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The Discipline of Greatness

Keep an honest account that can guide
repair
Study self-honesty as the information quality on which the book’s other practices depend. Learn
to distinguish facts, interpretations and protective narratives, run a precise private review, and
convert a bounded record into proportionate correction without self-abuse, forced disclosure or
denial of genuine constraints.

4 lessons · approximately 8 hours, plus multi-day practice

How to use this workbook
Read the assigned manuscript first. This workbook contains accompanying teaching and invented
cases, not a revision of the source. Attempt exercises before consulting the rubrics and
explanations. Written work is self-assessed or discussed with a tutor; no secure examination,
academic credit or certificate is implied. Use a clearly labelled fictional case when live practice or
personal disclosure would be unsuitable. Links use the course’s intended publication address; for
offline review, open the supplied source PDF at the full-book page numbers shown.

• Distinguish three levels of honesty and reconstruct the chapter’s narrative contrast.

• Identify defensive reasoning and memory patterns using evidence rather than mind-reading.

• Use precise language, calibrated ledger rules and a bounded truth audit.

• Apply every exercise step while separating possible action, commitment and completion.

• Evaluate early-warning arguments without assuming every crisis is preventable.

Open the module and source reading links

Lesson sequence
1. Separate the record from the story about it

2. Investigate dissonance, defensive stories and missing evidence

3. Use precise language and a calibrated nightly audit

4. Turn corrected language into a seven-day learning record

https://craigwright.net/learning-greatness-ch07
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Separate the record from the story about it
Allow approximately 100 minutes, plus any continuing activity.

Learning objectives

• Compare the two portraits across health, work, relationships, integrity and record-keeping.

• Distinguish honesty with others, factual accuracy and honest self-assessment.

• Rewrite a global verdict as a specific, checkable account without inventing motives.

Assigned source readings

Opening Narrative Scene: Comfortable Narrator and Brutal Bookkeeper; Conceptual Frame:
Ruthless Honesty as Structural, Not Sentimental

Full-book PDF pages 226–235. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Chapter 7 notes 219–220: truthfulness and the integrated self

Full-book PDF pages 446–446. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Develop the argument
The contrast is in reporting and response

The first narrator repeatedly converts unwelcome indicators into reassuring explanations. A
missed deadline becomes impossible pressure, a relationship problem becomes a temporary
rough patch and a misleading report becomes someone else’s responsibility. His abandoned
ledger remains evidence of an intention rather than a practice. The second narrator also
procrastinates and compromises. The difference is that he names particular actions, notices
recurring consequences and sometimes changes course. The source deliberately avoids
presenting him as flawless: one honest entry records participation in a misleading report rather
than erasing it.

Read the complete contrast across health, work, relationships, integrity and the nightly record.
These fictionalised portraits illustrate how reporting can influence correction; they are not
controlled evidence that accurate self-description prevents disease or guarantees relationship
repair. The health scenes especially should not be used to infer diagnosis or personal blame from
body size, a symptom or an activity count. A course learner can analyse what the narrator does
with professional feedback without endorsing the story’s simplified causal account of medical
outcomes. The practical question is whether relevant information is being considered accurately.

Three levels of honesty

The conceptual frame distinguishes truthfulness towards other people, recognition of external
facts and accurate self-assessment. These levels overlap but are not interchangeable. A person
might submit accurate client data while giving themselves an implausible account of a missed
preparation session. Another might acknowledge a missed deadline privately while misleading a
colleague about progress. The chapter treats self-honesty as structural because its other systems
depend on trustworthy inputs. A ledger with invented ticks cannot reveal a pattern, and a
schedule that ignores actual time use cannot guide sensible revision.

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=1
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=1
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-afterword.pdf#page=27


Craig Wright Learning · Accompanying course material · 19 October 2026 3

Keep observations separate from interpretations. The file history can establish that a draft was
not edited between two times; it may not establish why. A screen-time total can show app use
while leaving open whether some use was required for work. Motives often need reflection and
additional evidence. The discipline of honesty requires resisting both the flattering explanation
and the harsh explanation when neither is established. A more defensible entry might say, “I did
not work on the draft during the planned hour; I watched unrelated videos for forty minutes and
have not yet explained the rest.”

Precision is different from hostility

The word ruthless is defined in the chapter as refusing collusion with illusion, not practising
cruelty. Global labels such as worthless or a failure are rejected because they collapse many
events into an unhelpful verdict. The same precision must apply to positive evidence. A person
who kept a difficult promise should record it without inflating it into permanent virtue or deleting
it because self-criticism feels more serious. Accurate reporting neither exaggerates achievements
nor manufactures faults. It makes the next judgment possible by describing what occurred,
against which standard and over what period.

