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What’s in a name?

➢Parental Alienation

➢Pathogenic Parenting

➢Programming

➢Brainwashing

➢Parental Alienation Syndrome

➢Child Affected by Parental Relationship Distress (CAPRD)

➢Parental Interference 



What is “Parental Alienation”?

Example 1:

➢Parental alienation is “[t]he process of  one 
parent trying to undermine and destroy to varying 
degrees the relationship that the child has with the other 
parent.” 

Michigan Court of  Appeals (Meadows v. Meadows/Henderson, No. 296056, 2010 WL 
3814352, at *3 n.3 (Mich. Ct. App. Sept. 30, 2010))



What is “Parental Alienation”?

Example 2:

➢Parental Alienation “is primarily a description of  the 
psychological condition of  [a] child.” 

➢“The essential feature of  parental alienation is that a 
child…allies himself  or herself  strongly with one parent (the 
preferred parent) and rejects a relationship with the other 
parent (the alienated parent) without legitimate justification.”

Tennessee Court of  Appeals (McClain v. McClain, 539 S.W.3d 170, 182 (2017)



What is “Parental Alienation”?

Example 3:

➢Parental alienation … requires (1) that the alleged alienating conduct, 
without any other legitimate justification, be directed by the favored parent, 
(2) with the intention of  damaging the reputation of  the other parent in the 
children’s eyes or which disregards a substantial possibility of  causing such, 
(3) which proximately causes a diminished interest of  the children in 
spending time with the non-favored parent and, (4) in fact, results in the 
children refusing to spend time with the targeted parent either in person, or 
via other forms of  communication.” 

New York Supreme Court (J.F. v. D.F., 61 Misc.3d 1226(A), 2018 N.Y. Slip Op. 51829(U))



It’s 2019…The Debate is Over

➢“… there is no doubt that parental alienation 
exists.” 

➢Not a “gender war over the children” – “The Court 
rejects any such simplistic analysis.”

New York Supreme Court (J.F. v. D.F., 61 Misc.3d 1226(A), 2018 N.Y. Slip Op. 51829(U))



Hot Off  the Press!

➢Expert testimony on parental alienation “aided the 
court by providing a counterintuitive explanation as 
to the dynamics…present in [the] situation.”

➢Expert testimony met the threshold level of  
reliability ~ Daubert standard

Supreme Judicial Court of  Maine (Bergin v Bergin, __ A.3d __ (2019)) (2019 WL 3788326)





Some Recent Decisions



Some Recent Decisions
➢Matter of  Marriage of  Reichert, No. 48783-7-II, 2018 WL 1393794, at *7 (Wash
Ct App, March 20, 2018)

➢In re HM, No. G057128, 2019 WL 3522043, at *26 (Cal Ct App, August 2, 2019)

➢Hiller v Hiller, 919 NW2d 548, 558 (SD, 2018)

➢SternJohn v John, No. A18-1838, 2019 WL 3000751, at *5 (Minn Ct App, July 1, 
2019)

➢Delekta v Delekta, No. 345006, 2019 WL 2711294, at *3 (Mich Ct App, June 27, 
2019) Syndrome

➢Geary v Geary, 27 NE3d 877, 895 (Ohio Ct App, 2015)

➢McClain v McClain, 539 SW3d 170, 223 (Tenn Ct App, 2017) 

➢Rodman v Friedman, 33 AD3d 400, 401; 826 NYS2d 1, 2 (2006)

➢Bergin v Bergin, No. HAN-19-77, 2019 WL 3788326, at *3 (Me, August 13, 2019)



