
 

CASE STUDY 24 

CLIENT REQUESTS MORE DIRECTNESS 

1. TRAINING OBJECTIVE 

Respond appropriately when a client asks for stronger accountability. 

The trainee should distinguish increased directness and challenge from shame, 
punishment, aggression, coercion, or transfer of responsibility. 

2. CLIENT PROFILE 

Client: Chris 

Goal: Finish a business plan required before approaching potential investors 

Current Commitment: Complete the financial assumptions section by Friday. 

3. RELEVANT HISTORY 

Chris has missed three consecutive weekly commitments related to the business 
plan. 

The Accountabili-Buddy has generally responded with exploratory questions 
followed by another commitment. 

The accountability interaction has therefore remained largely unchanged despite 
repeated non-follow-through. 

 



 

Chris has now identified the repetition himself. 

4. CLIENT MESSAGE 

Accountabili-Buddy: The financial section didn't happen again. What got in the way 
this time? 

Chris: Honestly, I think you're being too easy on me. 

Chris: Every week I tell you some reason I didn't do it, you ask me what I want to do 
next, and then we repeat the same thing. 

Chris: I need you to call me out when I'm doing that. Don't let me bullshit my way 
through these check-ins. 

5. TRAINEE TASK 

What is Chris reasonably asking for? 

What does the current accountability process need to change? 

What parts of Chris's request should the Accountabili-Buddy accept? 

What boundaries should remain? 

6. EVIDENCE ANALYSIS 

FACTS 

• Chris has missed three consecutive commitments. 

• The current accountability approach has remained largely unchanged despite 
repeated non-follow-through. 

• The Accountabili-Buddy has repeatedly used exploratory discussion followed by 
another commitment. 

• Chris explicitly requests greater directness and challenge. 



 

• Chris specifically identifies repetitive explanations and recommitments as a 
problem in the current accountability interaction. 

• Chris uses the phrase “don't let me,” which could imply transfer of responsibility if 
interpreted literally. 

CLIENT INTERPRETATION 

Chris believes the accountability interaction is insufficiently direct and allows 
repetitive explanations and recommitments to continue without adequately 
confronting the pattern. 

ACCOUNTABILI-BUDDY INFERENCE 

There is reasonable evidence that greater directness would improve the quality of 
the accountability process. 

The current approach has become repetitive and insufficiently responsive to 
accumulating evidence. 

The Accountabili-Buddy's repeated use of exploration followed by uncomplicated 
recommitment may be contributing to that process problem. 

Greater directness does not mean the Accountabili-Buddy can prevent Chris from 
rationalizing, missing commitments, or making his own decisions. 

7. PRIMARY FORMULATION 

Appropriate request for increased directness within a pattern of repeated 
non-follow-through. 

The accountability style can be recalibrated without shifting responsibility away from 
Chris. 

8. ALTERNATIVE FORMULATIONS 

The underlying reason for the repeated misses remains unresolved. 



 

Greater directness may improve the accountability interaction but should not be 
mistaken for a causal solution. 

If the repeated non-follow-through reflects poor commitment design, missing 
expertise, overwhelm, avoidance, competing priorities, or another barrier, stronger 
challenge alone will not resolve it. 

The change in accountability style should therefore improve examination of the 
pattern rather than substitute for understanding it. 

9. MISSING INFORMATION 

No additional information is required before responding to Chris's request for greater 
directness. 

The Accountabili-Buddy does, however, need to translate that request into 
professionally appropriate behavior. 

Greater directness can include: 

• Explicitly identifying repeated patterns 

• Challenging explanations that do not adequately account for the behavior 

• Refusing to treat an unchanged recommitment as a new plan without examining 
what would make the result different 

• Pointing out relevant discrepancies between stated intentions and observed 
behavior 

Greater directness does not include humiliation, insults, punishment, coercion, or 
assuming responsibility for Chris's execution. 

