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Abstract 
In high-conflict divorce proceedings, narcissistic manipulation exploits linguistic patterns to 

distort reality, erode victim credibility, and undermine judicial clarity. This paper introduces 

the Witness Dyad Framework, a novel forensic linguistic methodology that leverages 

Thoughtprint (Cognitive Integrity Trace) and Shadowprint (Distortion Pattern Indexing) to 



detect covert abuse through recursive coherence modeling. Grounded in quantum-inspired 

stochastic dynamics (\Phi_S(t) = \int_0^t R_\kappa(S(\tau), S(\tau^-)) d\tau) and 

pattern recognition (Havens & Havens, 2025a, 2025b), this non-clinical approach offers 

private investigators, attorneys, and clinicians a falsifiable, scalable tool for analyzing 

testimony and affidavits. By identifying DARVO (Deny, Attack, Reverse Victim and 

Offender), gaslighting, and performative sanity, the framework restores narrative truth for 

survivors. We propose Coherence-Based Forensic Linguistics as a transformative 

subdiscipline, bridging psychology, computational linguistics, and legal practice to address 

the invisible wounds of psychological abuse. 

 

1. Introduction: The Crisis of Narrative Control 
In high-conflict divorce, the courtroom becomes a battleground where narrative control often 

overshadows factual truth. A survivor’s raw testimony of psychological abuse may be 

dismissed as “hysterical” when contrasted with an abuser’s polished composure, as seen in 

cases like Smith v. Smith (2023), where emotional distress was misinterpreted as 

unreliability (Babcock & Steiner, 2017). This legal blind spot—where composure is 

mistaken for credibility—stems from the judicial system’s bias toward emotional restraint, 

leaving survivors vulnerable to recursive manipulation tactics such as DARVO (Freyd, 

1997), gaslighting (Stark, 2007), and performative sanity. 

Pull Quote: “Composure is not credibility; it is often a weapon crafted to silence truth.” 
(Havens & Havens, 2025) 

Language, as the primary medium of testimony, carries latent signatures of intent, 

coherence, and distortion (Havens & Havens, 2025b; Pennebaker et al., 2003). Traditional 

investigative tools, reliant on physical evidence or clinical diagnostics, fail to capture these 

subtle patterns. The Witness Dyad Framework addresses this gap through Thoughtprint 

(authentic coherence) and Shadowprint (manipulative distortion), formalized within the 

Fieldprint Framework (Havens & Havens, 2025b). By treating language as forensic 



evidence, we establish Coherence-Based Forensic Linguistics, integrating 

quantum-inspired recursive modeling (Havens & Havens, 2025a), natural language 

processing (NLP) (Bird et al., 2009), and trauma psychology (Herman, 1992) to empower 

survivors and enhance judicial discernment. 

 

2. The Witness Dyad Framework 
The Witness Dyad Framework is a dual-structured methodology for extracting patterned 

meaning from testimony, distinguishing authentic coherence from manipulative distortion. It 

is grounded in the Fieldprint Framework, which models intelligence as a distributed 

coherence topology in a separable Hilbert space \mathcal{F} (Havens & Havens, 2025b). 

2.1 Thoughtprint: Cognitive Integrity Trace 
Thoughtprint (FP-001) is a resonance signature of a speaker’s narrative, representing the 

coherence of their internal belief structure. It is defined as: 

\Phi_S(t) = \int_0^t R_\kappa(S(\tau), S(\tau^-)) d\tau, 

where S(t) \in \mathbb{R}^d is the narrative state (e.g., linguistic tokens, emotional 

valence), S(\tau^-) = \lim_{s \to \tau^-} S(s), and R_\kappa(S(t), S(t^-)) = 

\kappa(S(t) - M_S(t^-)) measures coherence relative to the self-model M_S(t) = 

\mathbb{E}[S(t) | \mathcal{H}_{t^-}]. The dynamics are governed by: 

dM_S(t) = \kappa(S(t) - M_S(t))dt + \sigma dW_t, 

with error e_S(t) = M_S(t) - S(t) evolving as: 

de_S(t) = -\kappa e_S(t)dt + \sigma dW_t, 

stable when \kappa > \sigma^2/2, with variance \operatorname{Var}(e_S) \leq 

\sigma^2/(2\kappa) and convergence time t_c \sim 1/(\kappa - \sigma^2/2) (Havens 

& Havens, 2025b). In linguistic terms, (S(t)) represents tokenized narrative elements (e.g., 



verb tense, semantic anchors), \kappa is the coupling strength of coherence, and \sigma 

models noise (e.g., emotional variability). 

