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The critical di�erences between research from experts in the �eld of science
and scholarly advocates with a background in law.

Did the authors…. Meier et al.,
(2019)

Harman &
Lorandos (2020)

Post their research design on the Open Science Framework so other scientists could see what was
planned and if the study was executed as planned?

Lack of transparency makes it impossible to know if the Meier team changed their research design as they collected and coded
data, which would lead to biases.

Pre-register and embargo their hypotheses so they could not adjust their hypotheses to �t their
data after the fact?

The Meier team could have changed their hypotheses to match their �ndings after running their statistics, making their study
just exploratory and not a true scienti�c test.  

De�ne in a replicable way what was meant by “alienation cases”?

If it is not clear what an “alienation” case was, we cannot know what cases were actually included in the Meier team’s study
and whether other scientists would have agreed with the de�nitions used by the investigators.  

Have all their cases and coding documentation available or provided on request?

Without a list of the cases included in the study, it is impossible to know whether the Meier team actually included cases where
parental alienation occurred or was alleged, and verify whether the way their coders applied their codes was not biased.

Show the statistical models that were used to draw conclusions?

We cannot know whether the Meier team’s analyses were appropriate for use with their data without seeing the models, 
nor can we tell how many cases were included in each analysis or what the magnitude of their e�ects were.

Thoroughly describe what variables were included in all statistical models?

When you add variables to a model, it changes the outcomes. Many unethical scholars add variables to models until they get
the results they want. The Meier team provides no speci�c information about all the variables in their models.

Clearly describe why all cases were included or excluded?

Without knowing what cases were excluded and clearly knowing why, the Meier team may have cherry picked the cases they
wanted to include in their study to support their hypotheses. We also then don’t know if the Meier team’s cases are comparable
to all cases at the US appellate level. 

Publish the research results in a peer-reviewed scienti�c journal?

The Meier team’s 2019 report was published in a law journal that was not reviewed by other scientists. Therefore, the methods,
statistics, and conclusions of their �nal paper were not evaluated by people with the scienti�c background to critique it. This
is not the same as having their initial project idea reviewed by a granting agency. The �nal product was not reviewed by scientists. 
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Provide details about who the people were who selected and coded the cases?

The Meier team did not provide details on the coders (e.g., gender, training) and they could have been biased.  

Describe the statistical results accurately and not exaggerate the �ndings?

The Meier team often reported odds ratios as probabilities, which exaggerates the �ndings.

Detail the coding process and explain how discrepancies in coding were resolved?

To prevent biases, the research design should have processes in place to ensure the coders do not know the hypotheses of the
study and detail how disagreements in coding were resolved. The Meier team did not provide any details about this and so the
objectivity of the coders is questionable.  

Issued on behalf of Harman & Lorandos


