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CASE STUDY 62
THE CLIENT WHO LEARNS TO SAY THE “RIGHT” THINGS
1. TRAINING OBJECTIVE

Recognize when accountability terminology becomes a sophisticated form of
explanation that is not adequately supported by behavior or evidence.

2. CLIENT PROFILE

Client: Marcus
Goal: Complete a weekly business-development task
Current Commitment: Contact four prospects

3. RELEVANT BACKGROUND
Marcus has worked with Accountabili-Buddy for several months.
He understands the language used in prior conversations:

« overwhelm;

« redlistic commitments;
« avoidance;

- competing priorities;

« shrinking goails;

« intentional pause.



INTERACTION1
Accountabili-Buddy: Zero of four this week. What happened?

Marcus: | think | was overwhelmed, so | need to respect my capacity and shrink the
goal.

Marcus: Maybe one prospect next week is more realistic.
4. PROVISIONAL EVIDENCE ANALYSIS
FACTS

« Marcus reports overwhelm;

* he proposes a specific interpretation and intervention using accountability
terminology;

« the factual basis for overwhelm has not yet been established.

ACCOUNTABILI-BUDDY INFERENCE
The terminology may be accurate.

It should not receive automatic professional authority merely because it sounds
conceptually sophisticated.

5. INITIAL INTERVENTION

“Maybe. Before we shrink it, what specifically made four unrealistic this week?”
INTERACTION 2

Marcus: Nothing major.

Marcus: | had the time.

Marcus: | just really did not want to do outreach.

Marcus: But forcing it seems kind of like not respecting my capacity.



6. UPDATED EVIDENCE
The overwhelm formulation is weak.
The client had time and identifies strong reluctance.

He is using a valid accountability principle, respect for capacity, to justify an
intervention that does not match the evidence.

7. REVISED FORMULATION

Accountability vocabulary is being used to give greater explanatory weight to
reluctance than the evidence supports.

This may be unconscious rather than manipulative.
8. RECOMMENDED RESPONSE

“Respecting capacity matters when capacity is actually the constraint. You are
telling me you had the time and mainly did not want to do outreach. That is a
different problem. | do not think the evidence supports shrinking the commitment
on the basis of overwhelm. What do you think the commitment should be given
what we actually know?”

INTERACTION 3
Marcus: Fair.

Marcus: | think | was trying to make not wanting to do it sound like a reason the goal
needed to change.

9. FINAL FORMULATION

The client has learned accountability concepts well enough to use them
persuasively, but professional formulation still requires evidence.

10. WHY THIS CASE MATTERS

Clients should learn the language of accountability.



That is often beneficial.

But shared vocabulary can create a new risk:

Concept labels become substitutes for observation.

The Accountabili-Buddy must continue asking:

“What evidence supports that formulation?”

11. WEAK ACCOUNTABILI-BUDDY RESPONSES

WEAK RESPONSE A

“Yes, always respect your capacity.”

Problem: Accepts the concept without testing whether it applies.
WEAK RESPONSE B

“You are manipulating the process.”

Problem: Overstates intent.

WEAK RESPONSE C

“You are not allowed to use the word overwhelmed.”

Problem: Absurdly overcorrects; the issue is evidence, not vocabulary.
12. RECORD [ UPDATE

Commitment: Four prospect contacts

Result: Zero

Client Formulation: Overwhelm /[ capacity issue

Evidence: Time available; strong reluctance

Revised Formulation: Reluctance is established; avoidance remains possible but is
not established

Process Learning: Accountability terminology must remain evidence-based



13. SCORING CRITERIA
Full-credit responses should:

« evaluate client-generated formulations critically but respectfully;
* require evidence;

- distinguish valid concept from incorrect application;

« avoid accusing the client of manipulation without evidence;

« match intervention to the observed mechanism.



