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Read it this way: A memorable everyday prompt, with substantial scientific and high-stakes limitations.

Ease of application: Easy to remember; sound application depends heavily on context.

Confidence in the overall appraisal: moderate. Specific evidence limits accompany the findings.

About This Review

This review combines factual reporting with editorial judgments about the identified book and its evidence. Ratings apply our published
rubric; they are not percentages of truth or judgments about an author’s honesty. Criticism of support does not itself show that a claim is
false. Evidence is assessed through 13 September 2026, with source-access limits disclosed. Read the methodology, book-specific
disclosures, and full editorial notice with the review. Corrections and substantive responses are welcome.
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“But removing your financial support is the only thing that will work.”

Robbins makes this statement about adults who refuse treatment or fail to honor conditions attached
to financial support, after other attempts to help have failed. Setting a firm limit can be reasonable in
those situations. But the passage then extends its prescription to every form of financial help,
including rent and groceries. ™

The word only is the problem. Whether to withdraw financial support depends on what the support is
doing, what the person needs, what alternatives exist, and what happens when it disappears. A catchy
framework cannot settle that decision in advance.

This is the central weakness of Mel Robbins’s book. Its simplest idea can be useful: stop trying to
control every reaction, and take responsibility for your own next action. The further the book travels
from ordinary frustration into neuroscience, serious illness, and consequential relationship
decisions, the less dependable it becomes.

My verdict: use the phrase as a reminder, not as a general theory of people or a treatment guide.

There is a good short essay inside The Let Them Theory. Accept that someone made a choice. Stop
replaying an argument you cannot undo. Send the invitation. Have the conversation. Decide what you
will do next.

Those ideas do not require unsupported scientific precision or universal promises. In this case, the
packaging adds certainty faster than it adds evidence.

The whole formula matters

A fair review has to include both halves: Let Them, and Let Me.

The first part means accepting that other people have their own choices, judgments, and reactions.
The second brings attention back to what you can do: communicate, make a request, change an
arrangement, set a limit, or leave. @

That is more useful than a simple instruction to withdraw. Robbins explicitly warns against using the
idea to disappear from relationships. She also recognizes exceptions involving immediate danger and
encourages professional support in parts of the book.

The friendship material is particularly constructive. Rather than turning a slow reply or a missed
invitation into an elaborate interpretation, the reader is encouraged to take initiative and build
opportunities for contact. That is something a person can actually try.

The strongest version of the book therefore describes a shift from unproductive control attempts to
constructive action. It may function as a memorable cue at a moment when someone is tempted to
ruminate, argue, or wait passively.
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The harder question is whether the branded method reliably produces the broad benefits claimed for
it, and whether its extensions remain sensible when the stakes rise.

A useful mnemonic and a validated psychological intervention are different accomplishments. This
review gives the first credit without pretending the evidence establishes the second.

Three claims behind the rating

Acceptance plus personal action improves life and relationships. Relevant component research
makes this plausible. Direct evidence for the branded package and its broad guarantees is missing
from the material examined. The central claim receives 50%.

Reducing pressure and using positive influence helps other people change. Respectful
communication and some reward-timing techniques have relevant support, but the book’s general
explanation of motivation and resistance is too categorical. Evidence for those ingredients does not
establish the full sequence Robbins calls the ABC Loop: apologize and ask, back off and observe, then
celebrate progress while modeling change. This claim receives 50%.

Withdrawing rescue or financial support allows people to heal and take responsibility. Some forms
of accommodation can maintain a problem. Extending that insight to blanket rules about serious
illness and dependence creates a much less defensible recommendation. This claim receives 25%. ¥

The resulting Scientific Accuracy score is 42%. That is an assessment of these propositions and their
evidence, not a claim that the remainder of the text is false.

The useful distinction is between an everyday cue and a decision system. A cue can remind you to
pause. A decision system must help you choose among actions with very different consequences. This
book is much stronger at the first job.

Acceptance research does not validate the branded method

There is serious research behind acceptance-based approaches. It deserves to be described accurately
rather than treated as a general scientific endorsement of anything that sounds similar.

A meta-analysis of Acceptance and Commitment Therapy included 39 randomized trials and 1,821
patients. It found benefits over pooled control conditions. Those were studies of therapeutic
interventions, which can include assessment, guided practice, feedback, and repeated work—not
studies of repeating “Let Them” and “Let Me.”

