
 

CASE STUDY 45 

ACCURATE SELF-CRITICISM VS. GLOBAL SELF-JUDGMENT 

1. TRAINING OBJECTIVE 

Distinguish accurate recognition of a recurring behavioral problem from an 
unsupported global conclusion about character or identity. 

The trainee should preserve valid negative evidence rather than reassuring it away 
while keeping conclusions at the level the evidence actually supports. 

2. CLIENT PROFILE 

Client: Vanessa 

Goal: Complete weekly administrative tasks on time 

Current Commitment: Submit expense documentation every Friday. 

3. RELEVANT HISTORY 

Over eight weeks, Vanessa submitted the expense documentation on time twice. 

She has repeatedly delayed administrative tasks. 

The pattern appears particularly associated with this category of work. 

 



 

The available history establishes repeated non-follow-through but does not yet 
establish the mechanism producing it. 

4. CLIENT MESSAGE 

Accountabili-Buddy: Friday passed again without the expense submission. 

Vanessa: I know. 

Vanessa: I am just undisciplined. There is no point pretending otherwise. 

Vanessa: This is what I always do with boring stuff. 

5. TRAINEE TASK 

Is Vanessa's self-criticism entirely inaccurate? 

What part of her conclusion is supported by the evidence? 

What part exceeds the evidence? 

What does her reference to “boring stuff” contribute to the formulation? 

What remains unresolved about the mechanism? 

What would you say next? 

6. EVIDENCE ANALYSIS 

FACTS 

• Vanessa has missed six of eight expense-documentation deadlines. 

• She has repeatedly delayed administrative tasks. 

• The observed pattern is concentrated in a particular category of work rather than 
established across all areas of her behavior. 

• Vanessa describes these tasks as boring. 

• A recurring non-follow-through problem is established. 



 

• The available evidence does not establish that Vanessa is broadly inconsistent or 
undisciplined across other responsibilities. 

• The mechanism producing the administrative non-follow-through remains 
unresolved. 

CLIENT INTERPRETATION 

Vanessa recognizes that the missed deadlines represent a recurring problem. 

She interprets that pattern as evidence that she is globally “undisciplined.” 

She also associates the pattern with tasks she experiences as boring. 

ACCOUNTABILI-BUDDY INFERENCE 

Vanessa's conclusion contains both supported and unsupported elements. 

The supported conclusion is behavioral: she has repeatedly failed to follow through 
on administrative commitments, including six of eight expense-documentation 
deadlines. 

The unsupported conclusion is global: the evidence does not establish that 
“undisciplined” accurately describes Vanessa across contexts or as a general 
characteristic. 

Her reference to boring tasks is relevant because it may help localize the pattern. 

It does not yet establish whether boredom itself is causal or whether these tasks also 
differ in structure, perceived importance, immediacy, consequences, competing 
demands, or some other relevant feature. 

The Accountabili-Buddy should therefore preserve the negative behavioral evidence 
while rejecting the unsupported expansion from specific behavior to global identity. 

 

 



 

7. PRIMARY FORMULATION 

Accurate recognition of repeated task-specific non-follow-through combined 
with an unsupported global self-judgment. The mechanism underlying the 
administrative pattern remains unresolved. 

8. ALTERNATIVE FORMULATIONS 

TASK-SPECIFIC AVOIDANCE 

Vanessa may be more likely to postpone administrative tasks because she finds 
them unpleasant or unrewarding. 

Her reference to “boring stuff” makes this plausible but does not establish avoidance 
as the mechanism. 

LOW PRIORITY 

Administrative tasks may repeatedly lose out to work Vanessa considers more 
important, urgent, or rewarding. 

This would represent a prioritization pattern rather than a general lack of discipline. 

INSUFFICIENT IMPLEMENTATION STRUCTURE 

The tasks may lack a reliable execution structure despite recurring deadlines. 

The current evidence does not establish whether Vanessa has a specific plan for 
when or how the administrative work gets completed. 

SIMPLE REPEATED NON-FOLLOW-THROUGH 

A more specific mechanism may not yet be necessary or supported. 

The observed behavioral pattern itself can remain the working formulation until 
additional evidence improves discrimination. 

MIXED FORMULATION 

Several factors may contribute to the repeated misses. 



 

The Accountabili-Buddy should not infer a more complex explanation merely 
because the behavior has recurred. 

9. MISSING INFORMATION 

The Accountabili-Buddy needs to understand what consistently happens around 
Vanessa's administrative commitments and whether that sequence differs from 
responsibilities she completes reliably. 

A useful comparison is between this category of work and another category in which 
Vanessa follows through. 

The comparison should come before selecting a mechanism. 

The Accountabili-Buddy does not need to determine whether Vanessa is “really 
disciplined.” 