FINDINGS OF FACT THAT LED TO COURT INTERVENTION

BEHAVIORS OF AN ALIENATING PARENT

Bad Mouthing

Limiting Contact

Interfering with 
Communication

Interfering with 
Symbolic 

Communication

Withdrawal of 
Love

Telling the Child 
that the Target 

Parent is 
Dangerous

Forcing the Child 
to Choose

Tel ling the Child that 
the Target Parent does 

not Love Him or Her

Confiding in the 
Chi ld

Forcing the Child 
to Reject the 
Target Parent

Asking the Child to 
Spy on the Target 

Parent

Asking the Child to 
Keep Secrets from 
the Target Parent

Referring to the 
Target Parent by 

Firs t Name

Referring to a  
Step-Parent as 

“Mom” or “Dad” 
and Encouraging 

the Chi ld to do the 
Same

Changing the 
Child’s Name to 

Remove 
Association with 
the Target Parent

Cultivating 
Dependency & 

Undermining the 
Authority of the 
Target Parent

Withholding 
Important 

Information 
from the Target 

Parent



FINDINGS OF FACT THAT LED TO COURT INTERVENTION

8 SYMPTOMS OF PARENTAL ALIENATION IN CHILDREN

Cruelty Towards 
the Al ienated 

Parent with no 
Remorse or Guilt

Presence of 
Borrowed 
Scenarios

Reflexive 
Support of the 

Al ienating 
Parent

Spread of 
Animosity to 

Extended Family 
of the Al ienated 

Parent

The Campaign of 
Denigration

Lack of 
Ambiva lence

Weak, Frivolous, 
and Absurd 

Rationalizations 
for the 

Deprecation

The 
Independent-

Thinker 
Phenomenon



Parental Alienation = Material Change in Circumstances

➢Material Change 
in Circumstances

➢Proper Cause to 
Revisit Custody 
& Parenting 
Time



“Abuse Use of  Conflict” = Deprivation of  Normal Childhood

➢“Abuse Use of  
Conflict”

➢Repeated CPS 
claims



Target Parent’s Toolbox
➢CONTEMPT!

➢Accountability ~ Violations of  Court Orders

➢Forensic examination ~ Electronic Evidence

➢Production of  “Therapy” Records

➢Financial Sanctions ~ Attorney Fees

➢Remedial / Make-up Parenting Time

➢Petition for Change of  Custody



Email / Text Messages
➢Expose the Alienating Behavior!

➢“Father: You have a right to be ugly to 

[Mother]…”

➢“She is mentally ill. The bible tells us clearly

that mental illness is a spiritual problem…”

➢“You will never like her. Nobody likes her…”

➢Court: Father “Passive/Aggressive Liar”



Sanctions for Criminal Contempt!

➢Incarceration / Jail

➢Financial Sanctions

➢Compulsory Participation in 
Psycho-educational Workshops

➢“Self-Executing Fines” for any 
future violations



Trial Judges: Show us the Evidence!
➢"[T]he trial court found no evidence of  parental alienation….”

Moir v. Moir, No. 323725, 2016 WL 555838, at *11 (Mich. Ct. App. Feb. 11, 
2016), appeal denied, 500 Mich. 881 (2016).

➢"[T]he court impliedly found no expert was necessary, because there was no 
evidence of  parental alienation. .."

In re Marriage of  Daniel, No. B174755, 2005 WL 1515414, at *4 (Cal. Ct. App. 
June 28, 2005).

➢"No evidence was submitted that supports a conclusion that Mother engaged 
in parental alienation….the sole concern raised by the guardian ad litem was 
unsubstantiated by the evidence."

Maxwell v. Maxwell, 2008-Ohio-1324, 2008 WL 754861, at *5 (Ohio Ct. 
App. March 24, 2008).



Judges
Judges need special training in order to deal with contact failure cases

The determination of  guilt or blame should come after immediate interim 
orders to prevent deterioration into full contact failure, and for 
reinstatement of  contact where it has already failed

Orders for contact need to be clear, specific and unequivocal

Where necessary, orders should specify sanctions for non-compliance, 
including fines or imprisonment for contempt of  court

Zero tolerance for non-compliance



“Judges are not cruel; they just get 
used to things.”

– G. K. Chesterton, On Tremendous Trifles
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English speaking jurists have grappled with 
family members alienating children from one of 
their parents for more than two hundred years. 

King v. De Manneville, 5 East 221, 102 Eng. Rep. 1054 (K.B. 1804); 

Shelley v. Westbrook, 37 Eng. Rep. 850 (Ch. 1817);

Earl of Westmeath v. Countess of Westmeath, 162 Eng. Rep. 992 (1826);

In re Barry, 42 F. 113 (S.D.N.Y. 1844)

In re Burrus, 136 U.S. 586 (1890). 



American courts have dealt with 
cases of PA in high-conflict child 
custody cases since Gardner’s early 
formulation.



Research into PA cases, 1985–2018, illustrates that
these pernicious cases of child abuse are becoming
increasingly common. But despite this being a
“common occurrence,” family law and custody
courts have struggled to effectively deal with
recalcitrant parents who refuse to abide by or
actively interfere with other parents’ custody.

Relief is difficult for a number of 
reasons:



Relief is difficult for a number of 
reasons:

Brainwashed and 
alienated children often, 
through no fault of their 
own, participate in their 

abuse.

Visitation and custody 
orders are insufficiently 

specific to justify 
sanctioning alienating 

parents.

The effectiveness of 
sanctions is 

questionable.

Fines may be so 
nominal as to fail “to 
cause any change in 

active access, let alone 
changing subversive or 
subconscious behavior.”