A newer review, published in 2026, asks a more demanding question: does full ACT treatment
outperform other established psychotherapies? Across 34 randomized trials, it found no average
advantage and recurring weaknesses in trial design. That does not mean ACT is ineffective, or prove
the treatments equivalent. It means the comparison matters—and neither review tests Robbins’s
two-part phrase. [20]
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Other research associated habitual acceptance of thoughts and feelings with better psychological
health and less negative emotional responding. An important distinction was that the favorable

pattern concerned acceptance of mental experiences, rather than simply accepting external situations.
[5]

That distinction matters in ordinary life. You can acknowledge that you feel angry while deciding that
the treatment provoking your anger needs to change. Accepting the presence of an emotion is
compatible with challenging an arrangement.

There is also promising research on brief breathing exercises, but the details matter. A month-long
trial of daily five-minute practices found larger increases in positive feelings with breathing
exercises than with mindfulness meditation. Cyclic sighing also led to a greater fall in respiratory
rate. The trial did not detect a breathing-group advantage for anxiety or negative feelings. It was
exploratory and registered after data collection, not a confirmatory trial with its outcomes publicly
set in advance. [21]

Later studies do not deliver one simple verdict on “breathing.” Two trials of different protocols found
no primary stress advantage over matched breathing controls. A four-minute cyclic-sighing pilot
found less pain, but no detected difference between groups in anxiety or depression. These are
different tests, not exact repetitions of the original trial. The sensible claim is that a specified
exercise may help a specified outcome—not that one breath resets everything. [21]

The missing step is evidence that this particular package produces its advertised outcomes when
ordinary readers apply it. A therapy’s effect size cannot be transferred to a phrase by resemblance.
Nor can a testimonial establish what would have happened without the method.

The review located a later scholarly commentary about the Let Them Theory in language education. It
offers conceptual discussion, not a controlled outcome trial. That is useful for understanding how the
idea is being discussed, but it does not close the evidence gap. ©

The more defensible claim is simple: the phrase may help some readers remember an acceptance-
and-action distinction. Whether that cue improves their situation depends on what they do with it.
That is worth exploring without calling it a proven general transformation method.

Control, influence, and responsibility are different things

Other people’s thoughts are not available for direct command. That does not make influence
imaginary.

A request, a changed environment, an offer of help, a boundary, or a consequence can affect what
someone does without guaranteeing the result. The book relies on this fact when it teaches readers to
influence other people, even while using sweeping language about relinquishing control. "
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The distinction is practical. Imagine a colleague who misses an important handoff. You cannot
command them to care. You can clarify the task, ask about the obstacle, change the workflow, or
decide what to do if it happens again. “Let Them” cannot choose among those responses.

Responsibility also needs boundaries. Being able to take a useful next step does not mean you caused
the original problem or have unlimited power to solve it. Money, health, safety, another person’s
consent, and competing obligations can all change the available options.

A useful plan starts with an accurate description of those constraints. Pretending they do not exist
may feel empowering for a moment, but it can leave the reader with a worse plan and more self-
blame when the plan fails.

The book is strongest when it moves readers toward a concrete action. It is weakest when that
invitation expands into a claim that the result is almost entirely theirs to create.

My practical translation would be: accept what has already happened, distinguish what you can
choose from what you can influence, and act on the actual situation. The aim is to stop wasting effort
on impossible control, not to stop using the influence and support that remain available.

The brain does not simply stop listening to bad news

The book suggests that negative messages can fail to register because the listening part of the brain
turns off. It connects this discussion to work associated with Tali Sharot. The relevant research
presents a more conditional picture.

In a study of belief updating under threat, participants became more receptive to bad news under
perceived threat, reducing the usual asymmetry in favor of good news. The work included a
laboratory manipulation and observations of firefighters on duty. It challenges a simple story in
which threatening information is neurologically screened out. ©!