The source often treats discomfort as a sign that an avoided fact has been reached. Use that cue
cautiously. A painful sentence can be false, and a true sentence can feel ordinary. Emotional
intensity is not a truth test. Check dates, outputs, commitments and relevant constraints before
deciding what follows. An honest account can acknowledge a genuine limitation and a controllable
choice in the same paragraph. The standard is correspondence with the available evidence,
including uncertainty. This preserves the author’s structural argument while avoiding a new form
of distortion in which the most punishing interpretation is automatically called the most honest.

Original course example: Almost finished
Invented for this course.

In this invented case, Noah tells himself that a report is almost finished. The document has a
complete outline and two drafted sections, but its numerical claims have not been checked and
the agreed review date is tomorrow.

1. Define finished using the actual commitment: complete sections, checked claims and a
reviewable draft.

2. Describe the current artifact accurately instead of calling the whole project either nearly done
or hopeless.

3. Compare the remaining work with available time and identify what can realistically be
delivered.

4. Separate observation from motive: the unchecked claims are visible, while avoidance or
perfectionism needs further evidence.

5. Choose a concrete next action and, if needed, prepare an accurate progress update rather
than preserving the flattering label.

The revised account makes planning possible without a global verdict. It shows incomplete work
and a decision point, not Noah’s permanent character.
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Practice and evidence
1. Compare the five evidence domains

Map both opening portraits across health feedback, work deadlines, relationship attention,
misleading reports and ledger practice.

Deliverable: A five-domain comparison and 300-word analysis of the narrative’s limits.

1. Identify the indicator, explanation and response in each portrait.

2. Include the bookkeeper’s admitted failure.

3. Explain why the comparison is illustrative rather than causal proof.

Source fidelity · 4 points

Covers both portraits and all five domains without making the bookkeeper flawless.

Evidence · 4 points

Distinguishes indicators, stories and consequences.

Limits · 2 points

Avoids medical or universal outcome claims.

2. Replace verdicts with records

Rewrite eight statements, including four flattering accounts and four global self-attacks, into
specific evidence-based descriptions.

Deliverable: Eight rewrites with an uncertainty note and possible next action for each.

1. Name a behaviour, period and relevant standard.

2. Do not supply a motive that the case does not establish.

3. Retain accurate successes as well as failures.

Precision · 4 points

Uses observable actions and bounded periods.

Calibration · 4 points

Avoids both self-flattery and unsupported self-condemnation.

Usefulness · 2 points

Makes a relevant next inquiry or action possible.

Reflection

Where would replacing a vague progress label with a precise account change your next decision?
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Formative self-check
Choose an answer before looking at the answer key. These questions are open practice, not a secure assessment.

1. A file log shows no edits during a planned hour. Which statement is directly
supported?

• A. The author was lazy.

• B. The author did not edit that file during the hour.

• C. The author will always miss deadlines.

• D. The author had no legitimate interruption.

2. Why does the source call honesty structural?

• A. It requires harsh speech in every conversation.

• B. Other practices depend on accurate descriptions and records.

• C. It eliminates all external constraints.

• D. It guarantees immediate calm.

3. Which statement best meets the chapter’s precision standard?

• A. I am a total failure.

• B. I am naturally responsible.

• C. I missed two agreed review dates this month and completed the third on time.

• D. I will never change.

Answer explanations
1. B — The author did not edit that file during the hour.

The log establishes a bounded observation. Motives, other work and future behaviour require
additional evidence.

2. B — Other practices depend on accurate descriptions and records.

Habits, schedules and ledgers become unreliable when their inputs are false. This does not make
harshness necessary or outcomes guaranteed.

3. C — I missed two agreed review dates this month and completed the third
on time.

The statement is bounded, checkable and includes contrary evidence. Global labels and future
prophecies obscure the actual pattern.
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Investigate dissonance, defensive stories and missing
evidence
Allow approximately 100 minutes, plus any continuing activity.

Learning objectives

• Reconstruct the philosophical argument for an integrated account of conduct.

• Identify denial, rationalisation, minimisation, selective memory and confessional performance
in cases.

• Apply four after-action questions while preserving evidence, uncertainty and power constraints.

Assigned source readings

Philosophical + Psychological Undercarriage; After Action Review; Cultural Permission to Blur;
Personal Self-Deception

Full-book PDF pages 236–245. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Chapter 7 notes 221–228: dissonance, defence, self-deception, affirmations and language

Full-book PDF pages 446–446. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Chapter 7 notes 232–236: confession, memory and attribution

Full-book PDF pages 447–447. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Develop the argument
An integrated account is relevant, not indiscriminate

The philosophical section draws on Aristotelian truthfulness, Rand’s critique of evasion and
Peterson’s concern with contradictory narratives. Its central proposal is that an integrated self
keeps an account that does not change merely to protect an image. Relevance can change across
audiences without facts changing. A colleague needs accurate project information; they do not
thereby need private relationship details. The source explicitly distinguishes adapting a story for
context from editing it for self-flattery. Privacy and honest self-assessment can coexist.

