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1. Introduction 

On 17th July 2019, a nineteen-year-old British woman, who is the defendant in the legal case 

considered in this chapter, attended a clinic in Ayia Napa, a resort town in Cyprus, and 

reported that she had been gang-raped by a group of Israeli men. The defendant claimed that 

she had been engaging in consensual sexual intercourse with one of the men in his hotel room 

when his friends entered the room without her consent and raped her. After she managed to 

escape, the defendant's friends took her to the medical clinic attached to the hotel. The doctor 

at the clinic decided to call the Cyprian authorities, and the defendant subsequently gave a 

statement documenting her attack. The next day, Cyprus police arrested twelve men on 

suspicion of raping the defendant, all of whom denied that the sex acts that took place were 

non-consensual. Seven of the men were later released, but, ten days later, five remained in 

police custody. 

However, on 27th July 2019, the defendant was asked by the Cyprus authorities to 

attend the police station, ostensibly to clarify inconsistencies in her statement. The police 

station visit ended with the defendant retracting the original statement attesting to her rape 

and allegedly writing a new handwritten statement in which she confessed that the rape 

accusation was a lie. As a consequence, her alleged attackers were released without charge 

and allowed to return to Israel, while the defendant was arrested and charged with "public 

mischief" for making a false rape statement.  

At her subsequent trial, the prosecution claimed that the rape retraction statement 

which led to the charge of public mischief had been willingly written and signed by the 

defendant. However, the defendant testified that her original statement documenting her rape 

was a true account of her experience. She maintained that, on the day she signed the 

retraction statement, she was afraid for her life, after having been detained by the police for 

hours and denied a lawyer. Although the fact that the defendant wrote the statement in her 

own handwriting is undisputed, the defendant claimed that she had been forced to write the 
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statement by the Cyprus police and that an officer dictated what she should write. To support 

this claim, she told the courts:  

 

This [retraction statement] is not in proper English. This is in Greek English. [...] It 

doesn't make grammatical sense [...] All the way through there isn't one sentence an 

English person would write (quoted in BBC News 2019, p.n.p.). 

In other words, then, a key part of the defence's case rested on the claim that the language 

used in the retraction statement was not consistent with language likely to be used by the 

defendant (a native speaker of British English). Because no video or audio recording of either 

police interviews or statements was available, the only evidence the court could rely on was 

linguistic. This is a situation that is virtually identical to the very early cases that led to the 

birth of forensic linguistics, such as the Timothy Evans case or the Derek Bentley case, in 

which the questioned documents were precisely disputed confessions by the defendants that 

the linguistic analyses revealed were coerced by the police. Both of these cases occurred in 

the 1950s when police interviews and statements in the UK were not video or audio recorded.  

At this point in the proceedings, the second author of this chapter was hired by the 

defence as an expert witness and asked to analyse the authorship of the retraction statement. 

The retraction statement was three paragraphs long. The first and last paragraphs, both in the 

defendant’s own handwriting, were dictated to her by a police officer and this fact was 

undisputed by both parties. The defence instructed that it was only the second paragraph that 

was contested, and this is reproduced below as accurately as possible from the handwritten 

retraction statement: 

 

The report I did on the 17th of July 2019 that I was raped at ayia napa was not the 

truth. The truth is that I wasnt raped and everything that happened in that appartment 

was with my consent. The reason I made the statement with the fake report is because 

I did not know they were recording & humiliating me that night I discovered them 

recording me doing sexual intercourse and I felt embarrassed so I want to appologise, 

say I made a mistake. 

 

The defence team intended to determine whether it was possible to prove the defendant’s 

claim that she did not write the disputed paragraph. The defence’s question was reformulated 
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by the linguist to match the reasoning of forensic linguistics as well as its limitations. From a 

forensic linguistics perspective, the pivotal research question was: 

Did the defendant compose this paragraph in her own words or was it dictated to 

her by a local police officer? 

 

which could be rephrased as an expression of likelihood that the linguistic evidence lends 

support to the prosecution hypothesis: 

H0  The disputed paragraph in its entirety was composed by the defendant 

in her own words 

or the defence hypothesis: 

H1  All or some parts of the disputed paragraph were not composed by the 

defendant in her own words but were dictated to her by someone who 

spoke English as a second language 

The following sections detail the methodology and the results of the forensic linguistic 

authorship analysis that was carried out to uncover the linguistic evidence in support of one 

or the other hypothesis. 