The task itself deserves caution. Researchers have produced apparent good-news/bad-news
updating differences even when the events were emotionally neutral, raising questions about what
the measurement means. Garrett and Sharot challenged the neutral-event result in 2023 and
reported different findings with a modified task. Their study did not register its methods and analysis
plan in advance, and different ways of analyzing the data gave different answers. This debate does
not establish that their threat experiment failed an exact replication. It does mean we should not turn
one contested task into a settled account of how every person processes bad news. [22]

A broader meta-analysis of fear appeals also found a positive average effect on a composite of
attitudes, intentions, and behavior. It included 127 articles and 248 independent samples. That does
not mean frightening a partner is good relationship advice; it means the universal claim that fear-
based messages necessarily backfire is too strong. ™
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The useful question is when a message helps and when it does not. Repetitive criticism can be
counterproductive. A credible warning can supply information a person needs. A respectful request, a
threat, a consequence, and practical assistance are not one intervention called pressure.

The same precision matters when the book says people change only when they feel like it. A person
can want a result, dislike the required action, and still do it. Another person can sincerely want
change and lack the resources or functioning to sustain it.

The book’s own examples sometimes recognize these distinctions. Its general theory should be at
least as nuanced as those examples. A useful account of motivation has to explain the role of goals,
circumstances, abilities, and consequences—not simply tell the reader to wait for desire to appear.

Earlier rewards deserve more credit

Robbins’s advice to acknowledge progress has a closer scientific basis than a general discussion of
whether rewards help or hurt motivation might suggest. In five experiments, Woolley and Fishbach
found that earlier rewards could increase interest in an activity compared with delayed rewards. One
experiment compared an immediate bonus, a delayed bonus, and no extra bonus; everyone still
received a small participation payment. A 2022 follow-up changed parts of the design to examine
alternative explanations and again found support for earlier rewards. [23]

That is genuine support for the core timing idea. It should not be dismissed by pointing to studies in
which certain rewards reduced interest: comparing earlier with later rewards is a different question
from comparing a reward with none.

The remaining limits are about what was measured and where it applies. Enjoying a task more,
reporting greater interest, or freely choosing to continue it does not establish lasting self-directed
motivation across relationships, workplaces, and clinical problems. The reward, its conditions, and
the activity still matter. This gives one ingredient of positive influence some credit; it does not
establish the whole ABC Loop as a dependable way to change another person. [23]

The financial-cutoff rule reaches beyond the evidence

Some assistance can perpetuate a problem. The question is what kind, through what mechanism, and
under which conditions.

A parent repeatedly helping a child avoid an anxiety-provoking task is addressing a different
situation from a parent paying for treatment or housing. Giving money that directly supports a
harmful behavior differs from providing food or helping someone access care. Those differences
should determine the response.

The clinical examples in the appendix show why one universal withdrawal rule is inadequate. In a
childhood-anxiety trial, a structured parent treatment called Supportive Parenting for Anxious
Childhood Emotions (SPACE) met the study’s noninferiority criterion against cognitive-behavioral
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therapy (CBT) delivered to children. That means the trial tested whether SPACE fell behind CBT by
more than a specified margin—not whether withdrawing ordinary support cures anxiety. It was a
structured, supportive treatment, not an instruction to abandon a child. [11]

A 2026 SPACE review found promising results, but most studies were low quality and improvements
did not consistently last at follow-up. There is also a preliminary trial with highly dependent adult
children. That closer adult application deserves credit, but its parent treatment and waiting-list
comparison cannot justify an arbitrary cutoff of essentials or the same response to every illness. [24]

CRAFT, a family-training approach for engaging someone with a substance-use problem in
treatment, also deserves a fair account. Its original trial and a later review found favorable
treatment-entry results. A Swedish trial with parents of young adults, however, found no detectable
advantage over structured counseling. Getting someone into treatment is not the same outcome as
recovery, and either approach involves more than announcing that help is over. [12]25]

Housing research makes a related distinction. Housing First programs improve housing stability
more clearly than they improve short-term health or substance-use outcomes. These programs
combine housing with services; they do not test unrestricted parental payments. Their relevance is
narrower: making someone’s housing conditional on treatment is not a universal prerequisite for
support to help. [26]

Evidence that one kind of accommodation can maintain symptoms does not prove that financial
withdrawal is the only remaining route to recovery. The causal chain has to be demonstrated, not
supplied by the moral appeal of independence.

Robbins does include an immediate-danger exception. She also recognizes situations where
professional help matters. Those safeguards rule out the crude criticism that she literally tells readers
to stand by during any crisis.

