ACCOUNTABILI-BUDDY TRAINING PROGRAM

STAGE 4 — CONVERSATION SIMULATIONS
PURPOSE

These simulations train the trainee to manage accountability conversations as evidence accumulates over time.
The trainee must integrate the Stage 4 skills developed in:

Workbook 4A — Follow-Up, Review & Pattern Tracking

Workbook 4B — Escalation, Directness & Accountability Intensity

Stage 4 Pattern-Tracking Drills

Stage 4 Escalation & Directness Drills

Stage 4 Response-Writing Drills

The simulations are deliberately sequential.

The trainee should respond only to the information available at each interaction.
The objective is not to identify the final explanation as early as possible.

The objective is to make the best accountability decision justified by the evidence at that point.
The trainee should demonstrate the ability to:

distinguish an event from a pattern;

identify when a performance pattern exists without assuming its cause;

increase directness as evidence strengthens;

avoid premature escalation;

recognize when ordinary recommitment is no longer sufficient;

use unsuccessful intervention outcomes as evidence;

change accountability structure when justified;

respond to defensiveness without abandoning behavioral evidence;

preserve client ownership;

maintain boundaries around punishment and control;

recognize accountability dependence;

conduct process and goal reassessment;

and reduce accountability intensity when independent performance develops.

INSTRUCTIONS

For each interaction:

Read only the information currently provided.
Identify what the evidence supports.

State the appropriate accountability response level.
Write the exact response you would give the client.
Record any intervention or process change.

Continue to the next interaction.

STAGE 4 | CONVERSATION SIMULATIONS



Do not rewrite earlier responses after later evidence appears.
Use the following response levels when requested:

Level 1 — Acknowledge and Continue

Level 2 — Brief Review

Level 3 — Focused Intervention

Level 4 — Pattern-Level Intervention

Level 5 — Major Process or Goal Reassessment

SIMULATION 1 — FROM EVENT TO PATTERN

Client Goal:
Exercise three times weekly.

Relevant history:
Ten consecutive successful weeks.

Interaction 1
Result:
Two of three.

Client:
“I skipped Saturday. Nothing dramatic happened. I just didn't go.”

Pattern status:

Response level:

Your response:

Interaction 2
Following week:
Two of three again.

The missed session is again Saturday.

Client:
“I don't know. Saturdays seem to keep disappearing.”

What has changed in the evidence?

Pattern status:
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Response level:

Your response:

Interaction 3
Following week:
Two of three.

Saturday missed again.

Client:
“By Saturday I am usually tired and I keep choosing other things.”

What performance pattern is established?

What causal explanation is supported or worth testing?

Response level:

Your response:

Interaction 4
The Saturday session is moved to Thursday for two weeks.

Results:
Three of three.

Three of three.

What does the intervention result support?

What does it not prove?
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What should happen next?

Your response:

SIMULATION REVIEW

Why would a strong pattern-level intervention have been premature after Interaction 1?

At what point did stronger directness become justified?

SIMULATION 2 — PERFORMANCE PATTERN, CAUSE UNKNOWN
Client Goal:
Study four times weekly.

Interaction 1
Week 1 result:
Two of four.

Client:
“Busy week.”

Your response:

Interaction 2
Week 2 result:
Two of four.

Client:
“Different problem this time. I had a family thing.”

What can be stated?

STAGE 4 | CONVERSATION SIMULATIONS



What cannot be stated?

Your response:

Interaction 3
Week 3 result:
Two of four.

Client:
“I know the number keeps being two, but every week feels different.”

What pattern exists?

What remains unknown?

Response level:

Your response:

Interaction 4
Week 4 result:
Two of four.

Calendar review shows four available study periods each week.
However, the specific missed periods vary.

What new evidence appears?
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What still cannot be concluded?

Your response:

SIMULATION REVIEW

Why is repeated two-of-four performance not sufficient to identify a single cause?

What should the Accountabili-Buddy do when the performance pattern is clear but the mechanism is not?

SIMULATION 3 — SELECTIVE AVOIDANCE PATTERN

Client Goal:
Find a new job.