2. Methodology 

Ostensibly, the authorship question for this case is one of authorship verification (Koppel & 

Schler 2004; Koppel et al. 2012), or the confirmation or exclusion that a single named 

suspect (in this case, the defendant) is likely to be the creator of one or more texts of 

uncertain authorship (the retraction statement).  

However, there were several key issues which prevented authorship verification 

methodologies from being of use in this case. Authorship verification is typically conducted 

using computational techniques that rely on the frequency with which linguistic features 

occur. This means that a relatively large body of existing texts known to be written by the 

suspect author are needed so that these identifying frequency profiles can be determined. In 

addition, this body of texts must be roughly comparable in terms of register to the disputed 

text. This is because it is widely acknowledged that an individual's language use will greatly 

vary across different communicative situations, known as 'registers' (Biber 1995; Biber 

2012). The language one uses in a text message to a friend, for instance, differs markedly 
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from the language one uses when composing a formal letter to a superior. Therefore, to avoid 

the confounding effects of register variation, the comparison texts should belong to the same 

or very similar registers as the disputed texts. In other words, to perform authorship 

verification for this case, it would have been necessary to obtain a large number of other texts 

known to be penned by the defendant that were roughly comparable contextually to a police 

statement. It was not possible to obtain such a body of texts and thus traditional authorship 

verification methodologies could not be pursued in this case. 

Instead, this research question was approached as an authorship profiling task. In 

contrast to authorship verification, which compares the linguistic style of a disputed text to 

the linguistic style of the suspect author, authorship profiling involves determining the likely 

characteristics of the person who composed the disputed text from their use of linguistic 

constructions. Authorship profiling is a branch of authorship analysis which is heavily 

entwined with the study of linguistic variation in society, or sociolinguistics. Broadly, 

sociolinguistic research is concerned with the investigation of how an individual's language is 

influenced by social and cultural factors. Gender, age, ethnicity, socioeconomic class, 

sexuality, native language, and location of birth are all factors which can correlate with an 

individual's language use (Labov 2001; Tagliamonte 2012; Chambers and Schilling-Estes 

2013). Authorship profiling draws on linguistic research about the relationship between 

language use and social and cultural factors to build a socio-demographic profile of the likely 

background of the author of the text. For instance, a forensic linguistic authorship profile of 

the Unabomber's known writings predicted the age, education level, geographic origin, and 

places of residence of Ted Kaczynski, the man who was eventually convicted of the crimes 

(Shuy 2005, pp.181–182). In this case, the authorship question centres on whether there is 

linguistic evidence to support the idea that the text was authored by a speaker matching the 

linguistic profile of the defendant, an educated 19-year-old woman who was a native speaker 

of British English, which is consistent with H0, or alternatively with the profile of a speaker 

of English as a second language, which is more consistent with H1. 

2.2 Authorship profiling method  

The first step of the analysis consisted of the manual analysis of the disputed text to identify 

linguistic constructions, from an individual word to entire sentences, that can exhibit 

variation. One of the advantages of authorship profiling is that texts need not be of a 
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considerable length to provide sufficient data for analysis. From the eighty-five word 

statement, we were able to identify five constructions, discussed in detail in section 3, which 

we believed would be useful for building a profile of the author of the disputed text: 

1. [DO [REPORT]] 

2. [BE not the truth] 

3. [APARTMENT] 

4. [DISCOVER [NP V-ing]] 

5. [DO [sexual intercourse]] 

The notations used in this chapter follow conventions from linguistics. A word in capital 

letters indicates a lexeme or lemma, thus including all of the forms of a particular word. For 

instance, when we write DO, we are referencing do but also the third person singular present 

form does, the past tense form did, the continuous form doing, and the perfect form done. 

Meanwhile, square brackets indicate a linguistic construction and its internal syntactic 

structure, italics is used for word forms (as opposed to lemma forms), and abbreviations of 

syntactic constituents are indicated with two capital letters (e.g. NP = Noun Phrase). 

The second step of the analysis was to investigate the five constructions identified. 