The remaining problem is the categorical statement in the financial discussion. The recommendation
can influence a high-stakes decision even when a different chapter contains a more careful warning.

For a reader facing that situation, the safer conclusion is not “keep paying for everything forever.” It
is to distinguish sustainable boundaries from abrupt removal of essentials and to assess likely
consequences with appropriate help. The right boundary depends on the case.

This review has not established that the book caused adverse outcomes. The concern follows from the
prescription and its foreseeable applications. That is sufficient reason to reject the universal rule
without inventing a harm statistic.

Paying for therapy does not settle the privacy question

The book says: “Having your parents pay for your therapy and then refusing to let them talk to your
therapist is a form of gaslighting.” [
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A privacy boundary, by itself, is not evidence that someone is manipulating another person’s
perception of reality. Financial dependence may create a conversation about what support someone is
willing to provide. It does not make the accusation of gaslighting follow automatically.

The passage conflates three questions: who pays, what information may be shared, and whether
someone is engaging in a deceptive pattern of manipulation. Those need separate consideration.

There can be circumstances in which family involvement is helpful or necessary. The appropriate role
depends on the person, the treatment, relevant consent and confidentiality rules, and the situation. A
payment alone is not a complete answer. ™

This matters because the book’s central promise is to help readers distinguish their own choices from
other people’s. Here, the guidance moves toward treating financial support as purchasing access to
another person’s inner life.

A family can discuss what support is feasible, what communication would be useful, and what the
person receiving treatment is willing and able to share. That is a difficult practical conversation.
Labeling refusal as gaslighting shortcuts the conversation by assigning a clinical-sounding fault.

I would remove the categorical statement. Readers can be encouraged to become financially
independent without being told that a treatment-privacy boundary is itself manipulative.

Of the book’s problems, this is one of the most important. It is concrete, consequential, and
unnecessary to the useful acceptance-and-action idea. Nothing of value in that basic idea depends on
keeping this passage.

Scientific-looking numbers can make weak advice feel precise

The book includes a series of exact-sounding claims: a daily thought count, a short time limit for
emotions, a childlike emotional age assigned to many adults, and a percentage of desired outcomes
supposedly obtainable through effort.

The precision exceeds the support examined in the review. There is no established universal census
showing that every person has the same number of thoughts per day. A research method identifying
transitions in neural activity would also not be a literal counter of every private thought. Replacing
one viral number with another would repeat the problem. [

Likewise, an analogy comparing adult behavior with that of an eight-year-old can be a compassion
exercise. It does not establish equivalence in emotional capacity across a population. Continuing
brain development also does not create a clean birthday at which every adult becomes independently
able to manage serious illness.

The numerical rules often do little work beyond creating authority. Other people have thoughts
outside your direct control regardless of how they are counted. A person can practice responding to
an emotion without believing every emotional response should end on the same short schedule.
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This is why I would remove the unsupported precision rather than replace it with equally confident
alternatives. The good advice can be stated without it.

Ask a simple question when an exact number appears in a self-help book: what was measured, in
whom, and how does that measurement determine the action being recommended? Sometimes the
number will help. Sometimes it is a scientific-looking decoration on advice that was already plausible
—or implausible—without it.

The bibliography contains wrong-work links

Three checked identifiers lead to works different from those named in their bibliography entries.

A DOI attached to a Barron entry resolves to The Value of Beliefs, by Bromberg-Martin and Sharot. A
PMC identifier in a Guell entry leads to the fear-appeal meta-analysis by Tannenbaum and
colleagues. A DOI in the Kurth-Nelson entry leads to a paper by Gesiarz, Cahill, and Sharot about
motivation and evidence accumulation. [

These are not just papers we could not access. The links lead somewhere—but to a different work
from the one named in the bibliography.

That is relevant to a book that asks readers to trust its science. A bibliography should let someone
follow the evidence. Correcting an identifier is not a complete repair if the intended paper still fails to
support the claim, but it is the first step.

These mismatches appear in both copies of the book checked for this review. Neither has been
checked against a publisher-issued copy, so we cannot establish which authorized editions contain
the errors or how they arose. The mismatches also do not establish fabrication or author intent.

The broader audit separates source identity from source support. A paper can be correctly identified
while being used for the wrong outcome or an unsupported generalization. Conversely, a broken link
can sit beside an otherwise accurate description. These are distinct errors and deserve distinct
corrections.