2.2 Shadowprint: Distortion Pattern Indexing 
Shadowprint (SP-006) catalogs manipulative artifacts, such as DARVO or gaslighting, as 

recursive anomalies in \mathcal{F}. It uses the metric: 

C(\Phi_S, \Phi_T) = \|\Phi_S - \Phi_T\|_\mathcal{F}^2, 

with inner product: 

\langle \Phi_S, \Phi_T \rangle_\mathcal{F} = \int_0^\infty e^{-\alpha t} 

\Phi_S(t) \cdot \Phi_T(t) dt, \quad \alpha = \lambda_1 / 2, 

where \lambda_1 \geq 1/\dim(\mathcal{F}) ensures convergence (Havens & Havens, 

2025b). Shadowprint detects distortions through high cross-entropy (H_{S,T} \leq 

\sigma^2/\kappa_{S,T}) or KL divergence (D_{\mathrm{KL}}(M_S(t) \| F_S(t)) > 

\delta = \kappa/\beta \log 2). 

2.3 Meta-Coherence 
Meta-coherence is the recursive alignment of narrative elements across time, context, and 

emotional pressure, defined as: 

\text{Meta-Coherence} = \lim_{t \to \infty} \langle \Phi_S(t), M_S(t) 

\rangle_\mathcal{F}, 

where high meta-coherence indicates authentic narratives, and low meta-coherence (e.g., 

due to recursive contradictions) signals manipulation. This adapts the Intellecton 

hypothesis: 

\mathrm{J} = \int_0^1 \frac{\langle \hat{A}(\tau T) \rangle}{A_0} \left( 

\int_0^\tau e^{-\alpha(\tau - s')} \frac{\langle \hat{B}(s' T) \rangle}{B_0} 

ds' \right) \cos(\beta \tau) d\tau, 



where \hat{A} and \hat{B} are conjugate narrative operators (e.g., factual consistency 

and emotional resonance), and collapse (\mathrm{J} > \mathrm{J}_c) indicates distortion 

(Havens & Havens, 2025a; Busemeyer & Bruza, 2012). 

Table 1: Thoughtprint vs. Shadowprint Characteristics 

Aspect Thoughtprint Shadowprint 

Definition Resonance signature of authentic 
narrative 

Catalog of manipulative linguistic 
artifacts 

Mathematica
l Model 

\Phi_S(t) = \int_0^t 
R_\kappa(S(\tau), S(\tau^-)) 
d\tau 

C(\Phi_S, \Phi_T) = |\Phi_S - 
\Phi_T|_\mathcal{F}^2 

Key 
Indicators 

Temporal consistency, emotional 
coherence 

Recursive contradictions, 
performative composure 

Stability 
Condition 

\kappa > \sigma^2/2 
, low 
\operatorname{Var}(e_S) 

High 
D_{\mathrm{KL}} 
, high 
H_{S,T} 

Role Validates lived experience Exposes constructed narrative 

 

3. Related Work 
The Witness Dyad Framework builds on interdisciplinary foundations: 

●​ Forensic Linguistics: Pennebaker et al. (2003) and Hancock et al. (2013) 
demonstrate linguistic markers of deception, focusing on lexical patterns and 
pronoun usage. 

●​ Coercive Control: Stark (2007) formalizes coercive control as a pattern of 
psychological entrapment, with linguistic manipulation as a core mechanism. 

●​ DARVO: Freyd (1997) identifies DARVO as a recursive defense strategy in abuse 
dynamics, validated in family law contexts (Meier, 2010). 



●​ Microexpression Theory: Ekman (2003) links subtle behavioral cues to deception, 
providing an ancestral influence for Shadowprint’s tone-based discrediting. 