Two primary methods were used in this step. Firstly, we drew on the findings of existing 

literature concerning the constructions of interest. Secondly, we used corpus linguistic 

methodologies to explore the constructions in greater detailer. Corpus linguistics focuses on 

the scientific study of language through the analysis of a large collection of naturally 

occurring texts (referred to as a corpus or, in the plural form, corpora), typically using 

computational methods. The use of corpora is particularly important in forensic contexts 

because it can lead to the estimation of typicality and probabilities. In other words, it is 

possible to determine how common a construction is, or how likely it is for someone of a 

particular socio-demographic profile to use a construction, by looking at the relative 

frequency at which it occurs in appropriate corpora.  

For instance, in the Derek Bentley case, the posthumous pardon was based in part on 

corpus evidence (Coulthard 2013). Indeed, it was shown that the language used in his 

confession (such as the repeated used of I then) was rare in general English and in a corpus of 

witness statements taken from the general public but very common in a corpus of writings by 

policemen (Coulthard 2013). This provided evidence to support Derek Bentley's testimony 
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that the police had “helped” him with his statement at the time and that the statement was not 

a verbatim written account of Bentley's spoken account of events, as claimed by the police. 

The choice of which corpus to use for comparison has to be justified by the specific 

needs of a case. After considering the distinctive properties of this case, namely the 

involvement of a speaker of British English and the fact that the disputed text is a police 

statement, the following set of corpora was selected as comparison data: 

Corpus Acronym Size and 

composition1 

Platform used to access the corpus Reason for 

selection 

Timestamped Jozef 

Stefan Institute 

(JSI) web corpus 

2014-2019 

JSI 47 billion words of 

news articles in 

English from the 

Internet 

https://www.sketchengine.eu/ 

 

One of the largest 

corpora available.  

English Web 2015 

(enTenTen15) 

Ten15 18 billion words of 

English texts 

collected from the 

Internet 

https://www.sketchengine.eu/ 

 

One of the largest 

corpora available 

British National 

Corpus 

BNC 112 million words 

of written and 

spoken English 

https://www.sketchengine.eu/ 

 

Corpus balanced for 

registers and with 

data only from 

native speakers of 

British English 

Spoken British 

National Corpus 

2014 

SBNC14 11 million words 

of spoken English 

https://cqpweb.lancs.ac.uk/ More recent version 

of the BNC with 

data only from 

native speakers of 

British English 

British Law Report 

Corpus 

BLaRC 10 million words 

of judicial 

decisions in 

English 

https://www.sketchengine.eu/ 

 

Sample of legal 

English 

Global Web-Based 

English corpus 

GloWbE 1.9 billion words 

of English web 

data 

https://www.english-corpora.org/ Large corpus of all 

major global 

varieties of English 

News on the Web 

Corpus 

NOW 9 billion words of 

web-based 

newspaper and 

magazine data 

https://www.english-corpora.org/ One of the largest 

corpora available.  

CORE corpus CORE 50 million words 

of web data 

https://www.english-corpora.org/ Corpus categorised 

by registers 

Corpus of 

Contemporary 

American English 

COCA 560 million words 

of written and 

spoken English 

https://www.english-corpora.org/ Corpus with data 

produced by native 

speakers of 

American English 

and balanced for 

registers 

 

 

1 All descriptions reflect the nature of the corpora at the time of access in October 2019. Many of these corpora 

are updated on a rolling-basis and may now be significantly larger than indicated here. 

https://www.sketchengine.eu/
https://www.sketchengine.eu/
https://www.sketchengine.eu/
https://cqpweb.lancs.ac.uk/
https://www.sketchengine.eu/
https://www.english-corpora.org/
https://www.english-corpora.org/
https://www.english-corpora.org/
https://www.english-corpora.org/
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3. Results 

C1: [DO [REPORT]] 

In corpus linguistics, a collocation is defined as the relation connecting two words that occur 

in proximity to each other far more frequently than expected by chance alone (Sinclair 1991). 

For instance, the word fast is a collocate of food, with the phrase fast food denoting an easily-

prepared processed meal served in hospitality settings. In contrast, the word rapid, a near-

synonym of fast, does not correlate with food. Although the phrase rapid food is 

grammatically correct, most native speakers of English would not recognise this is an 

acceptable construction.  