The reference problems help explain the book’s 25% Reference Accuracy score. They are not the only
issue: several passages also make stronger inferences than the linked research warrants. The
appendix lays out the individual relationships so readers can inspect them rather than accept a
negative label on trust.

Friendship is the book’s best practical territory

The friendship chapters improve when they stop promising a complete explanation and start
describing useful actions.
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Initiate contact. Create opportunities to see people again. Accept that proximity, timing, and available
energy change. Stop treating every shift in availability as a verdict on your place in someone’s life.
The book presents these ideas with more practical value than many of its neuroscience claims. ['®

Research on time spent together and relationship closeness is relevant, but it should not be turned
into a universal friendship quota. The estimates vary across samples and models. People may become
closer through time together, and people who connect may choose to spend more time together. The
book’s specific 74-hour figure was not verified as the paper’s general threshold. [

Fortunately, the useful advice does not depend on reaching a magic number. Repeated, enjoyable
contact is a much better target than clocking enough hours to qualify for friendship.

The dating material needs a similar distinction. A person can decide that an arrangement does not
meet their needs without claiming certainty about someone else’s feelings. “This level of consistency
does not work for me” is a decision based on experience. “I know exactly what they feel because I am
confused” is an inference about a private state.

The book’s direct commitment conversation is more useful than its mind-reading shortcuts: state
what matters, ask where the other person stands, and examine what happens afterward.

That is the action component at its best. It reduces endless interpretation by obtaining better
information and making a choice. It doesn’t require pretending uncertainty has vanished.

Immediate relief is not the whole outcome

A phrase can make you feel better because it interrupts pointless rumination. It can also make you
feel better because it gives you permission to avoid a necessary conversation.

Those possibilities may feel similar at first and lead somewhere different later. This is an

interpretation of the book’s own warning about withdrawal, not a measured claim about its readers.
[18)

The practical test is what happens next. Does “Let Me” produce a constructive action? Do you
communicate more clearly, make a decision, or stop an unproductive argument? Or do you become
quieter, less connected, and more convinced that other people are the problem?

The method also needs permission to fail. The book tells readers who become lonely that they are
using it incorrectly. Sometimes someone may indeed have omitted the action half. But a framework
should allow for poor fit, nonresponse, and unintended effects even when it is used sincerely.
Otherwise, every success validates the method while every failure indicts the user. [®

I would apply the same standard to relationship timelines. A specified period of singleness, no
contact, or grief recovery can be a proposed structure, but an observational finding cannot establish a
universal treatment duration. A person should not treat a calendar milestone as a test of whether they
are recovering correctly. ['®!
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The more useful goal is movement toward a life and relationships that work, not perfect adherence to
a slogan or schedule. Relief is welcome. It should be considered alongside what the behavior actually
produces.

What | would keep—and what | would leave behind

Use the two-part phrase in ordinary situations where you are trying to manage another capable
adult’s reaction or repeatedly revisiting an event you cannot change.

Imagine you were not invited to a dinner. You can accept that the dinner happened without turning it
into a complete theory of your social worth. You can also decide to invite someone to lunch, ask about
a broader pattern, or put more effort into relationships that are reciprocal. The phrase is useful if it
helps you choose an appropriate next action.

For another example, a colleague rejects an idea. Accepting the rejection need not mean deciding the
idea was excellent and the colleague was wrong. It can mean asking what objection mattered,
revising the proposal, or moving on. Self-respect and learning fit together.

These are illustrative applications, not clinical recommendations or evidence of average effects from
reading the book.

Keep: the distinction between someone else’s choice and your next action, the invitation to
communicate directly, and the practical friendship advice.

Modify: categorical claims about motivation, romantic interest, comparison, emotional timelines,
and what control means.

Reject: the claim that financial withdrawal is the only route left, the categorical gaslighting label for a
therapy-privacy boundary, and unsupported scientific numbers presented as settled facts. "

For serious illness, dependence, impaired capacity, danger, or decisions about withdrawing
essentials, the framework is not enough. The correct response depends on facts and responsibilities it
cannot assess.

The useful test is simple: does the phrase help you face the situation and act constructively? If it helps
you dismiss information, avoid a necessary conversation, or feel superior to someone else, it is doing
a different job from the one worth keeping.

