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The Discipline of Greatness

Practise principled independence without
losing correctability
Examine how evidence-based judgment can survive pressure for approval. Build behavioural
boundaries, low-stakes refusal skills, reflective space and trusted criticism, then complete the
chapter’s five exercises with a clear and context-sensitive record.

4 lessons · approximately 9 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.

• Analyse the opening reporting dilemma and propose a defensible response.

• Distinguish loneliness, solitude, independence and contrarianism.

• Diagnose approval incentives and personal accommodation with contextual evidence.

• Write and test behavioural standards while preserving tactical flexibility.

• Complete and evaluate all five exercises without ambiguous scoring or ideological grading.

Open the module and source reading links

Lesson sequence
1. Hold a reasoned position without treating isolation as proof

2. Recognise approval pressure and distinguish it from useful feedback

3. Prepare clear boundaries and practise correctable courage

4. Complete the five courage exercises with a consistent record

https://craigwright.net/learning-greatness-ch10
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Hold a reasoned position without treating isolation as
proof
Allow approximately 110 minutes, plus any continuing activity.

Learning objectives

• Analyse Andrew’s refusal using evidence, audience effects and a constructive alternative.

• Distinguish loneliness, solitude and standing alone.

• Explain an evidence-responsive inner tribunal and identify limits of the psychological and
historical illustrations.

Assigned source readings

Opening reporting dilemma; Conceptual Frame; Virtue, Magnanimity, and the Inner Tribunal;
Conformity, Pain, and the Cost of Belonging; Cato case

Full-book PDF pages 331–345. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Chapter 10 notes 271–275: magnanimity, conformity, obedience and social exclusion

Full-book PDF pages 449–450. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Chapter 10 notes 284–285: minority influence and authenticity

Full-book PDF pages 450–450. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Develop the argument
Identify the actual issue in the reporting scene

Andrew’s dilemma is not simply that his colleagues prefer an adjusted measure. The narrative
says the exclusions remove much of the relevant loss, while the main slide implies stability. The
unadjusted data is technically available in a distant appendix but unlikely to shape the audience’s
first understanding. Andrew links presentation to consequences: the board may allocate
resources using a misleading impression. His objection therefore concerns material framing and
audience understanding, rather than a rule that every adjustment is dishonest.

His response has three parts: identify the misleading implication, propose showing both figures
prominently and decline to lend his name to the misleading version. He does not need a speech or
a claim of superior character. The room changes the slide, but the narrative also preserves social
costs and uncertain later consequences. This is a constructed case, not assurance that dissent is
always safe or rewarded. A learner should consider evidence quality, role responsibilities and
safer channels without treating avoidable personal exposure as the measure of courage.

Separate three kinds of aloneness

Loneliness is the pain of missing desired connection. Solitude is chosen time with one’s own
thoughts. Standing alone is a behaviour: maintaining a considered standard when support is
absent or opposition is present. These states can overlap, but they are not interchangeable.
Someone may have close friendships and still dissent in a meeting; someone physically alone
may simply follow imagined group approval. The chapter argues for willingness to bear
disagreement, not permanent isolation or an identity built around being misunderstood.

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=1
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=1
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-afterword.pdf#page=30
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-afterword.pdf#page=31
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The conceptual hierarchy places considered principle above immediate approval. Earlier habits
support that moment: honesty names the problem, order reduces avoidable instability, the ledger
preserves evidence and deliberate difficulty rehearses action under discomfort. Yet a feeling that
something is wrong is only the beginning of inquiry. Real dilemmas may involve uncertain facts
and competing duties. The course retains the source’s challenge to automatic compliance while
requiring reasons, proportionality and attention to those affected by the proposed stand.

Make the inner tribunal correctable

The philosophical discussion uses magnanimity to describe self-estimation that does not fluctuate
with every passing opinion. Its inner tribunal examines conduct against reasons and chosen
standards. Crucially, the source says it can revise a verdict when better evidence or argument
appears. Independence therefore differs from both conformity and contrarianism. Agreeing with a
group after examining its reasons can be independent; opposing it because opposition feels
distinctive still allows the group to determine one’s stance.