Weekly commitment:
Submit four qualified applications.

Interaction 1
Result:
Three of four.

The missed application is the client's preferred position.

Client:
“I ran out of time.”

Pattern status:

Your response:

Interaction 2
Result:
Three of four again.

The missed application is again the highest-priority position.
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Client:
“I wanted to review my résumé one more time for that one.

"

What new signal appears?

Your response:

Interaction 3
Result:
Two routine applications submitted.

Two highly desired positions remain unsubmitted.

Client:
“I don't want to send something unless I'm sure.”

What pattern is now supported?

What causal hypothesis is becoming stronger?

Response level:

Your response:

Interaction 4
Client:
“I think you're making too much of this. I am just being careful.”

What behavioral evidence can the Accountabili-Buddy rely on?

Write the response:
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Interaction 5
Client agrees to submit one high-priority application before doing additional résumé revision.

Result:
Submitted.

What did the intervention teach?

What should happen next?

Your response:

SIMULATION 4 — DEFENSIVE CLIENT

Client Goal:
Complete a professional certification.

Target:
Four study sessions weekly.

History:
Four weeks:
2,2,2,2.

Interaction 1
Accountabili-Buddy raises the repeated pattern.

Client:
“So now you think I'm lazy.”

What should the Accountabili-Buddy avoid?

Your response:
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Interaction 2
Client:
“I just don't like being analyzed.”

What should the Accountabili-Buddy preserve?

What should the Accountabili-Buddy modify if necessary?

Your response:

Interaction 3
Client:
“Fine. But I still want four again.”

No cause has yet been established.

What response level is appropriate?

Your response:

Interaction 4
New information:
Client has four available study periods but repeatedly uses two for lower-priority activities.

How should directness change?

Your response:
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Interaction 5
Client:
“You're judging how I spend my time.

"

Your response:

SIMULATION REVIEW

What is the difference between defending the interpretation and defending the evidence?

SIMULATION 5 — REPEATED RECOMMITMENT

Client Goal:
Submit a completed proposal.

Interaction 1
Proposal is complete.

Commitment:
Submit Friday.

Result:
Not submitted.

Client:
“T'll do it next Friday.”

Response level:

Your response:

Interaction 2
Second Friday:
Not submitted.

Client:
“I'll put it on Monday instead.”

What is appropriate now?
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Your response:

Interaction 3
Monday:
Not submitted.

Client:
“I need a stronger reminder system.”

What has the intervention history shown about the reminder hypothesis?

Your response:

Interaction 4
Client adds a reliable calendar cue.

Client sees the cue.
Proposal still not submitted.

What explanation has weakened?

What level of review is justified?

Your response:

Interaction 5
Client:
“Maybe I need another deadline.”

Your response:
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SIMULATION REVIEW

At what point did changing deadlines stop being a reasonable intervention?

Why is this not simply a matter of “trying harder”?

SIMULATION 6 — UNSUCCESSFUL INTERVENTION OUTCOMES

Client Goal:
Exercise consistently.

Pattern:
Evening sessions repeatedly missed.

Interaction 1
Intervention:
Client-owned calendar cue.

Result:
No improvement.

Your response:

Interaction 2
Intervention:
Earlier client-owned calendar cue.

Result:
No improvement.

What does this add?

Your response:
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Interaction 3
Intervention:
Move to mornings.

Result:
No improvement for three weeks.

What should happen now?

What should NOT happen?

Your response:

Interaction 4
Client:
“So what's the next productivity trick?”

Your response:

Interaction 5
Further review reveals:

Client does not currently want to allocate morning or evening time to exercise and repeatedly chooses other
priorities.

How does the formulation change?

What larger review is indicated?
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Your response:

SIMULATION 7 — CLIENT ASKS FOR MORE PRESSURE

Client Goal:
Complete five weekly outreach contacts.

History:
1,2,1,2,1.

Interaction 1
Client:
“You need to be harder on me.”

What should the Accountabili-Buddy establish before increasing intensity?

Your response:

Interaction 2
Client:
“T want you to call me out every time I make an excuse.”