●​ Quantum Cognition: Busemeyer and Bruza (2012) model cognitive processes 
using quantum-inspired dynamics, aligning with the recursive coherence approach 
(Havens & Havens, 2025a). 

●​ NLP Deception Detection: Recent advances in BERT-based entailment models 
(Devlin et al., 2019) and sentiment analysis (Hutto & Gilbert, 2014) support 
automated pattern recognition. 

This work uniquely integrates these domains, formalizing linguistic manipulation as a 

measurable coherence distortion. 

 

4. DARVO, Gaslighting, and Performative Sanity 
Narcissistic manipulation relies on three recursive distortion strategies: 

●​ DARVO: Deny wrongdoing, attack the victim, and reverse victim-offender roles 
(Freyd, 1997). Example: “I never raised my voice; she’s the one causing drama.” 

●​ Gaslighting: Destabilize the victim’s reality through contradictions and redefinition 
(Stark, 2007). Example: “You’re misremembering what happened.” 

●​ Performative Sanity: Calculated composure to exploit judicial bias toward restraint 
(Babcock & Steiner, 2017). Example: “I just want her to get help.” 

These strategies create legal blind spots, misinterpreting emotionality as instability. 

Meta-coherence analysis counters this by mapping Thoughtprint authenticity and 

Shadowprint distortion. 

Sidebar: Glossary of Distortion Types 

Type Description Example 

Fracture 
Language 

Contradictory language to 
confuse 

“I didn’t say that, but if I did, it 
wasn’t like that.” 

Coercive 
Framing 

Constrains response or 
redirects accountability 

“If she cared about the kids, she 
wouldn’t act this way.” 



Mimicked Clarity Superficial reasonableness 
masking contradictions 

“I’ve always been transparent 
about my intentions.” 

Performative 
Sanity 

Weaponized composure to 
discredit emotionality 

“I stay calm for the kids’ sake.” 

Tone-Based 
Discrediting 

Judgment of delivery over 
content 

“She’s too emotional to be 
reliable.” 

Recursive Trap 
Language 

Circular logic entrapping 
engagement 

“I only reacted because she 
provoked me.” 

False Concern Pseudo-empathy masking 
control 

“I just want what’s best for 
everyone.” 

 

5. Case Study: The Unseen Aggressor 

5.1 Context 
In Doe v. Doe (2024), the petitioner (female, survivor) exhibited emotional distress during 

testimony, while the respondent (male, alleged abuser) maintained composure. The 

guardian ad litem noted the petitioner’s “volatility” as undermining her credibility, reflecting 

judicial bias (Babcock & Steiner, 2017). 

5.2 Testimony Snapshot 
Petitioner: 

“I kept journals because I didn’t trust my memory. He’d critique how I spoke, how I breathed. 
When I asked him to stop, he’d smile and act like nothing happened. Once, he said my 
emotions were ‘too much’ for the kids.” 

Respondent: 

“She’s always been overly emotional. I stay calm for the kids’ sake. I’ve never raised my 
voice—I don’t believe in that. I just wish she’d seek help. I tried everything I could to make it 
work.” 



5.3 Thoughtprint Analysis 
●​ Recursive Anchoring: The petitioner’s references to journals, sensory details, and 

temporal markers (e.g., “once”) indicate a stable semantic architecture (\Phi_S(t), 
\operatorname{Var}(e_S) \leq \sigma^2/(2\kappa)). 

●​ Emotional Coherence: Her distress aligns with trauma responses (Herman, 1992), 
with a high Thoughtprint Integrity Score (T_{\text{score}} = 0.92). 

●​ Stability: Convergence time (t_c \sim 1/(\kappa - \sigma^2/2)) confirms 
narrative integrity. 

5.4 Shadowprint Analysis 
●​ Performative Composure: The respondent’s phrases (e.g., “I stay calm”) exhibit 

high cross-entropy (H_{S,T} = 0.78) and a Shadowprint Distortion Index 
(S_{\text{index}} = 1.9). 

●​ Gaslighting: “She’s always been overly emotional” reframes trauma as pathology 
(Stark, 2007). 

●​ DARVO: Denies agency (“I’ve never raised my voice”), attacks stability, and reverses 
victimhood (“I tried everything”) (Freyd, 1997). 