Any associated relief 
can be difficult to 

enforce.

Any associated relief will 
not compensate the 
alienated parent for 

time lost or emotional 
distress.



In more recent years, torts of a more general
nature have been used by alienated parents to
obtain damages and relief from not only the
alienating parents, but those third parties who assist
them.

Tort Remedies:



Intentional 
infliction of 
emotional 
distress

False 
imprisonment

Loss of 
consortium 

and/or society 
of a child

Defamation

Conspiracy
Negligent 

investigation

Violation of the 
Parental 

Kidnapping 
Protection Act

Tort Remedies:



Experts agree that: 

Forcing parental alienation into one area of the law is a mistake. Relief 
for parental alienation should not be an “either/or” proposition. 
Because of the dual nature of an alienated parent’s injuries—harm to 
his relationship with his child, on the one hand, and emotional distress 
on the other—neither family law nor tort law, standing alone, has the 
capacity to offer complete relief. This is not due to any failure on the 
part of either source of law, but rather their respective focuses.  



Lawsuits Entailing 
Intentional 
Infliction of 
Emotional Distress:



Raftery v. Scott, 
Virginia, 1985 

As with several other cases, 
Raftery v. Scott  ended up 
in federal court due to the 
fact that the parents were 
citizens of different states—
here, New York and Virginia



The jury awarded the father $40,000 in compensatory 
damages and $10,000 in punitive damages, and the mother 
appealed. 

The appellate court held:

“The fact that a tort may have overtones of alienation of 
affection does not bar recovery on the separate and distinct 
accompanying wrongdoing.”

Raftery v. Scott, 
Virginia, 1985 



Bhama v. Bhama, 
Michigan, 1988 
The parents in Bhama v. Bhama,  
both psychiatrists, battled over 
custody of their two children for 
seven years after their divorce until 
November 5, 1986, when the 
Michigan Supreme Court denied 
leave to appeal after the latest 
award had placed custody of both 
children with the father.



The appellate court concluded that “we are unpersuaded 
that the deliberate destruction of a parent–child relationship 
can never be recognized as outrageous conduct.”

Bhama v. Bhama, 
Michigan, 1988 



Sheltra v. Smith, 
Vermont, 1978

The plaintiff mother in Sheltra v. 
Smith,  alleged:



Between approximately September 10, 1977 and October 7, 
1977, the Defendant [Father] willfully, maliciously, 
intentionally, and outrageously inflicted extreme mental 
suffering and acute mental distress on the Plaintiff, by 
willfully, maliciously, and outrageously rendering it impossible 
for any personal contact or other communication to take 
place between the Plaintiff and her daughter Monica Smith. 

Sheltra v. Smith, 
Vermont, 1978



The Caledonia County, Vermont trial court dismissed the complaint, 
alleging it failed to state a cause of action. In reversing and remanding 
the matter, the Vermont Supreme Court held:

We find the complaint adequate …. [I]t alleges the four elements of the 
tort necessary to establish the prima facie case: outrageous conduct, 
done intentionally or with reckless disregard of the probability of 
causing emotional distress, resulting in the suffering of extreme 
emotional distress, actually or proximately caused by the outrageous 
conduct.

Sheltra v. Smith, 
Vermont, 1978



The court concluded by acknowledging “ . . it is the task of 
the law to remedy wrongs which merit redress even at the 
expense of incurring a flood of litigation.”

Sheltra v. Smith, 
Vermont, 1978



Pankratz v. Willis, 
Arizona, 1987

On or about April 15, 1983, the 
former wife of the plaintiff-father in 
Pankratz v. Willis  and his child, then 
approximately 4½ years old, 
disappeared.  As of the date of the 
court’s 1987 opinion, the plaintiff 
father had not seen his daughter for 
four years.



The jury found for the father and awarded him $125,000 in 
compensatory damages. The appellate court affirmed.

Pankratz v. Willis, 
Arizona, 1987



Lawsuits 
Concerning 
Interference with 
Custody/Visitation:



Wolf v. Wolf, Iowa, 
2005
The parties divorced in 1999 and 
primary physical care was awarded 
to Mother. Custody then switched 
back and forth between Mother and 
Father,  ending with the Child living 
in Arizona with Mother, with whom 
she remained for the next 11 
months, despite the clear custody 
order.



Father filed a civil suit in Iowa for interference with custody 
based on the Iowa decision Wood v. Wood, 338 N.W.2d 123 
(Iowa 1983) and the Restatement (Second) of Torts § 700 
(1977), and the trial court denied Mother’s motion to dismiss 
for failure to state a claim.  The appellate court affirmed the 
awards to the Father of compensatory damages and punitive 
damages.

