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STABLE BEHAVIOR VS. CONTINUED NEED FOR ACCOUNTABILITY
1. TRAINING OBJECTIVE

Distinguish useful maintenance accountability from continued external verification

that may no longer be necessary for an established behavior.

The trainee should recognize that stable behavior does not automatically require
withdrawal of accountability and does not automatically justify indefinite active
attention to the same behavior.

The relevant question is whether continued accountability around the behavior
remains useful and supports client ownership.

2. CLIENT PROFILE

Client: Peter

Goal: Maintain weekly financial review

Current Commitment: Review household spending every Sunday evening.
3. RELEVANT HISTORY

Peter has completed the review for 14 consecutive weeks.



For the last six weeks, the scheduled accountability interaction around this behavior
has consisted primarily of confirming whether the weekly review occurred.

Peter reports that he generally completes the review without waiting for the
Accountabili-Buddy to ask about it.

The behavior therefore appears stable under the current conditions.
4. CLIENT MESSAGE

Accountabili-Buddy: How did the financial review go this week?
Peter: Done.

Peter: You're still going to keep asking me about it every week, right?

Accountabili-Buddy: Do you think you still need me to check this particular behavior
every week?

Peter: Probably not, but | like knowing someone is checking. | worry that if you stop
asking about it, | might stop doing it.

5. TRAINEE TASK

What does Peter’'s 14-week performance establish?

What does it not establish?

What is the professional concern in Peter's statement?

Does preference for continued accountability establish dependence?

Should the Accountabili-Buddy automatically reduce Peter's overall
accountability contact?

What should be examined next?
6. EVIDENCE ANALYSIS

FACTS



« Peter has completed the weekly financial review for 14 consecutive weeks.

- For the last six weeks, the accountability interaction around this behavior has
consisted primarily of confirming completion.

- Peter reports that he generally completes the review without waiting for the
Accountabili-Buddy to ask.

« Peter says he likes knowing that someone will check whether the review occurred.

+ He worries that he might stop the behavior if the Accountabili-Buddy stopped
checking it.

* There is no current evidence showing what would happen if this particular behavior
stopped receiving active accountability attention.

* There is no evidence that Peter's overall service arrangement or check-in frequency
needs to change.

CLIENT INTERPRETATION
Peter believes continued external verification may help preserve the routine.

He also expresses uncertainty about whether the behavior would continue without
that verification.

ACCOUNTABILI-BUDDY INFERENCE

Peter's 14-week performance provides strong evidence that the financial-review
behavior has become stable under the conditions currently present.

It does not establish whether the Accountabili-Buddy's continued verification is
necessary to maintain it.

Peter's preference for continued accountability does not, by itself, establish
dependence.



However, his concern that the behavior might collapse if the Accountabili-Buddy
stops checking makes it useful to examine how much ownership of the routine Peter
attributes to himself versus the accountability process.

The professional question is not whether Peter should lose accountability support.

The question is whether this established behavior still benefits from active
accountability attention and whether continued verification is serving a useful
maintenance function.

7. PRIMARY FORMULATION

Stable behavior with unresolved need for continued active accountability
attention. Peter's preference for external verification may reflect useful
maintenance support, emerging reliance on verification, or both.

8. ALTERNATIVE FORMULATIONS
USEFUL MAINTENANCE ACCOUNTABILITY

Knowing that the completed review will be discussed may remain a simple and
effective accountability structure for Peter.

Continued accountability is not inherently problematic merely because the behavior
is stable.

If the structure remains useful, proportionate, and consistent with Peter's chosen
accountability arrangement, there may be no immediate reason to remove it.

EMERGING RELIANCE ON EXTERNAL VERIFICATION

Peter may be attributing continued performance to the Accountabili-Buddy's
verification more strongly than the available behavioral evidence supports.

His statement that he worries he may stop if the Buddy stops asking makes this

formulation relevant.

It does not establish that Peter is dependent.



ESTABLISHED BEHAVIOR THAT NO LONGER NEEDS ACTIVE ATTENTION

Peter may already own the routine sufficiently for the financial review to move out of
active accountability attention.

If so, the existing accountability interaction could potentially be used for another
behavior, commitment, or goal that Peter considers more useful to address.

That decision belongs to Peter and does not automatically require a change in his

overall service arrangement.
9. MISSING INFORMATION

The Accountabili-Buddy needs to understand what Peter believes the weekly
verification is currently doing for him.

The useful distinction is between:

+ accountability that continues to provide meaningful maintenance value;

- preference for the reassurance of being checked;

« and a belief that Peter cannot maintain the behavior without external verification.

The Accountabili-Buddy does not need to prove independence by withdrawing
support.

The next conversation should clarify the function of continued accountability around
this particular behavior.