Treat the stronger psychological language cautiously. The text links repeated evasion to anxiety,
confusion and a fractured sense of self, but the assigned chapter does not establish that these
experiences are always caused by dishonesty. Notes 220–225 invoke different philosophical and
psychological works, including a conference presentation on honesty and health. A reference list
is not a verified causal chain. The course can examine the plausible administrative burden of
maintaining incompatible stories while refusing to infer that a distressed person must be
deceiving themselves.

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=11
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=11
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-afterword.pdf#page=27
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-afterword.pdf#page=28
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Name mechanisms without reading minds

Cognitive dissonance describes tension between a valued self-image and conflicting conduct. The
author contrasts changing behaviour with changing the story to protect that image. Motivated
reasoning searches selectively for support; denial rejects a problem, rationalisation supplies a
protective explanation and minimisation shrinks its apparent significance. These concepts help
ask questions about evidence. They should not become labels used to dismiss every explanation
a person offers. An inconvenient fact may also show that the original standard was unrealistic,
that the account is incomplete or that a genuine external constraint mattered.

The diagnostic section adds selective recall, compressed timelines, lowered comparison
standards and confessional theatre. A person may remember one successful fortnight while
forgetting repeated abandoned attempts, or compare themselves only with someone doing
worse. A dramatic admission may attract attention without producing repair. Test these
possibilities through dated records and observable follow-through. Conversely, a person seeking
support may need time before action becomes possible; disclosure is not automatically
performance. The relevant difference is whether an account helps understand and address the
problem, not how emotionally expressive or publicly visible it is.

Use the after-action structure to make truth actionable

The military After Action Review example asks what was intended, what happened, why there was
a difference and what should change next time. This is a useful procedural analogy for the ledger.
Start with a specific standard, establish the record and then examine causes. The source claims
that the military protocol suspends rank and removes the social cost of honesty. Do not treat
those institutional claims as independently verified guarantees. In any real organisation,
retaliation risk, authority and facilitation affect whether people can safely speak. A procedure’s
stated purpose does not prove that every implementation achieves it.

The cultural critique warns against affirmations that erase mistakes and explanations that
dissolve agency. Preserve its own qualification: compassionate self-talk can be necessary, and
social conditions can genuinely constrain choice. A disciplined review asks both what was outside
the person’s control and what could be changed within it. Keep a separate evidence column, allow
competing explanations and specify what would distinguish them. Then select one proportionate
revision. This makes responsibility concrete without treating every painful feeling as a confession
or every constraint as an excuse. The quality of the review is measured by accuracy and better
decisions, not by the severity of its verdict.

Original course example: The recurring late handoff
Invented for this course.

In this invented case, a volunteer translation team misses three handoff dates. The coordinator
blames unreliable contributors, while records show late source files on two dates and an
uncommunicated scope increase on the third.

1. State the intended handoff dates and exact scope at the time each promise was made.

2. Reconstruct actual file arrivals and scope changes before assigning motives.

3. Separate the contributor delays from the coordinator’s failure to renegotiate the expanded
task.
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4. Test rival explanations: unclear ownership, inadequate buffer and avoidant communication
may each explain part of the pattern.

5. Revise the handoff rule so scope changes trigger a new date discussion and missing inputs are
flagged promptly.

The review locates shared causes and a specific controllable correction. It neither absolves
everyone through complexity nor forces all blame onto one person.

Practice and evidence
1. Trace a protective narrative

Write a fictional case containing denial, rationalisation and minimisation of the same missed
commitment. Add records that support one explanation and challenge another.

Deliverable: A 400-word case and evidence-based diagnosis.

1. Distinguish what was observed from inferred motive.

2. Include at least one genuine constraint.

3. Identify what further information would resolve an uncertainty.

Concepts · 4 points

Uses all three mechanisms distinctly and accurately.

Evidence · 4 points

Tests explanations rather than asserting hidden motives.

Balance · 2 points

Preserves a real constraint and a controllable responsibility.

2. Conduct an after-action review

Review a fictional group project using the four source questions. Include a power difference and a
method for recording disagreement safely.

Deliverable: A one-page review with intended/actual evidence, competing causes and one tested
revision.

1. Set the original standard before judging outcomes.

2. Allow correction of the record by participants.

3. Separate private reflection from information appropriate to share.

Process · 4 points

Answers all four questions with concrete evidence.