It is fairly well established that non-native speakers of a language often have 

problems producing constructions that are consistent with the collocational behaviour of 

words in the target language (Wray 2000; Nesselhauf 2003; Futagi et al. 2008; Granger and 

Bestgen 2014). In other words, although non-native proficient speakers of a language can 

produce grammatical sentences, they might not be able to produce acceptable sentences that 

are idiomatic. In the disputed paragraph of the retraction statement, the following sentence 

occurs: 

The report I did on the 17th of July 2019 that I was raped at ayia napa was not the 

truth. 

 

Here, the noun report is used as the object of did, the past tense form of the verb do. In order 

to explore the extent to which this construction is likely to be used by a native speaker of 

English, we first investigated how frequently the noun report collocates with forms of the 

verb do (as in the example taken from the statement above) and how frequently the noun 

report collocates with forms of the verb make (as in the report I made). 

Because such an investigation requires the ability to undertake syntactic searches, 

only the corpora hosted on the Sketch Engine platform were used in this analysis since the 

Word Sketch function of this web application allows for syntactic analysis. 

 
Variant JSI Ten15 BNC BLaRC 

[DO [REPORT]] 26% 

(24,302) 

25% 

(9,462) 

32% 

(77) 

0% 

(0) 

[MAKE [REPORT]] 74% 

(69,852) 

75% 

(28,207) 

68% 

(165) 

100% 

(49) 
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Table 1 - Relative frequency and frequency (in brackets) of the two variants [DO [REPORT]] and [MAKE 

[REPORT]] in the corpora chosen for analysis. The instances were retrieved using the Word Sketch function of 

Sketch Engine. 

The results clearly indicate that the unmarked (or standard) default preference in English is 

for report to be controlled syntactically by make. Across the four corpora explored, report is 

more likely to correlate with make than do in between 68% to 100% of instances. In other 

words, then, the construction used in the report, in which the noun report collocates with the 

verb do is unusual among native speakers of English. 

Moreover, it is very important to note that the figures reported in Table 1 also include 

instances of do as an auxiliary verb which are irrelevant to this analysis. In the disputed 

statement, the past tense form of DO is used as a main verb (I did the report). However, 

while the results returned by the corpora searches include relevant instances of DO as a main 

verb, there are also a notable number of instances where DO is used as an auxiliary verb (e.g. 

“Did the mainstream media report on this policy move and the debate about it?” JSI). 

Constructions where DO functions as an auxiliary verb are very different and non-

comparable to the type of construction used in the report. The corpora used, however, do not 

always recognise the difference between DO functioning as a main verb and DO functioning 

as an auxiliary, and thus auxiliary instances could not be automatically excluded from the 

search. Ideally, these irrelevant auxiliary constructions would have been filtered and removed 

from the results manually. However, this was not possible due to the high number of 

instances retrieved. What this means for the analysis is that the findings above overestimate 

the relative frequency of DO correlating with the noun REPORT, and the real probability of 

observing [DO [REPORT]] is therefore even lower than what is shown in Table 1. 

In sum, the use of [DO [REPORT]] instead of [MAKE [REPORT]] is marked and 

atypical in British English and other varieties of English. 

C2: [BE not the truth] 

In addition to the unusual [DO [REPORT]] construction, there is a second noteworthy 

construction in the opening sentence of the disputed paragraph of the retraction statement: 

 

The report I did on the 17th of July 2019 that I was raped at ayia napa was not the 

truth. 
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To articulate that the original statement provided was false, the author has used the 

construction [BE not the truth], where truth is a noun (and this is, therefore, a nominal 

construction). However, an alternative way of articulating this sentiment would be to use 

truth in its adjectival form [BE not true]. Using the adjectival construction, the statement 

would have read as:  

 

The report I did on the 17th of July 2019 that I was raped at ayia napa was not true. 

 

A corpus analysis was performed to determine which of these two constructions are more 

likely to be used by English speakers. 