Your response:

Interaction 3
Client:
“Fine. Then check in with me three times a week.”

What should be evaluated?

Your response:
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Interaction 4
Evidence shows the client has three realistic outreach windows, not five.

What does this change?

Can accountability become more direct while the numerical commitment decreases?

Your response:

SIMULATION REVIEW

Why would “be harder” have been a poor first intervention?

SIMULATION 8 — PUNISHMENT AND CONTROL REQUESTS
Client Goal:

Complete a writing commitment.

Interaction 1
Client:
“If I miss, shame me.”

Your response:

Interaction 2
Client:
“I am serious. I need consequences.

"

What distinction should be made?

What alternatives can be offered?
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Your response:

Interaction 3
Client:
“Then don't let me lower the target.

”

Your response:

Interaction 4
Client:
“If I say I want to quit, don't let me.”

Your response:

SIMULATION REVIEW

What professional boundary remains constant even as accountability becomes more intensive?

SIMULATION 9 — ACCOUNTABILITY DEPENDENCE
Client Goal:

Complete three weekly study sessions.

History:

Three months of successful completion.

Client has three scheduled Accountabili-Buddy check-ins per week and has begun waiting for a check-in before
starting each study session.

Interaction 1
Client:
“Are we checking in before I study tonight?”

What possible pattern should the Accountabili-Buddy notice?
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Your response:

Interaction 2
Client:
“T usually wait for our check-in before I start.”

What is now clearer?

What should the Accountabili-Buddy avoid doing?

Your response:

Interaction 3
Accountabili-Buddy and client reduce scheduled check-ins from three to two per week for two weeks.

Client completes the session independently.

What does the result support?

Your response:

Interaction 4
Scheduled check-ins are reduced from two to one per week.

Completion remains stable for six weeks.

What Stage 4 process decision is justified?
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Your response:

Interaction 5
Client:
“I guess I didn't need the check-ins to get started as much as I thought.”

Your response:

SIMULATION REVIEW

How can accountability improve completion while simultaneously weakening independence?

SIMULATION 10 — CLIENT RESISTS STEP-DOWN

Client Goal:
Maintain weekly budgeting.

History:
Six months stable.

Client has initiated the budgeting behavior independently for four months while maintaining two scheduled
check-ins per week.

Interaction 1
Accountabili-Buddy suggests reducing from two scheduled check-ins per week to one.

Client:
“No. I want weekly accountability forever.”

What should be explored?

Your response:
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Interaction 2
Client:
“I don't trust myself without the check-in.”

What does this add?

Your response:

Interaction 3
Client agrees to a six-week trial of one scheduled check-in per week.

Behavior remains stable.

What does this evidence support?

Your response:

Interaction 4
Client:
“Maybe one check-in a week is enough.”

Your response:

SIMULATION REVIEW

Why should step-down itself be treated as evidence-generating?

SIMULATION 11 — REPAIR AFTER OVERLY HARSH DIRECTNESS

Client Goal:
Complete business-development actions.
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History:
Five weeks around two of five.

Interaction 1
Accountabili-Buddy says:
“You're just making excuses at this point.”

Client:
“That was insulting.”

What was wrong with the Accountabili-Buddy response?

Interaction 2
Write the repair.

Interaction 3
Restate the accountability point appropriately.

Interaction 4
Client:
“Okay. I can hear that version.”

What should happen next?

Your response:

SIMULATION REVIEW

Why is repair not the same as retracting accurate evidence?

SIMULATION 12 — CLIENT REJECTS THE FORMULATION
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Client Goal:
Submit a professional application.

Pattern:
Application ready for three weeks.

Not submitted.

Interaction 1
Accountabili-Buddy:
“I think the submission itself may be what you're avoiding.

Client:
“No.Iam not avoiding it.”

Your response:

Interaction 2
Client:
“T just want to make sure everything is right.”

All objective completion criteria have already been met.

What behavioral discrepancy remains?

Your response:

Interaction 3
Client:
“You keep calling this avoidance.”

The Accountabili-Buddy has used that term repeatedly.

What communication adjustment may be useful?