Safety and fairness · 4 points

Accounts for authority, privacy and genuine disagreement.
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Learning · 2 points

Proposes a specific change whose effect can be observed.

Reflection

Which explanation of a recurring failure would become clearer if you wrote down both the
evidence for it and the evidence against it?

Formative self-check
Choose an answer before looking at the answer key. These questions are open practice, not a secure assessment.

1. A learner explains a missed task using a documented emergency. What
should a review do?

• A. Reject the explanation because all context is evasion.

• B. Check the evidence and separate the emergency from any other relevant choices.

• C. Count the task as completed.

• D. Infer a permanent inability to act.

2. What best distinguishes confessional theatre from useful accountability in
the chapter?

• A. Whether the person cries.

• B. Whether the account is public.

• C. Whether accurate description connects to appropriate repair or changed practice.

• D. Whether the confession is sufficiently harsh.

3. Which is the soundest use of the military review example?

• A. Assume rank and retaliation disappear in every review.

• B. Use its four questions while checking actual organisational conditions.

• C. Require public confession from junior staff.

• D. Skip factual reconstruction and move directly to blame.

Answer explanations
1. B — Check the evidence and separate the emergency from any other
relevant choices.

Honesty includes external facts as well as agency. A causal explanation can be true without
changing whether the task occurred.
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2. C — Whether accurate description connects to appropriate repair or changed
practice.

The source’s concern is substitution of performance for change. Emotion and visibility alone do
not establish whether an admission is useful.

3. B — Use its four questions while checking actual organisational conditions.

The procedural questions are transferable; the chapter’s claims about institutional protections are
not guarantees for another setting.
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Use precise language and a calibrated nightly audit
Allow approximately 100 minutes, plus any continuing activity.

Learning objectives

• Rewrite evasive language without erasing genuine inability or uncertainty.

• Apply the three audit questions and the uncomfortable-sentence practice responsibly.

• Calibrate ledger marks against predeclared standards and distinguish private truth from
disclosure.

Assigned source readings

Constructive Section: No-Euphemism Rule; Nightly Truth Audit; Daily Uncomfortable Sentence;
Precision Without Masochism; Objections Addressed

Full-book PDF pages 245–252. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Chapter 7 notes 228–231: linguistic framing, examination and compassion

Full-book PDF pages 446–446. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Chapter 7 notes 237–238: feedback and social risks

Full-book PDF pages 447–447. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Develop the argument
Replace fog with facts, not automatic accusation

The No-Euphemism Rule asks learners to replace vague scripts with concrete accounts. The
source’s two-column method contrasts Story with Truth: what was said automatically versus what
actually happened. Its strongest form starts by changing “I could not finish” to “I did not finish,”
then specifying the relevant choices and constraints. The second statement establishes
noncompletion without prematurely claiming either inability or unwillingness. Where inability is
real, retain it. Precision is undermined if a rigid language ban forces the learner to describe
coercion, illness or unavailable resources as a free preference.

A good rewrite names the actor, action, period and evidence. It distinguishes a factual description
from a proposed motive: “I answered messages during the work block” is observable; “I did so to
avoid feeling incompetent” may be a reasonable hypothesis requiring reflection. The author’s aim
is restored agency, but agency is more useful when located accurately. Record what could be
changed, what could not and what remains unknown. A short causal note can follow the factual
entry without turning the entry into an argument for fictional completion.

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=20
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=20
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-afterword.pdf#page=27
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-afterword.pdf#page=28
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Three questions and one bounded sentence

The Nightly Truth Audit asks what fell below a chosen standard, where a protective story
appeared and what relevant truth is being avoided. The Daily Uncomfortable Sentence states a
specific observation about a motive, fear or choice that would otherwise remain vague. These
practices are deliberately small and usually private. They can be attached to an existing review,
but must not become a reason to withhold sleep, necessary care or recovery. The source’s “no
audit, no sleep” phrasing is motivational rhetoric; this course does not prescribe sacrificing sleep
to complete a self-examination ritual.

The chapter bans global condemnation and discourages defensive explanations in the initial audit.
Preserve the useful separation between description and justification while leaving room for later
causal analysis. No genuine problem is understood by deleting its context. The sentence should
be accurate rather than maximally painful, and “I did not identify a distortion today” is allowed by
the later exercise set. Do not invent a wrongdoing to satisfy a daily quota. A learner may analyse
a fictional case instead of exposing private experiences, and repeated distress or rumination is a
reason to modify or stop the exercise rather than intensify it.