Why the rating is 33%

Scientific Accuracy: 42%. There is relevant support for some component ideas, but the branded
method and its broad guarantees remain unestablished. The high-stakes extensions are substantially
weaker.
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Reference Accuracy: 25%. The identified wrong-work links and overextended source use materially
weaken the evidence trail.

Practical Value: 33%. An everyday mnemonic may be useful, particularly in the friendship and
action-oriented material. The broad promises and categorical guidance about dependence, illness,
and privacy reduce confidence in its use as a stand-alone guide. ™

The overall percentage is an equally weighted editorial assessment across these categories, not an
estimate of how many readers will benefit or how much of the text is false.

A short, careful version of the idea could retain much of its value: accept the current facts, stop
demanding impossible control, and choose your next useful action.

Let the phrase remind you to think. Don’t let it do the thinking for you.

Want to inspect the evidence? The technical appendix contains the full claim register, chapter
assessments, source audit, score calculations, limitations, and evidence assessment. The reader essay
and appendix make the same numerical judgments; they serve different reading needs.

Evidence notes

Each note links to the relevant passage of the technical appendix, which identifies the relevant book passages, original research, and source-

access limitations. These notes are a reading aid, not a new claim that every source was rechecked for this essay.

N

. Central claim C: Stop rescuing people so they can heal. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical appendix.
2. The strongest fair reading. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical appendix.
3. Three central scientific claims. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical appendix.

4. Acceptance and Commitment Therapy: the 2015 meta-analysis. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical

appendix.

5. Accepting thoughts and feelings: laboratory, diary and longitudinal evidence. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in

the technical appendix.

6. Strietholt, S., & Petron, E. (2025). From pop psychology to L2 pedagogy: The ‘Let Them Theory’ as a reflective frame in applied linguistics .

Applied Linguistics . DOI: 10.1093/applin/amaf058. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical appendix.
7. Practical use, limitations, and safeguards. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical appendix.

8. Central claim B: Stop pressuring people and use positive influence. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the

technical appendix.

9. Garrett, N., Gonzdlez-Garzén, A. M., Foulkes, L., Levita, L., & Sharot, T. (2018). Updating beliefs under perceived threat . Journal of
Neuroscience, 38(36), 7901-7911 . DOI: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0716-18.2018. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the

technical appendix.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23

24.

25.

26.

Tannenbaum, M. B,, et al. (2015). Appealing to fear: A meta-analysis of fear appeal effectiveness and theories . Psychological Bulletin . DOI:

10.1037/a0039729. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical appendix.

Parent-based treatment and child CBT: the childhood-anxiety trial. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical
appendix.
Family approaches to helping someone enter alcohol treatment: the original CRAFT trial. Detailed assessment, source references, and

access limits in the technical appendix.

Official HHS guidance on mental-health information and family involvement. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the
technical appendix.

Neuroscience and numerical claims. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical appendix.
Bibliography audit: identity is not the same as support. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical appendix.
Friendship, comparison and romantic relationships. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical appendix.

Hall, J. A. (2019; first online 2018). How many hours does it take to make a friend? . Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 36(4), 1278—
1296 . DOI: 10.1177/0265407518761225. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical appendix.

Central claim A: Acceptance plus personal action improves life. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical
appendix.

How the ratings were determined. Detailed assessment, source references, and access limits in the technical appendix.

Current ACT synthesis: established-treatment comparison, trial quality and scope. Primary sources and actual access limits in the technical
appendix.

Breathing trial registration, public data/code, and later protocol/comparator/endpoint-specific tests. Primary sources and actual access limits
in the technical appendix.

Belief-updating measurement debate, including the neutral-event critique and the 2023 response. Primary sources and actual access limits
in the technical appendix.

. Favorable earlier-reward timing experiments, partial replication and scope limits. Primary sources and actual access limits in the technical

appendix.

SPACE study quality, follow-up and preliminary adult-parent treatment extension. Primary sources and actual access limits in the technical

appendix.

CRAFT favorable synthesis and Swedish active-comparator trial; treatment entry is not recovery. Primary sources and actual access limits in

the technical appendix.

Housing First housing outcomes versus health, bias and private-cash inference limits. Primary sources and actual access limits in the
technical appendix.
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