 

Variant JSI Ten15 BNC SBNC14 BLaRC GloWbE NOW CORE COCA 

[BE 

not the 

truth] 

1.9% 

(2,880) 

2.1% 

(854) 

2.4% 

(13) 

1.6% 

(2) 

0% 

(0) 

2.2% 

(300) 

1.8% 

(677) 

1.9% 

(8) 

2.1% 

(104) 

[BE 

not 

true] 

98.1% 

(151,026) 

97.9% 

(40,751) 

97.6% 

(526) 

98.4% 

(120) 

100% 

(41) 

97.8% 

(13,425) 

98.2% 

(36,885) 

98.1% 

(420) 

97.9% 

(4,897) 

Queries 
 [lemma="be"] [word="not"] [word="the"] [word="truth"]  

[lemma="be"] [word="not"] [word="true"] 

 

Table 2 - Relative frequency and frequency (in brackets) of the two variants [BE not the truth] and [BE not true] in 

the corpora chosen for analysis. The queries used are reported at the bottom in CQL. 

The results in Table 2 show that the nominal construction, of the kind used in the retraction 

statement, is far less likely to be used in English than the alternative adjectival construction. 

In none of the corpora does the nominal construction account for more than 2.4% of instances 

returned. It is important to note that  the British Law Report Corpus (BLaRC), which consists 

of over ten million words of judicial decisions, contains no instances of the nominal 

construction. This finding strongly suggests that the nominal construction is not simply a 

more formal variant of the adjectival construction. 

In conclusion, although the construction [BE not the truth] is grammatical, it is far 

less likely to be used in British English and other varieties of English than its adjectival 

variant [BE not true].  

C3: [APARTMENT] 

In the second sentence of the retraction statement, the author refers to the location of the 

alleged assault:  
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The truth is that I wasnt raped and everything that happened in that appartment was 

with my consent. 

The noun APARTMENT is predominantly an American English form (OED Online 2020). In 

British English, the variant typically used is the noun FLAT. Therefore, we focused on 

determining the likelihood of the American English APARTMENT being used by a speaker 

of British English. 

Specifically, we explored the relative frequency of APARTMENT and FLAT in 

corpora which were either searchable by geographical region or which were collated entirely 

from texts produced by speakers of British or American English. 

 

Variant Ten15 

(UK) 

BNC SBNC14 GloWbE 

(UK) 

NOW 

(UK) 

Ten15 

(.us) 

COCA GloWbE 

(US) 

NOW 

(US) 

[apartment] 41% 

(10,205) 

41% 

(1,814) 

20% 

(190) 

43% 

(10,143) 

40% 

(36,490) 

92% 

(7,937) 

80% 

(43,229) 

76% 

(13,704) 

88% 

(104,827) 

[flat] 59% 

(14,512) 

59% 

(2,618) 

80% 

(783) 

56% 

(13,185) 

60% 

(54,358) 

8% 

(734) 

20% 

(10,756) 

24% 

(4,409) 

11% 

(14,204) 

Queries 
[lemma="apartment"&tag="N.*"] 

[lemma="flat"&tag="N.*"] 

Table 3- Relative frequency and frequency (in brackets) of the two variants [APARTMENT] and [FLAT] in the 

corpora chosen for analysis. The queries used are reported at the bottom in CQL. The shaded area of the table shows 

the US data while the non-shaded area shows the UK data. 

The results in Table 3 suggest that, on average, it is much less likely for a native speaker of 

American English to use the British noun FLAT than it is for a British person to use the 

American noun APARTMENT. Nonetheless, the results clearly indicate a preference for 

native speakers of British English to use FLAT, especially as demonstrated by the spoken 

data in the SBNC14.  

In conclusion, someone with the linguistic background of the defendant (that is, a 

native speaker of British English) is marginally less likely to use the noun APARTMENT, 

which was seen in the retraction statement, when compared to the noun FLAT, which denotes 

the same meaning. 

C4: [DISCOVER [NP V-ing]] 

In the third sentence of the disputed paragraph, the following phrase occurs:  

 

I discovered them recording me doing sexual intercourse  
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The second part of this sentence will be analysed below; however, here the focus is on the 

relationship between the verb discovered and the complement clause which serves as its 

object. 

A complement clause is a type of dependent clause (so-called because they cannot 

stand alone) which completes the meaning of a verb, adjective, or noun. There are four types 

of complement clauses in English: that-clauses, ing-clauses, wh-clauses, and to-infinitives 

(Biber et al. 1999, p.658). In the retraction statement, the past tense form of the verb 

DISCOVER (discovered) is used with a complement clause in the form of an ing-clause, or a 

V-ing complement clause (recording). 