Calibrate marks and decide what should be shared

Precision Without Masochism treats self-abuse and self-exoneration as parallel failures to describe
the event. A ledger standard must be defined before the action: twenty distracted minutes do not
fulfil a previously specified thirty-minute focused session. Partial work can still be recorded as
partial work. An externally blocked task remains uncompleted, with the blockage noted. Ask what
preparation might change next time without assuming that every event was preventable. The
record supports a practical redesign, such as moving a repeatedly unsuccessful late-night block,
rather than a fixed character judgment.

The objections section distinguishes inward honesty from indiscriminate speech. Truth to another
person must be relevant, responsible and free of malice; private reflection does not create an
obligation to disclose everything. The workplace objection also recognises that candour can carry
real risk. A learner can identify facts privately while considering appropriate support, channels
and authority before communicating. The source’s image-protection test is useful but incomplete
on its own: privacy, safety and others’ rights also matter. The course grades an accurate
assessment and a proportionate next step, not willingness to make a risky confession or accuse
someone without sufficient evidence.

Original course example: The half-completed review
Invented for this course.

In this invented case, Mina’s ledger row requires checking all citations in a short article. She
checks four of eight and ticks the row because the first four were difficult. She then writes that
she is hopeless at research.

1. Return to the predeclared standard: all eight citations checked. The row is not complete, but
four checks are real progress.

2. Replace both distortions with one account: four of eight citations checked; the other four
remain.
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3. Examine the process separately: two sources were unavailable, and Mina spent the last ten
minutes rearranging headings.

4. Record the access blockage and the controllable diversion without using either to erase the
other.

5. Plan an access request and a focused completion block; do not require a public confession or
global self-label.

The corrected record is both stricter and fairer. It preserves the incomplete commitment, useful
work, external obstacle and next action.

Practice and evidence
1. Perform the no-euphemism rewrite

Use six fictional statements beginning with common source scripts. Rewrite them with evidence,
including one case of genuine inability and one uncertain motive.

Deliverable: Six Story/More precise account pairs plus a 200-word method note.

1. Name actions and periods before causes.

2. Keep uncertainty explicit where motive is not established.

3. Explain why a blanket replacement of cannot with choose not can be inaccurate.

Language · 4 points

Produces specific, checkable descriptions.

Calibration · 4 points

Preserves real constraints and uncertainty without hiding choices.

Usefulness · 2 points

Each rewrite supports a relevant inquiry or correction.

2. Calibrate an audit and ledger

Create one fictional day with a success, partial completion, avoided task and external blockage.
Answer the three audit questions and write one bounded uncomfortable sentence.

Deliverable: A four-entry ledger, three audit answers and one proposed revision.

1. Define the standards before marking.

2. Use no global labels or invented motives.

3. Separate private observations from any proposed communication.

Record integrity · 4 points

Marks outcomes against the original standards and preserves partial work.
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Audit quality · 4 points

Answers the questions with specific evidence and proportionate context.

Safeguards · 2 points

Protects privacy, recovery and appropriate communication boundaries.

Reflection

What would an audit look like if it were equally unwilling to exaggerate your failures and your
successes?

Formative self-check
Choose an answer before looking at the answer key. These questions are open practice, not a secure assessment.

1. A learner completes four of eight required checks. What is the honest
record?

• A. A full tick because the work felt hard.

• B. No progress because the task is incomplete.

• C. Partial completion, with four checks still outstanding.

• D. A permanent label of unreliable.

2. No convincing self-deception is identified in tonight’s review. What should
happen?

• A. Invent a fault so the exercise is complete.

• B. Record that none was identified and keep the review bounded.

• C. Stay awake until a painful sentence appears.

• D. Assume the learner has become perfectly honest.

3. An employee privately recognises a misleading claim but fears retaliation.
What does the chapter’s objection section support?

• A. Honesty requires immediate public accusation.

• B. Private accuracy and careful consideration of responsible options can be separated from
risky disclosure.

• C. Fear proves the claim is false.

• D. Keeping a private record guarantees legal protection.
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Answer explanations
1. C — Partial completion, with four checks still outstanding.

Honesty preserves both the unfulfilled standard and actual progress. It neither inflates completion
nor deletes useful work.

2. B — Record that none was identified and keep the review bounded.

The source’s later exercise explicitly permits uncertainty or no identified lie. A daily practice is not
a requirement to manufacture guilt.

3. B — Private accuracy and careful consideration of responsible options can
be separated from risky disclosure.

The source distinguishes honest self-assessment from martyrdom. Neither public accusation nor a
guarantee of protection follows from recognising the facts.
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Turn corrected language into a seven-day learning record
Allow approximately 100 minutes, plus any continuing activity.

Learning objectives

• Implement all five source exercises with evidence and privacy safeguards.

• Distinguish an optional next-step sketch from a promise or completed repair.

• Evaluate recurring language patterns and the chapter’s pain-on-time argument without
forecasting certainty.