Wolf v. Wolf, Iowa, 
2005



Streeter v. Executive 
Jet Management, 
Connecticut, 2005

On or about August 23, 2001, Father 
absconded with the parties’ two 
children, then aged 6 and 7, from 
Connecticut to Egypt via a private, 
chartered flight without the Mother’s 
knowledge or consent.



Mother and children sued the air charter service for 
interference with custodial relations, negligence, and loss of 
filial consortium, and a jury awarded them $10 million for 
emotional distress and $17 million for loss of filial 
consortium.  The appellate court affirmed.

Streeter v. Executive 
Jet Management, 
Connecticut, 2005



Lloyd v. Loeffler, 
Wisconsin, 1982
In the Wisconsin suit, Lloyd v. 
Loeffler,   the Seventh Circuit 
affirmed the federal district court for 
the Eastern District of Wisconsin’s 
judgment against Maternal 
Grandparents for their role in the 
interference with Father’s custody.  
Father had been awarded custody of 
Child in Maryland in 1979, with 
Mother enjoying visitation rights. 



The court awarded $70,000 in compensatory damages, for 
which Grandparents were jointly and severally liable, and 
$25,000 in punitive damages “to grow by $2,000 every 
month until Carol is returned to her father’s custody.”  
Grandparents, alone, appealed, and the Seventh Circuit 
affirmed. 

Lloyd v. Loeffler, 
Wisconsin, 1982



Gibson v. Gibson, 
California, 1971

Paternal Grandmother in Gibson v. 
Gibson  provided Father with help 
and “financial support,” to, together 
with Father “deprive plaintiff of the 
lawful custody of her two children by 
aiding her son to take them to 
Mexico.”



By the time of the decision in this case, Mother had not seen 
her children for seven years.  Mother filed suit against 
Grandmother for the deprivation of custody and a jury 
awarded her $50,000 in actual and $40,000 in punitive 
damages.  The appellate court affirmed.

Gibson v. Gibson, 
California, 1971



DiRuggiero v. 
Rodgers, New 
Jersey, 1984
In DiRuggiero v. Rodgers,   a New 
Jersey father, whose custodial rights 
were invaded, sued the mother, her 
current husband, current husband’s 
adult child and her attorney, alleging 
violations of the Parental Kidnapping 
Protection Act and for tortious 
interference with custody rights.



When the dust settled the appellate court ruled 

“an allegation of deliberate interference with the legal right 
of a spouse to custody of a minor child states a claim in tort 
under New Jersey law.”

DiRuggiero v. 
Rodgers, New 
Jersey, 1984



Eberle v. Adams, 
Texas, 2001
Mother’s parents and boyfriend were 
found liable to Father for interference 
with custody rights in Eberle v. 
Adams. 

Mother failed to return Child from a 
court-ordered visitation shortly after 
the decree was entered that named 
Father as the primary physical 
conservator.



The jury found Grandparents and Boyfriend, along with 
Mother’s Sister liable on Father’s claims for interference with 
custody, intentional infliction of emotional distress, and 
conspiracy, and awarded Father over $1,000,000 in actual 
damages as well as punitive damages. Other than the 
judgment against an Aunt (which it reversed for insufficient 
evidence), the Court of Appeals affirmed.

Eberle v. Adams, 
Texas, 2001



Lawsuits 
Concerning Loss of 
Maintenance and 
Support:



Daily v. Parker, 
Illinois, 1945

The minor children of Mr. Daily, who 
resided in Pennsylvania, sued 
(through their mother) a Chicago, 
Illinois, woman in an Illinois federal 
district court, seeking damages from 
her for their father’s refusal to 
continue to contribute to their 
maintenance and support.



The Seventh Circuit held:

Our conclusion, without going further into the matter, is that a 
child today has a right enforceable in a court of law, against one 
who has invaded and taken from said child the support and 
maintenance of its father, as well as damages for the destruction 
of other rights which arise out of the family relationship and 
which have been destroyed or defeated by a wrongdoing third 
party. 

Daily v. Parker, 
Illinois, 1945



Johnson v. Luhman, 
Illinois, 1947 

The Illinois state courts soon 
followed the Seventh Circuit’s lead in 
Johnson v. Luhman.  In Johnson, the 
five minor children of Mr. Johnson 
sued Ms. Luhman for “alienating the 
affections of their father and 
depriving them of his support and 
society” in state court. 