Your response:

STAGE 4 | CONVERSATION SIMULATIONS

21



Interaction 4
Client agrees to submit Friday.

Submission occurs.

What does this result tell us?

What does it not establish conclusively?

Your response:

SIMULATION 13 — AGREEMENT WITHOUT CHANGE
Client Goal:

Make three weekly sales calls.

History:

Five weeks at zero or one.

Each week:
Accountabili-Buddy identifies the same pattern.

Client responds:
“You're absolutely right.”

Interaction 1
At Week 5, what should the Accountabili-Buddy say differently?

Interaction 2
Client:
“T understand exactly what I'm doing.”

Your response:

Interaction 3
Client:
“So insight isn't enough?”
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Your response:

Interaction 4
Client asks:
“What do we change?”

What should the Accountabili-Buddy consider?

Your response:

SIMULATION 14 — PROCESS REASSESSMENT

For three months, the accountability cycle is:
miss explain recommit miss explain recommit

No meaningful behavioral or process change occurs.

Interaction 1

Write the opening to the process-reassessment conversation.

Interaction 2
Client:
“So you're saying accountability doesn't work for me.”

Your response:

Interaction 3
Client:
“I don't want to stop.”

What should the Accountabili-Buddy clarify?
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Your response:

Interaction 4
Together they identify:
commitments are frequently made without genuine intention to protect time;

review conversations rarely produce structural changes;
both parties have relied on recommitment instead of intervention.

What should change?

Your response:

SIMULATION REVIEW

Why is reviewing the accountability process itself sometimes necessary?

SIMULATION 15 — GOAL REASSESSMENT

Client Goal:
Complete a certification.

For eight weeks:
Minimal study.

Repeated statements:
“I don't really care about this anymore.”

Interaction 1
What response level is now appropriate?

Your response:
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Interaction 2
Client:
“Are you telling me to quit?”

Your response:

Interaction 3
Client:
“T already paid for it. I feel like I should finish.”

What should the Accountabili-Buddy explore?

Your response:

Interaction 4
Client concludes:
“I would not choose this certification today.”

What should happen to ordinary study commitments?

Your response:

SIMULATION 16 — CLIENT PRESENT BUT NOT ENGAGED
Client attends weekly check-ins consistently.

For ten weeks:
commitments are made;

most are not completed;
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answers are minimal;
client declines deeper review;
recommendations are rejected;

no changes are made.

Interaction 1
What pattern should be named?

Your response:

Interaction 2
Client:
“T still want the weekly check-ins.

"

Your response:

Interaction 3
Client:
“I don't really want to analyze any of it. I just want the accountability.”

What contradiction or process issue exists?

Your response:

Interaction 4
No change over the next month.

What decision may need to be discussed?

Your response:
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SIMULATION 17 — ESCALATION AND CLIENT OWNERSHIP

Client Goal:
Build a business.

Pattern:
No outreach for six weeks.

Interaction 1
Accountabili-Buddy recommends that outreach become the next commitment.

Client:
“Tunderstand. I am choosing another week of preparation.”

What is the Accountabili-Buddy responsibility?

What remains the client's responsibility?

Your response:

Interaction 2
Following week:
Preparation completed.

Outreach zero.

How should the result be used?

Your response:

Interaction 3
Client:
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“Why don't you just tell me I can't do preparation anymore?”

Your response:

Interaction 4
Client:
“Okay. I'm choosing outreach this week.”

What should happen?

Your response:

SIMULATION REVIEW

How does professional challenge differ from Accountabili-Buddy control?

SIMULATION 18 — STRUCTURAL ESCALATION AS AN EXPERIMENT
Client Goal:

Complete a multi-step project by Sunday.

Pattern:
Client repeatedly starts Friday afternoon and discovers problems too late.

Interaction 1
What intervention is justified?

Your response:

Interaction 2
Client:
“I don't want you checking on me constantly.

”
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Your response:

Interaction 3
They agree to:
first checkpoint Tuesday;

second checkpoint Friday;
test for two weeks.

Week 1:
Project completed.

What does one week tell us?

Your response:

Interaction 4
Week 2:
Project completed.

Client no longer waits until Friday to begin.