There are two ways in which V-ing complement clauses can be used in English (Biber 

et al. 1999, p.740). Firstly, the verb can be followed directly by the V-ing complement clause 

(as in "She remembered stealing the clock"). Alternatively, the verb can be followed by a 

noun phrase [NP] and then the V-ing complement clause (as in "she remembered him 

stealing the clock"). It is this second type of construction that is seen in the retraction 

statement. Specifically, the past tense form of the verb discover (discovered) is followed by a 

noun phrase constituted by just a pronoun (them) and then a V-ing complement clause 

(introduced by the verb recording). 

However, the verb DISCOVER is attested by Biber et al. (1999, p.663) only with 

that-clauses (e.g. I discovered that they were recording me). In contrast, the type of structure 

seen in the retraction statement, in which DISCOVER is followed by a V-ing complement 

clause, is not attested. Importantly, the voice of a verb (that is, whether it is active, as in the 

retraction statement, or if it is passive) affects the type of complementation that it can take 

and therefore the discussion in this section only covers the active voice of DISCOVER. 

To determine if the [DISCOVER [NP V-ing]] construction used in the statement is as 

unusual in English as the literature suggests, a corpus search was also conducted. 

Specifically, the frequency of the alternative [DISCOVER [that-clause]] was compared to the 

frequency of [DISCOVER [NP V-ing]]. As none of the corpora used in this investigation are 

searchable by syntactic restrictions, we only searched for instances of pronominal noun 

phrases, or noun phrases that are constituted by just a single pronoun. 

Corpus analysis (Table 4) shows that DISCOVER is much more likely to appear in 

English with a that-clause than the [NP V-ing] clause attested in the retraction statement. 

Moreover, the search does not include cases of complementation with the omission of the 
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complementiser that (e.g. "I discovered they were recording me") meaning that the reported 

figures for the [DISCOVER [that-clause]] construction here are conservative estimates. 

 
Variant JSI Ten15 BNC SBNC14 BLaRC GloWbE NOW CORE COCA 

[DISCOVER [NP 

V-ing]] 

0.6% 

(3,573) 

0.5% 

(1,237) 

0.5% 

(11) 

0% 

(0) 

0% 

(0) 

0.5% 

(166) 

16.5% 

(535) 

0.4% 

(5) 

0.6% 

(68) 

[DISCOVER [that-

clause]] 

99.4% 

(595,469) 

99.5% 

(239,066) 

99.5% 

(2,005) 

100% 

(37) 

100% 

(98) 

99.5% 

(36,173) 

83.5% 

(2,702) 

99.6% 

(1,134) 

99.4% 

(11,194) 

Queries 
 [lemma="discover"][tag="PP.?"][word=".*ing"&tag="V.*"] 

[lemma="discover"][word="that"] 

 

Table 4 - Relative frequency and frequency (in brackets) of the two variants [DISCOVER [NP V-ing]] and 

[DISCOVER [that-clause]] in the corpora chosen for analysis. The queries used are reported at the bottom in CQL. 

Although [DISCOVER [NP V-ing]] is considerably less frequent than the that-clause 

alternative, it is still attested in most of the corpora. However, a closer exploration of the 

results in corpora which are searchable by register (BNC, CORE, and COCA), revealed that 

when [DISCOVER [NP V-ing]] was attested, it was typically in very specific contexts and it 

was almost exclusively found in fictional texts. 

 Egan (2008, p.154) reports that the verb DISCOVER with a V-ing complement clause 

denotes "the perception by the matrix verb subject of something which has been hidden from 

him or her […] usually an ongoing process”. This is confirmed by the manual analysis of the 

recovered instances of this construction from the corpora, which indicate that the V-ing 

complementation is used when (1) the event described by the complement clause is suggested 

to be happening contemporaneously to the event of the main clause, and (2) that at the time 

of the discovery, the discoverer was not aware of the event in the complement clause. In 

other words, the use of DISCOVER with a V-ing clause is reserved for those cases in which 

both the ‘discovering’ and the action discovered are happening at the same time. For 

example: 

a) Aunt Ilsa was in the library; she had a heavy cold at the time and I am tempted to say 

we discovered her poring over a map, but the inelegant truth is that she was 

searching the shelves for a misplaced book when we entered. (BNC) 

b) She remembered wandering around a boyfriend's house talking to herself, and 

then discovering him sitting in the lounge. (BNC) 

c) I noticed the motion of her tail and turned to discover her stalking me, only two feet 

away. (COCA) 

d) he was frightened to discover himself grasping his wrist and considering how simple 

it would be to open a vein (COCA) 