The psychological discussion describes conformity pressure, the desire for belonging and the
discomfort of rejection. Notes 272–275 identify Asch, Milgram and social-exclusion research; note
284 adds minority influence. Those references do not verify every claim in the prose about
perception, neural equivalence or evolutionary responses. The course does not infer that all
disagreement is felt like physical danger or that social anxiety is merely weakness. Actual
material risks, discrimination and dependence can make dissent costly. A sound plan evaluates
those conditions rather than dismissing them as irrational fear.

Use the historical case critically

The Cato passage presents refusal of corruption alongside political rigidity and costly opposition.
It also gives an approving interpretation of his death by suicide. The course does not adopt that
interpretation as a model of integrity: suicide is neither a training method nor evidence of virtue.
Survival, support, revision and competing duties remain compatible with principled action.
Analyse what the author wants the example to establish, what the narrative leaves uncertain and
how rigidity may damage otherwise legitimate aims. The case is not independently verified here.
Full credit comes from a reasoned evaluation, including criticism of the analogy, rather than
admiration of tragic sacrifice.

Original course example: The selectively positive survey
Invented for this course.

In this invented case, an association’s project report displays only favourable survey responses. A
coordinator is asked to approve it because the complete responses appear in a separate file.

1. Check what was excluded and whether the headline accurately describes the sample.

2. Identify the audience inference: readers may believe the displayed proportion represents all
respondents.

3. Offer a correction that shows the complete result and transparently labels any subgroup.

4. State a bounded refusal to approve an inaccurate presentation without attacking colleagues’
character.
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5. Remain open to new information showing that the subgroup is appropriate and clearly
labelled.

A principled objection is tied to evidence and a remedy. Being the only objector does not by itself
make the objection correct.

Practice and evidence
1. Reconstruct the reporting decision

Analyse Andrew’s meeting from the first slide to the final ledger entry. Explain the disputed
framing, group pressures, proposed remedy and unresolved costs.

Deliverable: A decision map and 300-word evaluation.

1. Distinguish adjusted measurement from misleading presentation.

2. Trace how an audience might act on the headline.

3. Compare silence, clarification, refusal and the adopted remedy.

Source reasoning · 4 points

Accurately reconstructs the material exclusions and main-slide problem.

Alternatives · 4 points

Evaluates options by evidence and likely consequences.

Limits · 2 points

Does not generalise the narrative’s successful outcome to all dissent.

2. Test independence and correction

Write four short cases: independent agreement, principled dissent, reflex contrarianism and a
justified revision of an earlier stand.

Deliverable: Four cases plus a one-sentence diagnostic test for each.

1. State the evidence and standard in every case.

2. Show what social approval would reward.

3. Specify what new information could change the conclusion.

Distinctions · 4 points

Correctly separates agreement, dissent, contrarianism and revision.

Correctability · 4 points

Provides genuine evidence-based revision conditions.

Judgment · 2 points

Does not use isolation or discomfort as proof of truth.
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Reflection

What would you need to know before treating your next disagreement as a matter of principle?

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

1. Why is the appendix insufficient in Andrew’s narrative?

• A. Appendices are always dishonest.

• B. The main presentation creates a materially misleading impression despite technical
availability of the full figures.

• C. Adjusted metrics are forbidden in every context.

• D. The board is incapable of reading.

2. A learner agrees with a unanimous group after examining evidence. What
follows?

• A. They cannot be independent.

• B. They must create a disagreement to train courage.

• C. Their agreement can be independent if reasons, rather than approval, determine it.

• D. Their agreement proves the group correct.

3. Which response best represents a correctable inner tribunal?

• A. I wrote this belief earlier, so evidence cannot change it.

• B. Being rejected proves I am right.

• C. My view changes whenever the room frowns.

• D. I can explain my reasons and revise them when stronger evidence appears.

Answer explanations
1. B — The main presentation creates a materially misleading impression
despite technical availability of the full figures.

The objection concerns the relationship between framing and likely understanding. A transparent,
relevant adjustment can be legitimate.

2. C — Their agreement can be independent if reasons, rather than approval,
determine it.

Independence concerns how judgment is formed and corrected, not whether the result differs
from the group.
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3. D — I can explain my reasons and revise them when stronger evidence
appears.

The source distinguishes independent judgment from infallibility. Neither social opposition nor a
prior commitment removes the duty to examine reasons.
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Recognise approval pressure and distinguish it from
useful feedback
Allow approximately 110 minutes, plus any continuing activity.

