunOypr: Ypansckuii Gpenepanbublii yausepcuret, 2024. — 210 c.

9 Kapacuk B.U. SI3pIk0BO#1 KpyT: TUYHOCTb, KOHIENTHI, TUCcKypc. — Bonrorpan: Ilepemena, 2000. —
477 c.

10 Zhabayeva S.S. Cross-cultural features of the British newspaper discourse: linguacultural analysis
Eurasian Journal of Philology. Science and Education, 192(4), 2023. - Pp. 34-40.
https://philart.kaznu.kz/index.php/1-FIL/article/view/4530/2993.

11 Jlemenko I'. B., Lpiouna JI. B. JIekcuko-rpaMmaTuyecKkue IpreMbl pe4eBoro MaHUITYJIUPOBaHUS
B AQHTJIOA3BIYHBIX CIIOPTHBHBIX CTATHAX. dutonoruueckue HAyKH. BOHpOCBI TCOPpHUU U TPAKTUKHU.
Tam60B, I'pamota, Ne2(80). Y. 2, 2018. — C. 395-397. https://doi.org/10.30853/filnauki.2018-2-2.45.
12 Tartt D. The Goldfinch: a novel. — New York: Little, Brown and Company, 2013. — 771 p.

13 IlaBnoBa lO.B., AmamxonoBa JI.b. BepOanbHbie u HeBepOanbpHBIE CcpencTBa LUGPOBOM
MaHUITYJIAUU B AHTJIOA3BIYHOM MCEIUAJUCKYPCC // BecTHHK KBISLIJIOpI[I/IHCKOFO YHUBEPCUTETA
umean Kopkeir  Ata. Cepusi  ¢umonmormueckas. T. 8, Ned, 2024. - C. 17-26.
https://doi.org/journal_KySppWOV0jSIPS4.pdf.

14 Billig M., Marinh C. Manipulating information and manipulating people: examples from the 2004
Portuguese parliamentary celebration of the April Revolution. Critical Discourse Studies. Vol. 11,
Ne2,2013. — Pp.158-174. https://doi.org/10.1080/17405904.2013.852982.8.

15 Kupareasvili, N.N. Artistic manipulation: logical and emotional synchronization of perception. —
Moscow, Moscow State University Press, 2018. — 215 p.

Marepwuan nmoctynui B peaaknuto xyprana 29.03.2026

123


https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926506060250
https://doi.org/10.24224/2227-1295-2020-2-141-160
https://philart.kaznu.kz/index.php/1-FIL/article/view/4530/2993
https://doi.org/10.30853/filnauki.2018-2-2.45
https://doi.org/journal_KySppWOV0jSJPS4.pdf