Donlan, L. and Nini, A. (2022). Forensic authorship analysis of the Ayia Napa rape statements. In 

Picornell, I., Perkins, R., and Coulthard, M. (eds) Methodologies and Challenges in Forensic Linguistics 

Casework. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-Blackwell. 

 13 

However, the example in the disputed paragraph does not conform to this pattern. The 

paragraph unquestionably states that the writer did not know at the time of the events 

described in the complement clause that she was being recorded: 

 

The reason I made the statement with the fake report is because I did not know they 

were recording & humiliating me that night I discovered them recording me doing 

sexual intercourse 

 

Therefore, the time of the clause headed by DISCOVER (“I discovered them recording me 

doing sexual intercourse”) can only refer to a non-contemporaneous event. Both the literature 

on the topic and our corpus analysis strongly confirm that native speakers of British or 

American English exclusively use a that complement clause when describing non-

contemporaneous events. 

It is very important to stress at this point that native speakers of a language do not 

learn these rules explicitly and, indeed, if they are asked what rules they follow to choose 

complement clauses for a verb they are not able to spell them out. Instead, native speakers 

acquire these rules unconsciously by hearing and using language in real contexts. The use of 

this construction is thus not consistent with a person who is a native speaker of British 

English and it is more consistent with a person who speaks English as a second language, 

who is instead more likely to have acquired or even learned very specific grammatical rules 

of this kind. 

C5: [DO [sexual intercourse]] 

In the third sentence of the disputed paragraph, a construction occurs in which the present 

participle form of the verb DO (doing) takes the phrase sexual intercourse as its object: 

 

I discovered them recording me doing sexual intercourse  

 

Here the verb DO is used to denote the speaker's participation in a past action (sexual 

intercourse). However, an alternative way of articulating this would be to use the present 

participle form of the verb HAVE (having): 
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I discovered them recording me having sexual intercourse 

 

Therefore, a corpus search was performed to determine the relative frequencies with which 

DO and HAVE collocate with the phrase sexual intercourse. In the original results, there 

were some instances where DO functioned as an auxiliary verb (e.g. In which state does 

sexual intercourse last the longest? JSI) and thus represented a different construction to the 

one in the retraction statement. However, unlike with C.1, where it was not possible to filter 

out auxiliary instances because of the number of results returned, here, as a smaller number 

of results were returned by the corpus searches, it was possible to manually exclude auxiliary 

constructions. Thus, only relevant instances of the construction [DO [sexual intercourse]] are 

reported in Table 5 below: 

 

Variant JSI Ten15 BNC SBNC14 BLaRC GloWbE NOW CORE COCA 

[DO [sexual 

intercourse]] 

0.07% 

(9) 

0.1% 

(3) 

0% 

(0) 

0% 

(0) 

0% 

(0) 

0.2% 

(2) 

0.02% 

(1) 

0% 

(0) 

0% 

(0) 

[HAVE [sexual 

intercourse]] 

99.9% 

(13,460) 

99.9% 

(2,860) 

100% 

(108) 

0% 

(0) 

100% 

(51) 

99.8% 

(1,240) 

99.9% 

(3,633) 

100% 

(50) 

100% 

(241) 

Queries 
 [lemma="do"][word="sexual"][word="intercourse"] 

[lemma="have"][word="sexual"][word="intercourse"] 

 

Table 5 - Relative frequency and frequency (in brackets) of the two variants [DO [sexual intercourse]] and [HAVE 

[sexual intercourse]] in the corpora chosen for analysis. The queries used is reported at the bottom in CQL. 

The numbers in Table 5 indicate the verb DO is extremely unlikely to take the phrase sexual 

intercourse as its object in English. In none of the nine corpora explored, does the [DO 

[sexual intercourse]] construction account for any more than 0.2% of the results returned. 