Learning objectives

• Explain how approval rewards can shape speech before explicit pressure occurs.

• Distinguish shared conviction from membership signalling using observable evidence.

• Diagnose personal accommodation patterns without pathologising ordinary social adaptation.

Assigned source readings

Approval as a Form of Soft Currency; Collective Moral Costuming; The Personal Erosion: How
Individuals Unlearn Themselves

Full-book PDF pages 345–350. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Chapter 10 notes 276–278: approval, signalling and groupthink

Full-book PDF pages 450–450. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Chapter 10 note 283: social reward

Full-book PDF pages 450–450. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Develop the argument
Trace approval as an incentive

The source’s currency metaphor treats likes, endorsements, invitations and warmth as rewards
that can influence expression. A person may learn to pre-edit an opinion before anyone directly
asks them to do so. This is a mechanism to investigate, not evidence that every public statement
is insincere. Begin with a sequence: what view was privately supported, what was said publicly,
what reward or penalty was expected and what actually happened. The gap matters only after the
relevant evidence and context are known.

The chapter uses strong language about dopamine and dependence. Its notes identify
social-influence and social-reward sources, but this course has not verified those studies or a
clinical account of any individual. A drop in engagement does not diagnose an addiction, and
wanting friendship is not a defect. The practical question is whether a reward has displaced a
reasoned judgment. A person can consider how a message lands, use tact and preserve
relationships while still representing the substance honestly.

Examine collective moral costuming

Collective moral costuming is the author’s label for treating visible positions as membership
badges. The diagnostic concern is procedural: are questions evaluated on their merits, or treated
as disloyalty before their content is considered? Are identical evidential standards applied to
agreeable and disagreeable claims? Does the group permit uncertainty and correction? A group
may genuinely share a well-supported conviction. Agreement becomes suspect when the main
demand is a performance of belonging rather than engagement with the reasons for the position.

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=15
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=15
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-afterword.pdf#page=31
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-afterword.pdf#page=31
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The source also criticises responding to dissent by labelling the dissenter arrogant, unstable or
narcissistic instead of answering the argument. That warning applies in both directions. A
dissenter must not dismiss every objection as proof of herd mentality. Separate the content, the
conduct and the context. An argument may be mistaken even if expressed courageously; a valid
argument can be delivered harmfully; a group may set appropriate behavioural boundaries
without suppressing thought. The assessment examines these distinctions and never rewards a
particular political or ideological conclusion.

Identify the personal erosion patterns

The first personal pattern is constant rehearsal for approval: filtering each statement through
imagined reactions. The second relabels fear as kindness, politeness or adaptability. The third
maintains incompatible public and private positions until the person loses track of the reasons for
either. The fourth, herd courage, expresses a view forcefully only when protected by a supportive
crowd. Finally, repeated choices can create a felt split between professed standards and actual
conduct. These are the source’s diagnostic categories, not diagnoses of mental illness.

Context changes their meaning. Adjusting vocabulary for different audiences is not necessarily
dishonesty. Privacy does not require revealing every belief to every person. Silence can reflect
uncertainty, a wish to protect another person’s confidence or a realistic safety concern. Equally,
tact can conceal avoidance when a material concern is deliberately left unaddressed. Evaluate
the specific responsibility to speak, the evidence available and the reasonable alternatives. Do
not infer deficient courage from social anxiety, trauma, disability or a need for support.

Turn the diagnosis into a testable next step

A useful review identifies one recent scene and separates four elements: facts, considered
judgment, social pressure and action. Ask what the person would have done if approval were
irrelevant, then test whether that action would actually be justified and proportionate. Possible
next steps include asking a clarifying question, checking a disputed fact, declining to endorse an
unsupported claim or raising a concern through a safer route. The aim is neither permanent
dissent nor perfect consistency across every context. It is reducing the gap between defensible
judgment and chosen conduct while remaining open to correction.

Original course example: The slogan in the planning chat
Invented for this course.

In this invented case, a neighbourhood group expects every member to endorse an event plan
immediately. A member thinks the accessibility arrangements are incomplete but worries that
asking questions will seem disloyal.