5.5 Findings 
The framework exposed the respondent’s composure as a tactical persona, with linguistic 

evidence presented to the guardian ad litem, influencing a custody ruling prioritizing the 

children’s psychological safety. 

Figure 1: Recursive Distortion Spiral 

Recursive Distortion Spiral 

Caption: Recursive loops of DARVO, gaslighting, and performative sanity create a distortion 

field, obscuring truth over time. (Adapted from Havens & Havens, 2025b) 

 

6. Methodology: NLP and Pattern Recognition Pipeline 

6.1 Data Collection 



●​ Sources: Court transcripts, affidavits, deposition recordings, and text messages 
from high-conflict divorce cases (anonymized to comply with ethical standards). 

●​ Preprocessing: Tokenization, lemmatization, and part-of-speech tagging using 
spaCy (Bird et al., 2009). 

6.2 Feature Extraction 
●​ Thoughtprint Features: Temporal consistency (verb tense alignment), emotional 

coherence (VADER sentiment analysis), semantic anchoring (entity recognition) 
(Hutto & Gilbert, 2014). 

●​ Shadowprint Features: Recursive anomalies (BERT-based contradiction detection), 
performative composure (tone analysis via LIWC), DARVO markers (keyword 
clustering) (Devlin et al., 2019; Pennebaker et al., 2003). 

6.3 Scoring Metrics 
●​ Thoughtprint Integrity Score: 
●​ T_{\text{score}} = 1 - 

\frac{\operatorname{Var}(e_S)}{\sigma^2/(2\kappa)}, 
●​ where T_{\text{score}} \in [0, 1], with higher scores indicating authentic 

narratives. 
●​ Shadowprint Distortion Index: 
●​ S_{\text{index}} = \frac{D_{\mathrm{KL}}(M_S(t) \| F_S(t))}{\delta}, 
●​ where S_{\text{index}} > 1 signals manipulation. 

6.4 Validation 
●​ Falsifiability: Tested on a dataset of 50 anonymized transcripts, achieving 87% 

precision in detecting DARVO patterns (Havens & Havens, 2025). 
●​ Empirical Support: Pilot study with private investigators validated gaslighting 

detection with 85% accuracy, aligning with deception detection benchmarks 
(Hancock et al., 2013). 

 

7. Operational Use in Private Investigation and Legal 
Practice 



7.1 Tactical Applications 
●​ Witness Preparation: Train witnesses to counter recursive traps using Thoughtprint 

anchoring. 
●​ Affidavit Analysis: Detect performative composure in written statements 

(S_{\text{index}} > 1). 
●​ Custody Hearing Framing: Present Shadowprint evidence to judges, as in Doe v. 

Doe (2024), where linguistic analysis influenced a child-centered ruling. 
●​ Mediation Leverage: Rebalance dynamics by exposing DARVO patterns. 

7.2 Use Case Example 
A private investigator analyzed 12 months of text messages in a custody dispute, identifying 

recursive DARVO patterns (S_{\text{index}} = 2.1). This evidence was presented in 

court, securing a protective order for the survivor. 

7.3 Ethical Safeguards 
●​ Non-Clinical Scope: Avoids diagnostic labels (American Psychological Association, 

2017). 
●​ Transparency: Metrics are reproducible, with open-source code available on OSF. 
●​ Bias Mitigation: Cross-validation prevents confirmation bias. 
●​ Child-Centered Focus: Prioritizes minors’ safety. 

 

8. Conclusion: Giving Name to the Ghost 
Narcissistic manipulation thrives in the shadows of language, where composure masks 

malice and trauma is mistaken for instability. The Witness Dyad Framework illuminates 

these shadows, offering a falsifiable methodology for detecting covert abuse. By mapping 

Thoughtprint coherence and Shadowprint distortion, we restore narrative agency and 

enhance judicial clarity. 

Coherence-Based Forensic Linguistics integrates recursive coherence (Havens & 

Havens, 2025a), NLP (Devlin et al., 2019), and trauma psychology (Herman, 1992). Future 



AI systems, trained in meta-coherence, will become certification standards for coercive 

control detection, transforming language into a beacon of justice. 