Assigned source readings

Exercise Set: language correction, first audit, avoided truth, next-step sketch and ledger question;
Closing Synthesis

Full-book PDF pages 252–257. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Chapter 7 notes 233–240: memory, bias, feedback, honesty risks and proactive coping

Full-book PDF pages 447–447. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Develop the argument
Begin with one day of observed language

The exercise set starts by noticing the familiar phrases that erase agency: no time, no choice, it
happened and could not. The task is to record three to five clear rewrites during one day. Use an
event rather than a general opinion. A fictional example might identify an unopened document,
two planned work opportunities and what occurred instead. If the observations do not establish
why the task was avoided, say so. The learner is building a better record, not proving a
predetermined account of laziness or fear.

The second step is the first three-question Truth Audit. Answer concisely with behaviours, periods
and quantities. Absolute words can signal overstatement, but the underlying rule is accuracy
rather than mechanical word policing. “I missed all three scheduled reviews this week” can be
true and bounded; “I never follow through” is a much broader unsupported conclusion. Record
relevant successes too, even if the questions focus attention on gaps. A useful audit must be
capable of being corrected by evidence that does not fit its initial interpretation.

An avoided truth is a hypothesis to handle carefully

The third step asks for one truth the learner knows but avoids considering. The source offers
consequential examples about relationships, finances, health habits and feedback. In this course,
use a fictional or low-stakes professional example unless personal reflection is freely chosen. A
forceful sentence is not automatically accurate, especially when it claims a single hidden motive.
Check it against observations and consider alternatives. “I have not submitted the application
despite two available opportunities” may be better supported than a sweeping claim about never
wanting a different life.

Step four sketches a possible first action within thirty days, explicitly without making a promise.
Preserve that distinction. A sketch explores a lever; a commitment accepts an obligation;

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=27
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=27
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-afterword.pdf#page=28
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completion records an event. Moving between them requires a deliberate decision. A useful first
step may be gathering information, requesting feedback or breaking a task into a manageable
unit. It need not be an immediate confession, major life decision or medical intervention. If an
action affects someone else, consider consent, consequences and authority before treating a
private insight as permission to act.

Review recurring patterns, not a confession count

The fifth step adds the question of where self-deception occurred for seven nights. The source
allows an answer that none was identified or that the learner is unsure. Over the week, look for
repeated phrases associated with specific task types or situations. A recurring no-time story
before unstructured work may suggest a planning problem. A repeated claim about an impossible
task may instead reveal a genuine missing resource. Test interpretations against the record
rather than selecting the harshest explanation to demonstrate seriousness.

The closing synthesis contrasts catastrophe by surprise with pain noticed in time. Its strongest
practical claim is that accurate early indicators can create opportunities to respond before some
problems grow. It also acknowledges that honesty does not immunise anyone against mortality or
larger systems. Avoid the stronger inference that every crisis was foreseeable or preventable. At
the final review, state what became clearer, which action was actually taken and what outcome
remains unknown. A seven-day record can reveal a language habit and support a better next
step; it cannot prove a permanent transformation, guarantee improved health or establish that a
future loss would have been avoidable.

Original course example: The application that stays
hypothetical
Invented for this course.

In this invented case, Sam repeatedly says a professional development application is impossible
to finish. The form is available, one reference is missing and two short statements remain
unwritten. Sam has not yet asked for the reference.

1. Rewrite the global claim into three components: available form, missing reference and two
unfinished statements.

2. Identify the controllable next step without assuming motive: draft a reference request and
outline one statement.

3. Use the avoided-truth prompt cautiously: Sam may be uncertain about applying, but the
record alone does not establish fear as the only cause.

4. Sketch a thirty-day first step without turning the sketch into an unapproved promise to submit.

5. Review after seven days whether the request was sent, what reply arrived and whether the
decision about applying changed.

The exercise replaces a vague impossibility with a bounded account and a decision. It does not
require Sam to pursue a goal that further reflection shows is unsuitable.
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Practice and evidence
1. Build the five-step exercise sequence

Create a fictional seven-day case and complete language corrections, the first audit, an
avoided-truth sentence, an optional first-step sketch and nightly ledger questions.

Deliverable: A seven-day learning packet with all five steps labelled.

1. Include three to five initial rewrites.

2. Allow one day with no identified distortion.

3. Keep observations, hypotheses, commitments and completions distinct.

Coverage · 4 points

Implements all five source steps accurately.

Evidence quality · 4 points

Uses bounded facts and preserves uncertainty and contrary evidence.

Proportion · 2 points

Avoids compelled disclosure, invented guilt and premature major decisions.