1. Separate support for the event’s purpose from the unresolved access arrangements.

2. Identify the pressure: immediate visible endorsement is being treated as evidence of loyalty.

3. Check the facts rather than assuming organisers are indifferent.

4. Ask a concrete question about the missing arrangement and offer a workable planning step.

5. Evaluate the response on its content; disagreement with the proposed fix is not automatically
suppression.
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The member can support a shared aim while examining its implementation. A useful diagnosis
targets the decision process, not the group’s identity.

Practice and evidence
1. Audit the reward structure

Create a fictional group interaction in which approval affects expression. Include an alternative
explanation for the same behaviour and evidence that would distinguish the two.

Deliverable: A 350-word case and a four-part facts/judgment/pressure/action record.

1. Name the expected reward or penalty.

2. Explain the possible effect on what is said.

3. Test a non-avoidant explanation, such as uncertainty or confidentiality.

Mechanism · 4 points

Shows how incentives could shape expression before overt pressure.

Alternatives · 4 points

Provides a plausible competing explanation and discriminating evidence.

Scope · 2 points

Avoids diagnosing people or condemning all group agreement.

2. Separate principle from audience adaptation

Analyse six short scenes covering tact, privacy, incompatible claims, herd courage, genuine
revision and avoidant silence. Propose a proportionate next step for each.

Deliverable: Six classifications with reasons and next actions.

1. State whether a material responsibility is being evaded.

2. Identify the evidence or permission needed before speaking.

3. Allow agreement, correction and safe silence when justified.

Distinctions · 4 points

Does not confuse all audience adaptation with dishonesty.

Reasoning · 4 points

Uses evidence, duties and likely effects to classify the scenes.

Action · 2 points

Next steps fit the specific context rather than demand public confrontation.
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Reflection

Where could you replace an imagined approval test with a concrete question about evidence or
responsibility?

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

1. Which evidence best supports the diagnosis of membership signalling?

• A. Members hold the same view.

• B. A position is popular.

• C. Questions are rejected as disloyal before their content is considered.

• D. The group has a shared goal.

2. A person uses different vocabulary with colleagues and family while
preserving the same factual claim. What is the best conclusion?

• A. They necessarily maintain incompatible selves.

• B. This may be ordinary audience adaptation rather than betrayal.

• C. They must reveal every private opinion to both groups.

• D. They should disagree with both groups to establish independence.

3. A dissenter calls every critic part of a mindless herd. What important test is
missing?

• A. Whether the dissenter receives enough likes.

• B. Whether the critics are popular.

• C. Whether the dissenter feels hurt.

• D. Whether the criticisms have evidential merit.

Answer explanations
1. C — Questions are rejected as disloyal before their content is considered.

The relevant mechanism is replacing reasons with a loyalty test. Shared convictions and goals can
be entirely legitimate.

2. B — This may be ordinary audience adaptation rather than betrayal.

Style and privacy can vary without changing the substance of a judgment. The diagnosis requires
more than difference in presentation.

3. D — Whether the criticisms have evidential merit.

The warning against dismissing people instead of arguments applies to dissenters too.
Independence includes the possibility that a critic is right.
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Prepare clear boundaries and practise correctable
courage
Allow approximately 110 minutes, plus any continuing activity.

Learning objectives

• Write three to five behavioural boundaries with reasons and appropriate scope.

• Practise four forms of low-stakes refusal or honesty.

• Use solitude, trusted criticism and an unambiguous ledger without turning independence into
stubbornness.

Assigned source readings

Drawing the Lines; Reps of Refusal; Inner Solitude; The Few; Courage in the Ledger; Objections

Full-book PDF pages 350–356. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Chapter 10 notes 279–282: precommitment, assertiveness, solitude and friendship

Full-book PDF pages 450–450. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Develop the argument
Draw lines that can guide behaviour

The source asks for three to five sentences beginning with a refusal, rather than a long list of
abstract values. A usable line identifies conduct: not knowingly endorsing misleading work, not
participating in humiliation or not casually disclosing entrusted information. Its purpose is to
reduce improvisation under pressure. Add the reason, scope and foreseeable conflicts so the line
can guide judgment rather than merely sound uncompromising. A written boundary is evidence of
prior thought, not proof that its content is ethically sound.