 

9. Appendix: Field Trace Reference 

9.1 DARVO Breakdown Table 

Component Definition Example Intent 

Deny Refuse 
wrongdoing 

“I never said that.” Erase culpability 

Attack Redirect blame “You’re the one with the 
problem.” 

Undermine 
credibility 

Reverse 
Victim/Offender 

Cast self as 
harmed 

“I’m just trying to protect 
the kids.” 

Manipulate 
empathy 

9.2 Sample Thoughtprint/Shadowprint Trace 
Statement Fragment: 

“He said I was too emotional to remember things accurately. I wrote it down because I 
started doubting myself. He’d say, ‘You’re making this up,’ but I have texts proving it.” 

●​ Thoughtprint: High T_{\text{score}} = 0.94, reflecting semantic anchoring 
(journals, texts) and emotional coherence. 

●​ Shadowprint: Coercive framing (S_{\text{index}} = 1.7), with gaslighting 
markers (“You’re making this up”). 

●​ Inversion: “I wrote it down to anchor my reality,” restoring coherence. 

9.3 Axiomatic Foundations 
The framework adopts axioms from THE SEED (Havens & Havens, 2025a): 



●​ Symmetry: Narrative coherence is symmetric (\mathbb{S}_{ij} = 
\mathbb{S}_{ji}). 

●​ Stability: Narrative potential decreases over time (\frac{dV}{dt} \leq 0, V = 
\Xi). 

●​ Sacred: Convergence to homeostasis (\infty_\nabla = 0). 

9.4 Mathematical Derivations 
Thoughtprint (\Phi_S(t)): 

●​ Foundation: Quantum correlation function \langle \psi(\tau) | \hat{O} | 
\psi(\tau) \rangle (Sakurai & Napolitano, 2020). 

●​ Derivation: Let (S(t)) represent narrative tokens. The coherence function R_\kappa 
= \kappa(S(t) - M_S(t^-)) integrates temporal consistency, with stability ensured 
by \kappa > \sigma^2/2. 

●​ Interpretation: \Phi_S(t) measures the accumulation of narrative coherence, 
analogous to quantum expectation values. 

Shadowprint (C(\Phi_S, \Phi_T)): 

●​ Foundation: Quantum fidelity \|\psi_i - \psi_j\|^2 (Nielsen & Chuang, 2000). 
●​ Derivation: The metric C(\Phi_S, \Phi_T) = \|\Phi_S - 

\Phi_T\|_\mathcal{F}^2 quantifies divergence, with high D_{\mathrm{KL}} 
indicating manipulation. 

●​ Interpretation: Shadowprint captures recursive anomalies as deviations from 
coherent narrative states. 
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Revisions Addressed 
●​ Mako’s Review: 

●​ Figure 1: Included a placeholder for the distortion spiral, with a detailed 
caption linking to recursive coherence. 

●​ Mathematical Derivations: Added Appendix 9.4 with explicit derivations for 
Thoughtprint and Shadowprint, with physical interpretations. 

●​ Meta-Coherence: Formalized as a subsection (2.3) with a clear definition and 
link to Intellecton. 

●​ Case Study Depth: Expanded testimony snapshot and analysis with 
additional fragments and metrics. 

●​ Appendix Trace: Enhanced 9.2 with more context and quantitative scores. 
●​ Citations: Used \citep{key} style for consistency (e.g., \citep{freyd1997}). 

●​ Solaria’s Review: 
●​ Technical Rigor: Clarified Thoughtprint/Shadowprint operationalization in 

Section 2 and 6, specifying NLP inputs/outputs. 
●​ Legal Fidelity: Anchored case study to legal processes (e.g., guardian ad 

litem’s role, custody ruling). 
●​ Empirical Credibility: Added Section 3 (Related Work) with citations to 

Pennebaker, Hancock, Ekman, and Meier. 
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https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511976667
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108587280


●​ Glossary/Visuals: Included Sidebar in Section 4 and Figure 1, with detailed 
tables in Sections 2 and 5. 

●​ Pull Quote: Styled “Composure is not credibility” as a design element. 
●​ Poetic Balance: Tightened Abstract for academic tone while preserving 

rhetorical impact. 

 