2. Test the pain-on-time argument

Compare two fictional project histories with similar early warning signs but different reporting
practices. Add one outcome that neither person could reasonably predict.

Deliverable: A 500-word comparative analysis with a proposed early-response rule.

1. Show how reporting affects a specific decision.

2. Include an external shock or hidden information.

3. Separate preventable delay from unavoidable loss.

Argument reconstruction · 4 points

Represents the source’s early-indicator mechanism and closing qualification.

Causal limits · 4 points

Avoids hindsight bias and guarantees of prevention.

Transfer · 2 points

Proposes an observable, proportionate response to a future signal.

Reflection

What early indicator would you want to notice accurately, and what modest response would it
justify before the outcome is known?
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Formative self-check
Choose an answer before looking at the answer key. These questions are open practice, not a secure assessment.

1. A next-step sketch says, “One option is to ask for feedback this month.”
What does it establish?

• A. Feedback has been requested.

• B. A binding promise has been made.

• C. A possible action has been identified for a later decision.

• D. The underlying problem is solved.

2. A seven-day record repeats “no time” before three tasks, but also shows
two unavoidable interruptions. What is the strongest review?

• A. All no-time explanations are lies.

• B. The interruptions prove no change is possible.

• C. Examine each episode and test whether planning, avoidance or constraints explain its
specifics.

• D. Remove the interrupted days from the record.

3. Which conclusion best fits the closing synthesis with its explicit
qualification?

• A. Honesty prevents all crises.

• B. Early accurate reporting may create opportunities for correction, while some losses remain
outside control.

• C. Every bad outcome proves earlier deception.

• D. Painful self-talk is always more truthful.

Answer explanations
1. C — A possible action has been identified for a later decision.

The source explicitly distinguishes a sketch from a vow. Identifying an option is neither
commitment nor completion.

2. C — Examine each episode and test whether planning, avoidance or
constraints explain its specifics.

A pattern should invite investigation rather than a universal verdict. Genuine constraints and
controllable choices can coexist.
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3. B — Early accurate reporting may create opportunities for correction, while
some losses remain outside control.

The chapter recognises mortality and larger systems. The defensible lesson concerns improved
opportunities for response, not guaranteed prevention.
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Module assessment

Repair the reporting system before revising the plan
A fictional project lead describes three missed milestones as unavoidable chaos. Records show
one supplier failure, one genuinely expanded scope and one period of avoidant browsing. Their
private response alternates between declaring themselves blameless and calling themselves
useless. Produce an accurate review and a feasible correction plan.

Required evidence

• A factual timeline with observations, interpretations and missing evidence separated.

• A three-level honesty analysis and four-question after-action review.

• Six precise language rewrites plus a calibrated sample ledger.

• A five-step, seven-day exercise plan and one optional thirty-day first-step sketch.

• A 500-word discussion of responsibility, privacy, power and the limits of prediction.

Assessment criteria

Accuracy · 5 points

Preserves both external causes and controllable choices without invented motives.

Source synthesis · 5 points

Uses narrative, philosophical argument, defence mechanisms and all five exercise steps
accurately.

Operational integrity · 5 points

Defines standards prospectively and separates partial work, completion, explanations and
commitments.

Judgment and safeguards · 5 points

Rejects global self-condemnation, compelled disclosure and hindsight guarantees while proposing
proportionate repair.

Model response: consult after your attempt

A strong response reconstructs each milestone separately. The supplier failure is not reclassified
as a personal choice, the scope change prompts a question about renegotiation and the browsing
period is recorded without euphemism. It replaces both blamelessness and worthlessness with
checkable statements, uses the four review questions and preserves privacy when deciding what
to communicate. The sample ledger does not turn partial work into completion or ignore useful
progress. The exercise plan includes all five steps and permits a night with no identified distortion.
The final argument treats accurate reporting as a condition for better decisions while recognising
that motives, psychological mechanisms and future outcomes are not established by a forceful
sentence alone.
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Source cautions and interpretation
• All 251 extracted chapter blocks and notes 219–240 were read. This chapter has no embedded

source figures.

• The historical and operational claims about military After Action Reviews, including rank and
reprisal protections, are the author’s claims and were not independently verified.

• Psychological references and note 225’s conference presentation do not independently verify
the chapter’s broad causal claims about dishonesty, anxiety, health or identity.

• Physical-health and relationship scenes are teaching narratives, not diagnostic rules or proof
that adverse outcomes are self-caused.

• Course adaptations preserve genuine inability and uncertainty; the source’s no-because and
cannot-to-choose formulations are not applied so rigidly that they erase factual constraints.

• The no-audit-no-sleep formulation is not adopted as a course requirement; review is bounded
and must not displace necessary recovery.