For example, confidentiality is important, but the source itself recognises serious-harm
exceptions. Learners should not invent universal disclosure rules from a course exercise. Work
within relevant obligations and seek appropriate guidance for consequential cases. Similarly,
refusing misleading work requires establishing what is misleading; an honest error calls for
correction rather than an accusation. The distinction between principle and tactic is central. One
can preserve accurate reporting while changing the chart, timing or communication route.

Practise ordinary acts without manufacturing conflict

The chapter supplies four small repetitions: state a disagreement, decline to join humiliating
humour, refuse an incompatible favour and admit not knowing. These are behaviours rather than
dramatic identities. A concise sentence can be enough. The exercise does not require selecting
the most hostile room or provoking a test. Choose a low-stakes, naturally occurring opportunity
where the relevant action is justified. Rehearsal with a fictional case is appropriate when an actual
situation is unsafe or too consequential for a training task.

Good refusal is specific and proportionate. Distinguish the request from the requester’s worth,
explain a relevant constraint when useful and avoid promises made solely to soften the moment.
Admitting uncertainty can protect others from false confidence; asking for clarification may be

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=20
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-afterword.pdf#page=31
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more responsible than either agreement or opposition. If the facts change, changing the response
is not a failed repetition. The skill being trained is honest judgment under social pressure, not the
ability to keep saying no regardless of circumstances.

Use solitude and a few trustworthy critics

The methods propose ten to fifteen minutes of quiet daily reflection and a longer weekly interval,
such as a half-hour walk. Their function is to examine actions without continuous feedback.
Solitude is voluntary practice, not a prescription to withdraw from support. Adapt the setting,
duration and sensory conditions to the learner; retain necessary accessibility tools and urgent
communication. The source’s claim that public independence requires private solitude is a
philosophical assertion, not a demonstrated universal prerequisite.

The chosen few provide a corrective. Select people who examine evidence, tolerate disagreement
and can criticise a conclusion or motive without demanding submission. The source contrasts this
with shopping for a flattering audience. A useful consultation presents the facts, your
interpretation and what might change your mind. Respecting a critic does not make their verdict
binding, and disagreement alone does not prove you are stubborn. The aim is a reasoned
response to criticism, including acknowledgment of unresolved uncertainty, rather than replacing
a large crowd with a smaller unquestioned authority.

Record evidence and answer the objections

The methods use a ledger question where Yes means upholding a principle. They also risk treating
a day without a test as failure. Preserve what happened by recording opportunity separately: no
relevant test, a test met, a test missed or an uncertain case requiring review. Add one factual line
when useful. The exercise section later reverses the yes/no polarity; the next lesson makes that
inconsistency explicit. A stable definition matters more than accumulating favourable marks.

The objections ask whether this is stubbornness, whether compromise is necessary and whether
many principled stands are merely difficult behaviour. The source answers with prior written
standards, reasons and the distinction between principles and tactics. Extend that test: prior
commitment alone cannot settle the issue, because an earlier belief can be mistaken. Ask
whether the standard is defensible, the facts support its application and the action is
proportionate. Courage includes a calm correction or apology when your own stance fails those
tests.

Original course example: A refusal with a workable
alternative
Invented for this course.

In this invented case, Daria is asked to certify that an event checklist is complete, although two
access checks remain undone. The organiser is under time pressure.

1. Identify the boundary: do not certify checks known to be incomplete.

2. Clarify the facts and distinguish incomplete checks from evidence that the venue is unusable.

3. Say that the checklist can be marked pending, with the two items named.

4. Offer a realistic time for verification without accepting work beyond capacity.
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5. Record the stand and invite review if the certification wording has a different legitimate
meaning.

The refusal protects accuracy while preserving cooperation. It does not require accusing the
organiser or refusing every compromise.

Practice and evidence
1. Write and stress-test five lines

Write three to five behavioural non-negotiables. For each, explain its reason, a likely test, a
legitimate tactical compromise and an edge case requiring further judgment.

Deliverable: A boundary sheet and five short stress tests.

1. Use observable behaviour rather than identity claims.

2. Check for competing duties and harmful overbreadth.

3. State what evidence could show that the line does not apply.

Clarity · 4 points

Boundaries are behavioural, limited and usable under pressure.