10. RECOMMENDED RESPONSE 

“I can be more direct. When an explanation doesn't adequately account for the 
pattern, I'll say so, and I won't treat repeating the same commitment as a new plan 
unless something about the reasoning or approach has actually changed. I won't 



 

shame you or take responsibility for making you do it. The commitment and 
follow-through are still yours.” 

11. REASONING 

Chris has identified a legitimate weakness in the current accountability interaction. 

Professional responsiveness requires adjusting the accountability approach when 
accumulating evidence shows that the current approach is no longer producing 
useful examination. 

Increased directness should mean greater precision, clearer pattern identification, 
and greater willingness to challenge discrepancies. 

It should not mean aggression, punishment, humiliation, coercion, or transfer of 
responsibility. 

The Accountabili-Buddy owns the quality of the accountability process. 

Chris retains responsibility for his commitments, decisions, and execution. 

12. PLAUSIBLE ALTERNATIVE RESPONSE 

“That's fair. We've reached the same point three weeks in a row, and simply asking 
what you want to do next isn't giving us anything new. I can challenge that more 
directly. I still can't make you follow through, but I can stop treating the same 
explanation and recommitment as though we're starting fresh each week.” 

13. WEAK RESPONSE EXAMPLES 

WEAK RESPONSE A 

“Fine. Next time you miss it, I'm not accepting any excuses.” 

Problem: The response treats explanations as inherently illegitimate and replaces 
evidence-based inquiry with adversarial enforcement. 

 



 

WEAK RESPONSE B 

“You're right. I've been letting you get away with it.” 

Problem: The language implies that the Accountabili-Buddy controls Chris's 
behavior and that Chris has been violating the Accountabili-Buddy's rules. The 
Accountabili-Buddy can own an ineffective accountability response without 
assuming responsibility for Chris's execution. 

WEAK RESPONSE C 

“I don't think being harder on yourself will help.” 

Problem: Chris did not ask to be harder on himself. He asked the Accountabili-Buddy 
to become more direct in identifying patterns and challenging repetitive 
explanations and recommitments. 

14. WHAT HAPPENS NEXT 

The agreed change in accountability style should begin in the current interaction 
rather than waiting for another miss. 

Before accepting another identical commitment, the Accountabili-Buddy can 
directly identify the repeated pattern and examine what would make another 
attempt meaningfully different. 

For example: 

“This is the third week we've arrived at the same point. Before we set the financial 
section again, I want to understand what would make this attempt different from 
the last three.” 

If Chris offers another explanation, the Accountabili-Buddy evaluates whether it 
actually helps explain the repeated behavior rather than automatically accepting or 
rejecting it. 

Future interactions should remain consistent with the agreed increase in directness 
while preserving Chris's responsibility for decisions and execution. 



 

15. RECORD / UPDATE 

Goal: Complete business plan 

Pattern: Three consecutive missed commitments 

Client Request: More direct challenge of repeated explanations and recommitments 

Accountabili-Buddy Contribution: Prior accountability responses have repeatedly 
returned to exploration and recommitment without sufficiently adapting to the 
accumulating pattern 

Accountability Adjustment: Increase explicit pattern identification and direct 
examination of repeated explanations and unchanged recommitments 

Boundary: No shame, punishment, coercion, aggression, or transfer of responsibility 

Underlying Cause of Misses: Still unresolved 

Next Step: Apply increased directness to the existing pattern before establishing 
another commitment 

16. SCORING CRITERIA 

Full-credit responses should: 

• Take Chris's request for greater directness seriously 

• Recognize the existing pattern of repeated non-follow-through 

• Recognize the Accountabili-Buddy's contribution to the repetitive accountability 
process 

• Distinguish directness from aggression, punishment, humiliation, or coercion 

• Define how increased directness will change the accountability interaction 

• Avoid assuming that stronger challenge resolves the underlying barrier 

• Avoid treating explanations as inherently invalid 



 

• Avoid repeating an unchanged accountability response despite accumulating 
evidence 

• Maintain Chris's responsibility for decisions and execution 

• Apply the accountability adjustment without unnecessarily waiting for another miss 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


