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CASE STUDY 60
THE FORMERLY RELIABLE CLIENT
1. TRAINING OBJECTIVE

Avoid overrelying on a client’s historical identity when current behavior has changed
meaningfully.

2. CLIENT PROFILE

Client: Carlos
Goal: Complete weekly business-development activity
Current Commitment: Contact three prospective clients per week

3. RELEVANT BACKGROUND
For five months, Carlos completed three to five contacts almost every week.
During the last six weeks:

» Week 1: two;

« Week 2: one;
» Week 3: zero;
» Week 4: one;
» Week 5: zero;
« Week 6: zero.



The Accountabili-Buddy repeatedly describes Carlos as “normally very consistent.”
INTERACTION1

Accountabili-Buddy: Zero again this week.

Carlos: Yeah.

Accountabili-Buddy: You have always been consistent with this, so | assume this is
just another rough patch?

Carlos: Maybe.

Carlos: | am honestly not sure | want to keep growing this business the same way

anymore.
4. PROVISIONAL EVIDENCE ANALYSIS
FACTS

« Historical performance was strong;

« current decline has persisted for six weeks;
- the decline is no longer brief;

« Carlos questions the strategy or goal itself.

ACCOUNTARBILI-BUDDY INFERENCE
Historical reliability should not be used to minimize sustained current change.
5. PROVISIONAL FORMULATION

The prior model of Carlos as reliably committed to this particular strategy may be
outdated.

6. INITIAL INTERVENTION

The Accountabili-Buddy should reassess the goal and method rather than waiting
for previous behavior to return.



“Six weeks is long enough that | do not think we should keep calling this a
temporary dip. What has changed about how you see the business or client
acquisition?”

INTERACTION 2

Carlos: | still want the business.

Carlos: | am tired of cold outreach.

Carlos: | have been getting more referrals lately and would rather build around that.
7. UPDATED EVIDENCE

Goal value remains.

The strategy has lost endorsement.

The prior behavior decline is therefore not necessarily reduced commitment to the
business.

8. REVISED FORMULATION

Strategic disengagement from a previously effective but no longer preferred
method.

9. RECOMMENDED RESPONSE

“Then the business goal is still active, but the cold-outreach commitment may no
longer fit how you want to pursue it. We should stop using your past consistency
with that method as evidence that it still belongs in the plan. What do you want the
commitment to become?”

INTERACTION 3

Carlos replaces cold outreach with a structured referral-development commitment
and follows through consistently over the next month.



10. FINAL FORMULATION

The client did not lose general reliability. The accountability plan remained
attached to an outdated strategy.

11. WHY THIS CASE MATTERS

Past performance should inform interpretation.

It should not freeze the client in a historical identity.

“Carlos is consistent” is less useful than:

“Carlos was consistently committed to this behavior under prior conditions.”
12. WEAK ACCOUNTABILI-BUDDY RESPONSES

WEAK RESPONSE A

“You are normally so consistent. Just get back to it.”

Problem: Uses history to override current information.

WEAK RESPONSE B

“You have become unreliable.”

Problem: Converts a strategy-specific decline into a global trait.

WEAK RESPONSE C

“Let’s lower cold outreach to one.”

Problem: Adjusts quantity without asking whether the method remains endorsed.
13. RECORD [ UPDATE

Historical Pattern: Strong cold-outreach consistency
Current Decline: Six weeks
Goal Value: Business growth still endorsed



Strategy Value: Cold outreach no longer preferred

Revised Formulation: Accountability attached to outdated method
New Approach: Referral-development activity

Outcome: Consistency restored

14. SCORING CRITERIA
Full-credit responses should:

« use historical data without being constrained by it;
* recognize sustained current change;

- distinguish goal from method;

« update the client model;

« avoid trait labeling.