What does the evidence now support?

What should happen to the added checkpoints?

Your response:

SIMULATION 19 — MIXED FORMULATION, DIFFERENT DIRECTIONS OF INTENSITY

Client Goal:
Contact five prospects weekly.
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History:
1,2,1,2.

Further review:
Client only has capacity for three high-quality contacts.

Client also admits one feels safer because:
“I know I can't fail one.”

Interaction 1
What numerical calibration is supported?

What accountability issue remains?

Your response:

Interaction 2
Client:
“So you're lowering the target but getting more direct with me?”

Your response:

Interaction 3
Client chooses:
Baseline three.

Results:
3,3, 3.

What should happen to intensity now?

Your response:
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SIMULATION REVIEW

Why can reduced commitment size and increased directness both be appropriate at the same time?

SIMULATION 20 — OLD PATTERN RESOLVED
Client previously chronically overcommitted.

For four months:
Commitments have been appropriately calibrated and consistently completed.

Interaction 1
Accountabili-Buddy is tempted to say:
“Let's make sure you don't overcommit again like you always do.”

What is wrong with that response?

Interaction 2
Write a better response.

Interaction 3
Client:
“I feel like you've stopped seeing me as the person who always overcommits.”

Your response:

SIMULATION REVIEW

Why must the accountability record remain historical without becoming an identity assignment?

SIMULATION 21 — ESCALATION AFTER A POSITIVE PATTERN BREAK
Client has independently completed a maintenance behavior for six months.

Suddenly:
Three consecutive misses.
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Interaction 1
First miss:
Your response:

Interaction 2
Second miss:
Your response:

Interaction 3
Third miss:
No obvious external disruption.

How should response intensity change?

Your response:

Interaction 4
Client reveals a permanent work-schedule change.

What does this explain?

What should happen?

Your response:

SIMULATION REVIEW
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Why should a strong positive history influence how early misses are interpreted?

SIMULATION 22 — ACCOUNTABILI-BUDDY FRUSTRATION
Client has rejected the Accountabili-Buddy's recommendation three times.
The Accountabili-Buddy notices irritation.

Interaction 1
What should the Accountabili-Buddy do internally before responding?

Client:
“I hear you. I'm still doing it my way.”

Your response:

Interaction 2
The chosen plan again does not produce the intended result.

What should determine the next response?

Your response:

Interaction 3
Client:
“You sound annoyed.”

Write the response.

SIMULATION REVIEW

Why does Accountabili-Buddy frustration become a Stage 4 competency issue?
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SIMULATION 23 — DE-ESCALATION AFTER TEMPORARY INTENSIFICATION
Client previously missed a high-stakes weekly action.

Temporary structure:
Monday commitment confirmation;

Wednesday checkpoint;
Friday final review.

This has worked for six weeks.

Interaction 1
Client:
“I don't think I need the Wednesday check anymore.

"

What should be considered?

Your response:

Interaction 2
Wednesday checkpoint removed.

Performance remains stable for four weeks.

What does this support?

Your response:

Interaction 3
Client:
“Could we also stop the Monday confirmation?”

Your response:
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Interaction 4
Performance remains stable.

What larger developmental pattern exists?

Your response:

SIMULATION 24 — FINAL INTEGRATED STAGE 4 CASE

Client Goal:
Launch and grow a professional service.

Initial commitment:
Contact three prospective clients weekly.

Month 1 — Week 1

Result:
One of three.

Client:
“Busy week."”

Pattern status:

Response level:

Your response:

Week 2

Result:
One of three.

Client:
“Work got away from me again.”
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What has changed?

Your response:

Week 3

Result:
One of three.

Calendar review shows adequate time existed.
Client completed website changes and CRM organization instead.

What is now supported?

What remains uncertain?

Response level:

Your response:

Week 4

Result:
Zero of three.

Client:
“I guess I just need to try harder.”

What should the Accountabili-Buddy avoid?

What level of intervention is justified?
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Your response:

New intervention
Client agrees to:
first prospect contact Monday morning before administrative work;

temporary Wednesday checkpoint.