Moreover, in the three corpora specifically centred on British English (BNC, SBNC14, 

BLARC), the variety of English spoken by the defendant, the [DO [sexual intercourse]] 

construction does not appear at all. 

As corpora are composed of naturally occurring texts, there is often informative 

metadata available to help understand the context in which the language in question was 

produced. In this instance, exploring the metadata for the [DO [sexual intercourse]] results 

revealed that many of the few instances of this construction that were found were very likely 

authored by non-native speakers of British English. For instance, two of the nine results from 

the JSI corpus originated from indiatimes.com and another of the nine was from 

thebalitimes.com. Meanwhile, one of the two results from the GloWbe corpus originated 

from Pakistan.  
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Overall, then, the construction used in the retraction statement, in which DO takes the 

phrase sexual intercourse as its object, is extremely uncommon, and it is highly unlikely that 

a speaker of British English would author this construction. Instead, there is evidence that 

this construction is associated with authors who do not speak British English as their first 

language. 

4. Summary 

To summarise, our initial manual inspection of the disputed paragraph of the retraction 

statement revealed five constructions that exhibited variation and which we thus believed 

would help build a profile of the author. Drawing on corpus linguistics methodologies and 

previous linguistic research, we reached the following conclusions: 

• the use of the construction [DO [REPORT]] instead of [MAKE [REPORT]] is 

marked and atypical in British English and other varieties of English and its presence 

is more consistent with a speaker of English as a second language; 

• the use of the construction [BE not the truth] is far less likely to be used by a native 

speaker of British English and other varieties of English than its adjectival variant 

[BE not true] and therefore its presence in the disputed text is more likely to be 

explained by its author being a speaker of English as a second language; 

• the noun [APARTMENT] is marginally less likely to be used by someone with the 

linguistic background of the writer and its presence in the disputed text is therefore 

marginally more likely to be explained by a speaker of a non-British variety of 

English or English as a second language being the author; 

• the use of the construction [DISCOVER [NP V-ing]] in the context of the disputed 

paragraph is not consistent with a person who is a native speaker of British English 

and more consistent with a person who speaks English as a second language; 

• the use of the construction [DO [sexual intercourse]] is not consistent with a person 

who is a native speaker of British English and it is instead more consistent with a 

person who speaks English as a second language. 

Given these results, it was our opinion that the linguistic evidence strongly supports the 

defence hypothesis, H1: the disputed paragraph is unlikely to have been composed by 
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someone who matches the linguistic profile of the defendant and is more likely to have been 

composed by a person who spoke English as a second language. 

The results discussed here were submitted in a report to the defendant's legal counsel 

on October 2019, and the second author of this chapter subsequently provided expert 

testimony at her trial in Cyprus the following month. Despite this forensic linguistic 

evidence, the Court ruled that the statement was admissible as a handwritten statement 

authored by the defendant without coercion. Subsequently, the defendant was then found 

guilty of public mischief in December 2019. At her sentence hearing in January 2020, she 

was given a suspended sentence of four months in prison and was ordered to pay £125 in 

legal fees. She was allowed to return home after the hearing, having by that point spent one 

month in a Cyprus prison and another six legally bound to remain in Cyprus while the trial 

unfolded. Her legal team have filed an appeal to the Supreme Court of Cyprus on the grounds 

that the defendant did not receive a fair trial and the trial breached both local and 

international laws (Justice Abroad 2019). 

5. Conclusion 

This chapter described the forensic linguistic evidence presented in court for this case of an 

alleged false allegation of rape. The chapter also demonstrates the way in which a forensic 

linguist approaches a case of this kind, both in helping the practitioner to frame the forensic 

question and in showing how a typical analysis of language for a forensic problem is carried 

out. 

  Although the results described in this chapter are exactly as presented in the report 

and in the testimony, the time passed between the analysis and the writing of this chapter and 

the space given by this publication format meant that these results could be written up more 

clearly and with more attention to detail for the benefit of an audience of non-linguists. The 

value added by this chapter, and by this volume as a whole, we believe, is therefore that the 

linguist can explain their mental and analytical process more clearly than what can be done in 

an expert witness report. By doing that, we hope that this chapter has contributed to 

shortening the knowledge gap between disciplines and fostering stronger collaborations. 
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