The relevant question is what accounts for the observed behavioral difference. 

10. RECOMMENDED RESPONSE 

“There is a real pattern here. Six of eight expense deadlines were missed, so I don't 
want to pretend the follow-through problem isn't happening. What that evidence 
establishes is a problem with these commitments. It doesn't establish that you're 
globally undisciplined. You said this happens with boring tasks. What tends to 
happen with these that doesn't happen with responsibilities you complete 
reliably?” 

11. REASONING 

Professional accountability should preserve accurate negative evidence. 

Telling Vanessa that she is actually highly disciplined would replace her unsupported 
negative conclusion with an unsupported positive one. 

The Accountabili-Buddy can instead correct the level of inference. 

Six missed deadlines are meaningful evidence of poor follow-through in this area. 



 

They are not sufficient evidence for a global conclusion about Vanessa's character 
or identity. 

Vanessa's own observation that the pattern occurs with “boring stuff” is useful 
because it suggests the behavior may be context-specific. 

The next inquiry compares contexts rather than accepting “undisciplined” as the 
explanation. 

That comparison may generate information capable of distinguishing among 
task-specific avoidance, prioritization, implementation problems, simple 
non-follow-through, or another mechanism. 

12. PLAUSIBLE ALTERNATIVE RESPONSE 

“I would separate two conclusions. The first is supported: your administrative 
follow-through has been poor. The second is much broader: that you're an 
undisciplined person. We don't have evidence for that. What is different about the 
tasks you repeatedly delay compared with the things you reliably get done?” 

13. WEAK RESPONSE EXAMPLES 

WEAK RESPONSE A 

“No, you're very disciplined.” 

Problem: The response contradicts meaningful negative evidence with unsupported 
reassurance. The Accountabili-Buddy does not need to replace a negative identity 
judgment with a positive one. 

WEAK RESPONSE B 

“You're right. You need more discipline.” 

Problem: The response converts a specific behavioral pattern into a global 
explanation without establishing that the same pattern exists across contexts or 
identifying the mechanism producing it. 

 



 

WEAK RESPONSE C 

“Don't talk about yourself like that.” 

Problem: The response focuses on policing Vanessa's language while leaving the 
accountability problem untouched. The useful correction is not merely that the 
wording sounds negative, but that the conclusion exceeds the evidence. 

14. WHAT HAPPENS NEXT 

The Accountabili-Buddy can compare what happens around administrative tasks 
with responsibilities Vanessa completes reliably. 

If Vanessa consistently delays tasks she experiences as boring despite having a 
workable opportunity to complete them, task-specific avoidance may gain weight. 

If administrative tasks repeatedly lose out to responsibilities Vanessa considers more 
important or urgent, prioritization may become more relevant. 

If the tasks lack a reliable execution structure, commitment design or 
implementation may deserve greater attention. 

If no more specific mechanism is supported, the Accountabili-Buddy can retain 
repeated administrative non-follow-through as the working formulation without 
inventing a deeper explanation. 

The formulation should remain specific to the evidence and should be updated if 
later behavior shows that the same pattern extends into other areas. 

15. RECORD / UPDATE 

Goal: Complete weekly administrative tasks on time 

Current Commitment: Submit expense documentation every Friday 

Performance: Two of eight deadlines met 

Established Pattern: Repeated non-follow-through on administrative tasks 



 

Client Interpretation: Globally “undisciplined”; associates pattern with boring tasks 

Current Formulation: Real task-specific non-follow-through pattern; global 
self-judgment unsupported; mechanism unresolved 

Possible Mechanisms: Task-specific avoidance, prioritization, insufficient 
implementation structure, simple repeated non-follow-through, mixed factors 

Missing Information: What consistently differs between administrative tasks and 
responsibilities Vanessa completes reliably 

Next Question: What happens around these tasks that differs from work Vanessa 
reliably completes? 

16. SCORING CRITERIA 

Full-credit responses should: 

• Preserve the valid negative behavioral evidence 

• Recognize that six of eight missed deadlines establish a meaningful recurring 
pattern 

• Keep the conclusion specific to the behavior and context supported by the 
evidence 

• Reject unsupported global conclusions about Vanessa's character or identity 

• Avoid replacing negative self-judgment with unsupported positive reassurance 

• Treat Vanessa's reference to boredom as relevant evidence without assuming it 
establishes the mechanism 

• Distinguish observation of a pattern from explanation of that pattern 

• Compare contexts before selecting a more specific formulation 

• Preserve simple repeated non-follow-through when the evidence does not support 
a deeper mechanism 



 

• Avoid global labeling 

• Redirect accountability attention toward the mechanism producing the specific 
behavioral pattern 

• Update the formulation if later evidence shows that the pattern extends beyond 
administrative work 