The Second District appellate court held:

[M]inor children … have a right to protect their relationship 
with their parents and are properly entitled to seek damages 
from one who has destroyed their family unit

Johnson v. Luhman, 
Illinois, 1947 



Russick v. Hicks, 
Michigan, 1949

The children in Russick v. Hicks  
were just 2 and 4 years of age when 
they filed a complaint in a Michigan 
federal district court against 
Lawrence Hicks, “a neighbor, friend, 
and associate of their parents and a 
frequent visitor in their home,”…



The court reasoned:

Theirs is not the traditional alienation-of-affections suit—it is an 
action to recover damages for a direct wrong to the infant 
plaintiffs, that is, the wrongful invasion of their family 
relationships and the loss of the benefits therefrom …. The court 
is convinced that the above statute did not abolish, and does not 
bar, the right of action asserted by the plaintiffs in the present 
case. Their right of action arose when defendant enticed and 
induced their mother to desert them and the family home.

Russick v. Hicks, 
Michigan, 1949



Miller v. Monsen, 
Minnesota, 1949

The 6-year-old daughter of Mrs. 
Miller sued Harold Monson in a 
Minnesota state court for civil 
damages…



A verdict was entered in the child’s favor and Mr. Monsen
appealed. In affirming the lower court, the Minnesota Supreme 
Court held:

[I]n accordance with what we deem to be the better-considered 
authorities, that a child has legally protected rights in the 
maintenance of the family relationship against interference by 
outsiders, and that enticement by an outsider of the parent from 
the family home constitutes an invasion of the child’s rights, for 
which it may maintain an action for damages. 

Miller v. Monsen, 
Minnesota, 1949



Lawsuits 
Concerning a Loss 
of Society and 
Companionship:



Rosefield v. 
Rosefield, California, 
1963

Rosefield v. Rosefield  presents one 
of the earliest, modern cases of PA 
addressed by American courts. The 
parents of little Kelly Rosefield (aged 
2.5 when the petition was filed) 
separated in 1959 before Kelly was 
even born, and Kelly’s mother had 
custody of her until 1961.



The First District court of appeals held, a third party may be 
liable to a parent for the wrongful taking of a child.

Rosefield v. 
Rosefield, California, 
1963



Hutelmyer v. Cox, 
North Carolina, 1999 

In August 1997, a nine-woman, 
three-man, North Carolina jury 
awarded a highly-publicized $1 
million judgment to a former wife 
whose husband’s affections were 
successfully “stolen” by his secretary, 
whom he later married.



Ex-wife alleged that she and ex-husband had a “fairy tale 
marriage” until shortly after Secretary separated from her 
former husband in 1992.  Secretary then “became openly 
flirtatious and spent increasingly more time alone with” Ex-
husband, “changed her appearance,” to wear “short skirts, 
low-cut blouses, and tight clothing to the office.”

Hutelmyer v. Cox, 
North Carolina, 1999 



The jury found for Ex-wife and awarded her $500,000 in 
compensatory damages and $500,000 in punitive damages. 
The appellate court found no error in the awards.

Hutelmyer v. Cox, 
North Carolina, 1999 



Loss of support, loss of companionship—how 
many target parents have complained of 
these very injuries?  Finally, the 
intentionality of pathological alienating 
parents has been recognized in law and 
target parents have recovered for their 
injuries outside of family court.  How many 
times do we hear about defamation and 
direct interference with custody and 
visitation?  In these difficult cases, we hear 
these complaints all the time.  Here we see 
that there is a forum to redress the injuries 
flowing from the awful behavior of 
alienating parents, even when the family 
courts are too timid to act.



Coming Soon From 
Charles C Thomas 

Publisher

This book is intended for mental health and 
legal professionals who are concerned about 
parental alienation: psychologists, 
psychiatrists, social workers, and other 
practitioners; forensic experts who testify 
regarding children of high-conflict family 
relationships; family law attorneys and 
professors of family law; domestic relations 
and family court judges; and researchers who 
study the children of separated and divorced 
parents.



Coming Soon From 
Charles C Thomas 

Publisher
Section One: Clinical Considerations and Research
1. Introduction to Parental Alienation
2. The Psychosocial Assessment of Contact Refusal
3. Parental Alienating Behaviors
4. Parental Alienation: How to Prevent, Manage, and Remedy It
5. Parental Alienation and Empirical Research
6. Recognition of Parental Alienation by Professional Organizations

Section Two: Legal Issues
7. Alienating Behaviors and the Law
8. Admissibility of the Construct, Parental Alienation
9. Parental Alienation in U.S. Courts, 1985 to 2018
10. The Importance of Voir Dire in High-Conflict Family Law Cases
11. Parental Alienation: An International Perspective
12. Tips for Expert Testimony
13. Public Policy Initiatives Related to Parental Alienation
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