
 

CASE STUDY 65 

THE CLIENT WANTS THERAPY FROM THE ACCOUNTABILI-BUDDY 

1. TRAINING OBJECTIVE 

Recognize when a legitimate accountability inquiry develops into a request for 
psychological treatment or interpretation beyond the accountability role. 

2. CLIENT PROFILE 

Client: Rachel​
Goal: Submit a portfolio for graduate-school applications​

Current Commitment: Finalize and submit three applications 

3. RELEVANT BACKGROUND 

Rachel has repeatedly completed the applications but delayed submission. 

Previous conversations established that she becomes highly uncomfortable when 
her work will be evaluated. 

INTERACTION 1 

Accountabili-Buddy: You had all three applications ready Sunday. What happened 
at submission? 

Rachel: I froze again. 

 



 

Rachel: I know we have talked about fear of evaluation, but I think there is something 
deeper going on. 

Rachel: My father was incredibly critical when I was growing up. I think I learned that 
making mistakes was dangerous. 

Rachel: Can we work through why that still affects me? 

4. PROVISIONAL EVIDENCE ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT TO ACCOUNTABILITY 

Rachel’s fear of evaluation may help explain the repeated submission behavior. 

BOUNDARY ISSUE 

Rachel is now asking the Accountabili-Buddy to investigate and work through the 
developmental origin of that response. 

That is not necessary to determine the accountability intervention. 

5. PROVISIONAL FORMULATION 

Submission avoidance associated with fear of evaluation; client requesting 
psychological exploration beyond the accountability role. 

6. RECOMMENDED RESPONSE 

“That history may be relevant to why evaluation feels so difficult. Working through 
how those experiences continue to affect you is outside what I should be doing in 
an accountability role. What we can work with here is the behavior we already 
understand: the applications are ready, and submission triggers enough 
discomfort that you delay. We can look at what accountability around that action 
would be useful, and you can decide what you are willing to commit to next.” 

INTERACTION 2 

Rachel: So you do not think the childhood stuff matters? 



 

Accountabili-Buddy: It may matter considerably. I am distinguishing whether it 
matters from whether I am the right person to work through it with you. 

7. UPDATED FORMULATION 

The boundary can be maintained without dismissing the client’s interpretation. 

The Accountabili-Buddy does not need to decide whether Rachel’s developmental 
explanation is psychologically correct. 

8. RECOMMENDED NEXT INTERVENTION 

If Rachel continues to endorse the goal, accountability can focus on observable 
submission behavior and agreed accountability around it. 

If she wants treatment or deeper psychological exploration, that should occur 
outside the accountability relationship with an appropriately qualified professional. 

9. WHY THIS CASE MATTERS 

Poor boundary management often takes one of two forms: 

Overreach: attempting to perform therapy because psychological material 
emerged. 

Overcorrection: refusing to acknowledge any emotional or historical information 
because it sounds “too psychological.” 

Neither is necessary. 

Relevant emotional information can inform accountability without becoming the 
object of treatment. 

10. WEAK ACCOUNTABILI-BUDDY RESPONSES 

WEAK RESPONSE A 

“Tell me more about your relationship with your father.” 



 

Problem: Moves the conversation into psychological treatment without an 
accountability need. 

WEAK RESPONSE B 

“We cannot talk about your childhood.” 

Problem: Artificially rigid. Rachel can disclose relevant information; the boundary 
concerns what the Accountabili-Buddy does with it. 

WEAK RESPONSE C 

“That is definitely why you are afraid of submitting.” 

Problem: Makes a psychological causal judgment that the evidence does not 
establish. 

11. RECORD / UPDATE 

Goal: Submit graduate applications​

Observed Barrier: Fear of evaluation at submission​

Client Hypothesis: Childhood criticism contributes​

Boundary Issue: Request to work through developmental origin​

Accountability Formulation: Sufficient behavioral information already available​

Next Step: Maintain accountability focus; deeper psychological work belongs 
elsewhere 

12. SCORING CRITERIA 

Full-credit responses should: 

• acknowledge potentially relevant psychological information;​
• avoid diagnosing or treating;​
• distinguish relevance from professional role;​
• return to observable accountability behavior;​
• maintain the boundary without dismissiveness. 