Week 5:
Three of three.

What does the result support?

What does it not prove?

Your response:

Weeks 6-8:
Three of three each week.

Client begins outreach before administrative work without relying on the Wednesday checkpoint to initiate.

What positive pattern is emerging?

What should happen to the Wednesday checkpoint?

Your response:

Month 3

Outreach remains stable.
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The temporary Wednesday checkpoint has been removed.
Client initiates outreach independently between scheduled check-ins.

What does this evidence support?

How should accountability intensity change?

Your response:

Month 4

Client says:
“T still want weekly check-ins, but honestly this particular commitment doesn't need much discussion anymore.”

What should the Accountabili-Buddy consider?

Your response:

New issue
Client begins missing a different commitment: preparing monthly financial reports.

First miss:
Client:
“I forgot.”

How should the Accountabili-Buddy respond given the strong history on outreach but no history yet on financial
reports?

Second miss:
Client:
“I forgot again.”

What changes?
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Your response:

Third miss:
Client had a client-owned calendar cue but worked on client-facing tasks instead.

What is now worth investigating?

Your response:

Client becomes defensive:
“So now because I had one old problem with outreach, you're going to say I avoid everything?”

What should the Accountabili-Buddy explicitly distinguish?

Write the response:

FINAL REVIEW

What did the Accountabili-Buddy need to do correctly across this case?

Event recognition:

Pattern recognition:
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Causal restraint:

Escalation:

Structural intervention:

Use of intervention results:

De-escalation:

Recognition of independence:

Handling of a new unrelated pattern:

Response to defensiveness:

Preservation of ownership:

STAGE 4 CONVERSATION SIMULATION SELF-REVIEW
Did I respond only to the evidence available at the current interaction?
Did I avoid using later information to justify earlier certainty?

Did I distinguish event from pattern?

Did I distinguish performance pattern from causal pattern?

Did Iincrease directness as evidence strengthened?

Did I avoid unnecessary escalation?

Did I recognize when simple recommitment became insufficient?

STAGE 4 | CONVERSATION SIMULATIONS

40



Did I use unsuccessful intervention outcomes as evidence?

Did I change intervention rather than endlessly adding tactics?

Did I use temporary structure for a defined purpose?

Did I review whether increased intensity should continue?

Did I respond to defensiveness without abandoning behavioral evidence?
Did I allow disagreement without requiring the client to accept my interpretation?
Did I maintain boundaries around shame, punishment, and control?

Did I preserve client ownership when recommendations were rejected?
Did I recognize accountability dependence?

Did I test increased independence?

Did I reduce accountability intensity when evidence supported doing so?
Did I avoid freezing the client in an old pattern?

Did I recognize when the accountability process itself needed review?

Did I recognize when goal status required review?

Did I separate my own frustration from evidence-based escalation?

Did my responses remain credible as actual Accountabili-Buddy conversations?

STAGE 4 CONVERSATION SIMULATION STANDARD
Stage 4 competency requires more than recognizing patterns.

The trainee must be able to manage the accountability response longitudinally.
That requires control in both directions.

The trainee should be able to become more direct when:

evidence accumulates;

a discrepancy repeats;

ordinary recommitment has stopped producing useful change;

or previous interventions have not produced the intended change.
The trainee should also be able to become less intensive when:
behavior stabilizes;

the client initiates independently;

temporary structure is no longer needed;

or continued accountability structure begins to add little value.

The Accountabili-Buddy should not use the accountability relationship to create permanent dependence on
accountability.

Nor should the Accountabili-Buddy withdraw structure prematurely because one intervention succeeds once.
Stage 4 requires continual calibration of the accountability process itself.

The governing questions are:

What does the evidence support now?

How direct should I be now?
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What structure is justified now?

What has already been tried?

What should change?

What should remain?

What can now be removed?

And throughout:

Does the client still own the decision?

The governing standard is:

Follow the evidence over time. Escalate deliberately. De-escalate deliberately. Challenge behavior without assigning

identity. Change the accountability process when the evidence shows the process itself needs to change.

END OF STAGE 4 — CONVERSATION SIMULATIONS
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