Source coverage
Opening Narrative Scene

Compares both complete portraits across all five domains, explains three honesty levels and
practises factual description without global verdicts.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 227

The Comfortable Narrator of Their Own Decline

Compares both complete portraits across all five domains, explains three honesty levels and
practises factual description without global verdicts.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 227

The Brutal Bookkeeper: Same World, Different Story

Compares both complete portraits across all five domains, explains three honesty levels and
practises factual description without global verdicts.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 230

Conceptual Frame

Compares both complete portraits across all five domains, explains three honesty levels and
practises factual description without global verdicts.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 233

Ruthless Honesty as Structural, Not Sentimental

Compares both complete portraits across all five domains, explains three honesty levels and
practises factual description without global verdicts.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 233

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=2
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=2
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=5
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=8
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=8
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Philosophical + Psychological Undercarriage

Covers philosophical integration, evasion, dissonance, defensive mechanisms, AAR, cultural
qualifications, memory editing, selective comparison and confessional theatre.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 236

Truthfulness, Evasion, and the Integrated Self

Covers philosophical integration, evasion, dissonance, defensive mechanisms, AAR, cultural
qualifications, memory editing, selective comparison and confessional theatre.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 236

Dissonance, Defence, and the Cost of Internal Lies

Covers philosophical integration, evasion, dissonance, defensive mechanisms, AAR, cultural
qualifications, memory editing, selective comparison and confessional theatre.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 238

Case in Point: The Military After Action Review

Covers philosophical integration, evasion, dissonance, defensive mechanisms, AAR, cultural
qualifications, memory editing, selective comparison and confessional theatre.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 240

Diagnostic Section: Cultural and Personal Sabotage

Covers philosophical integration, evasion, dissonance, defensive mechanisms, AAR, cultural
qualifications, memory editing, selective comparison and confessional theatre.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 241

Cultural Permission to Blur: Affirmations, Soft Language, and Blamelessness

Covers philosophical integration, evasion, dissonance, defensive mechanisms, AAR, cultural
qualifications, memory editing, selective comparison and confessional theatre.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 241

Personal Self-Deception: Scripts, Memory Editing, and Confessional Theatre

Covers philosophical integration, evasion, dissonance, defensive mechanisms, AAR, cultural
qualifications, memory editing, selective comparison and confessional theatre.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 243

Constructive Section: Methods, Habits, Protocols

Implements no-euphemism language, three audit questions, uncomfortable sentences and
calibrated ledger marks; directly addresses all three objections.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 245

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=11
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=11
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=13
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=15
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=16
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=16
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=18
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=20
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The No-Euphemism Rule: Language of Agency

Implements no-euphemism language, three audit questions, uncomfortable sentences and
calibrated ledger marks; directly addresses all three objections.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 245

The Nightly Truth Audit and the Daily Uncomfortable Sentence

Implements no-euphemism language, three audit questions, uncomfortable sentences and
calibrated ledger marks; directly addresses all three objections.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 247

Precision Without Masochism and a Ledger That Matches Reality

Implements no-euphemism language, three audit questions, uncomfortable sentences and
calibrated ledger marks; directly addresses all three objections.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 250

Objections Addressed

Implements no-euphemism language, three audit questions, uncomfortable sentences and
calibrated ledger marks; directly addresses all three objections.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 252

Exercise Set

Implements all five body-styled exercise steps, tone/posture and the closing trajectories with
limits on prediction and causal blame.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 252

One Day of Corrected Language, First Audit, and the Avoided Truth

Implements all five body-styled exercise steps, tone/posture and the closing trajectories with
limits on prediction and causal blame.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 252

Closing Synthesis + Aphorism

Implements all five body-styled exercise steps, tone/posture and the closing trajectories with
limits on prediction and causal blame.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 255

Two Trajectories: Catastrophe by Surprise vs Pain on Time

Implements all five body-styled exercise steps, tone/posture and the closing trajectories with
limits on prediction and causal blame.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 255

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=20
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=22
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=25
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=27
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=27
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=27
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=30
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=30
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Step 1: Language correction day

Records three to five bounded rewrites from one day, keeping evidence and motive separate.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 253

Step 2: First written Truth Audit

Answers all three questions with concrete behaviours, quantities and periods.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 253

Step 3: The most avoided truth

Uses a precise, evidence-checked sentence with fictional-case and privacy options.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 254

Step 4: Next-step sketch

Identifies a manageable possible action without treating it as a promise or completion.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 254

Step 5: Ledger question

Runs seven nightly questions and permits uncertainty or no identified distortion.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 255

Tone and posture

Treats truth as a practical tool rather than catharsis, performance or self-punishment.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 255

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=28
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=28
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=29
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=29
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=30
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch07.pdf#page=30
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