10. RECOMMENDED RESPONSE

“Fourteen weeks tells us this routine has become very stable. You also said you
usually complete it without waiting for me to ask, so I'm curious about what the
weekly check is doing for you now. Does knowing I'll ask still help you follow
through, or does it mostly make you feel safer about a routine you may already be
maintaining yourself?”



11. REASONING

The response uses Peter's successful history without assuming either independence
or dependence.

His stable performance is evidence that the behavior is established under current
conditions.

His statement that he generally completes the review without waiting for the
Accountabili-Buddy provides additional evidence of behavioral ownership.

At the same time, the Accountabili-Buddy cannot know from the existing evidence
whether anticipated accountability still contributes meaningfully to that stability.

The question therefore examines the function of continued verification rather than

automatically removing it.
This preserves an important distinction:
A stable behavior may still benefit from accountability.

A stable behavior does not automatically require permanent active accountability
attention.

The Accountabili-Buddy should not manipulate Peter's overall check-in frequency
merely to test whether he can function without accountability.

The professional task is to determine whether continued attention to this behavior
remains useful and proportionate.

12. PLAUSIBLE ALTERNATIVE RESPONSE

“You may still find it useful to know this will come up in our check-in. But after 14
consistent weeks, it's worth asking whether the financial review itself still needs
active accountability attention. What do you think you're getting from continuing
to reportit?”

This version directly examines the value of continued accountability while leaving
Peter's broader service arrangement untouched.



13. WEAK RESPONSE EXAMPLES
WEAK RESPONSE A
“Of course. | will always check your financial review every week.”

Problem: The response promises indefinite attention to the behavior without
examining whether that attention continues to provide useful accountability value.

WEAK RESPONSE B
“You're dependent on me, so we need to stop checking it.”

Problem: Peter's preference for continued verification does not establish
dependence. The response converts a possibility into a conclusion and unilaterally
removes support.

WEAK RESPONSE C
“If you stop doing it when | stop asking, then you were never really accountable.”

Problem: The response is judgmental and conceptually inaccurate. External
accountability can legitimately support behavior without invalidating the client's
effort or ownership.

WEAK RESPONSE D
“Let's move you from weekly check-ins to every other week and see what happens.”

Problem: The response changes Peter's overall accountability frequency in order to
test one stable behavior. The usefulness of active attention to the financial review
should be evaluated separately from Peter's broader service arrangement.

14. WHAT HAPPENS NEXT

If Peter identifies meaningful value in continuing to report the financial review, the
behavior may remain part of the accountability interaction.



If Peter concludes that the behavior feels established and the weekly verification is
adding little, he may decide that active accountability attention would be more

useful elsewhere.

Peter could maintain the financial review independently while using his existing
accountability interactions for another commitment or goal.

If Peter wants to learn whether the routine remains stable without active verification,
he may choose to stop reporting this particular behavior for a period and observe
what happens.

If the financial review deteriorates after active attention is removed, that becomes
evidence that maintenance accountability may still be useful.

If the behavior remains stable, that becomes evidence that Peter may no longer
need active accountability around this particular routine.

None of these outcomes automatically requires a change in Peter's overall service
arrangement or check-in frequency.

Peter retains ownership of whether the behavior remains an active accountability
target and how he wants to use his accountability support.

15. RECORD [ UPDATE

Goal: Maintain weekly financial review

Current Commitment: Review household spending every Sunday evening
Performance: 14 consecutive weeks completed

Recent Accountability Process: Primarily confirmation of weekly completion

Client Report: Generally completes review without waiting for Accountabili-Buddy
inquiry

Client Concern: Worries behavior may stop without continued verification



Current Formulation: Stable behavior; continued value of active accountability
attention unresolved

Possible Functions of Continued Accountability: Useful maintenance support,
reassurance, emerging reliance on verification, mixed factors

Missing Information: What Peter believes continued verification currently contributes
to follow-through

Next Question: What function does continued active accountability around this
established behavior serve for Peter?

16. SCORING CRITERIA
Full-credit responses should:
* Recognize the strength of Peter's 14-week stability

« Recognize that stable behavior does not automatically mean accountability should
be removed

* Recognize that preference for continued accountability does not establish
dependence

« Identify Peter's concern about stopping verification as relevant evidence without
overinterpreting it

« Distinguish active accountability around one behavior from Peter's overall service
arrangement

« Examine the function of continued verification rather than assuming its necessity or
lack of necessity

« Recognize that an established behavior may remain a legitimate maintenance
target

* Recognize that accountability attention may also be redirected if Peter decides the
behavior no longer requires it



« Avoid manipulating check-in frequency merely to test independence
« Avoid promising indefinite monitoring automatically
« Avoid labeling Peter as dependent

- Preserve Peter's ownership of whether the financial review remains an active
accountability target

- Preserve Peter's ownership of his broader accountability arrangement