Reasoning · 4 points

Includes defensible reasons, edge cases and tactical flexibility.

Correctability · 2 points

Does not treat advance writing as immunity from revision.

2. Rehearse refusal and critical review

Create scripts for disagreement, nonparticipation in humiliation, declining a favour and admitting
uncertainty. Then have an imagined trusted critic challenge one script.

Deliverable: Four concise scripts, a critic’s objection and a revised response.

1. Keep each script proportionate to a low-stakes situation.

2. Separate factual issues from judgments about people.

3. Revise where the objection improves accuracy or delivery.

Range · 4 points

Covers all four source repetitions with usable wording.

Proportion · 4 points

Avoids needless confrontation and respects actual constraints.

Learning · 2 points

Responds substantively to criticism rather than seeking affirmation.
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Reflection

Who could challenge your reasoning without either flattering you or taking over your judgment?

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

1. What is the strongest limitation of a written non-negotiable?

• A. It cannot influence action.

• B. It is automatically correct if written before pressure.

• C. It still requires defensible content and accurate application.

• D. It must forbid all compromise.

2. Which compromise preserves the reporting principle?

• A. Hide the inconvenient result in a file nobody will see.

• B. Show accurate information using a different clear chart.

• C. Certify an unchecked claim to avoid delay.

• D. Agree verbally while privately disapproving.

3. A day contains no relevant pressure to compromise. How should a useful
course ledger represent it?

• A. Invent a confrontation to earn a Yes.

• B. Record moral failure.

• C. Mark success without context.

• D. Record no test separately from a test met or missed.

Answer explanations
1. C — It still requires defensible content and accurate application.

Precommitment can reduce improvisation, but a prior standard can be overbroad or mistaken.
Reasons and evidence remain necessary.

2. B — Show accurate information using a different clear chart.

Tactics can change while accuracy remains intact. The other options surrender or conceal the
substantive standard.

3. D — Record no test separately from a test met or missed.

Opportunity matters. Separating no-test days prevents the record from rewarding manufactured
conflict or misclassifying ordinary days.
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Complete the five courage exercises with a consistent
record
Allow approximately 110 minutes, plus any continuing activity.

Learning objectives

• Complete all five exercises with their specified counts and time frames.

• Resolve the source’s yes/no ambiguity without altering the book.

• Evaluate a fourteen-day record for evidence, proportion and correction rather than ideological
conformity.

Assigned source readings

All five courage exercises; Closing Synthesis: The Price of Keeping Your Own Face

Full-book PDF pages 356–361. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Chapter 10 note 285: authenticity under social pressure

Full-book PDF pages 450–450. Section links open the chapter at the relevant page.

Develop the argument
Make the first two exercises concrete

The non-negotiables exercise uses ten to fifteen minutes to write three to five behavioural refusal
statements, then places them where they will be reviewed weekly. Avoid converting the list into a
public declaration for approval. The content should remain open to reasoned examination, and
the exercise need not involve private information about anyone else. A fictional role can be used
to practise the form before applying it to a real setting.

The recent compromise review selects three situations from the last few months. For each, the
source asks for three short paragraphs: observable events, feelings before/during/after and a
plausible alternative action. Keep those categories separate. A feeling of guilt does not prove
wrongdoing; an observation that a person stayed silent does not establish why. Add relevant
constraints when evaluating the alternative, while keeping the original scene accurately
described. The purpose is to locate a trainable decision point, not produce self-condemnation.

Plan one small act and one solitude appointment

The third exercise chooses one likely situation in the coming week. Record the situation, expected
pressure, relevant non-negotiable, exact sentence or action and likely day and time. The source
explicitly favours a small act rather than a dangerous or cinematic confrontation. Rehearse a
clarification, refusal or admission of uncertainty that fits the facts. Afterwards record what
happened and how it felt, including surprises or a decision that the planned line did not apply. Do
not manufacture conflict simply to complete the exercise.

The fourth exercise schedules thirty to sixty minutes within seven days for quiet reflection on
approval and principle. This is longer than the daily ten-to-fifteen-minute method. Use a suitable
setting, a notebook or accessible equivalent, and an agreed pause from optional input. Retain
support or communication needed for safety. At the end, select one informative sentence to guide

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=26
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-afterword.pdf#page=31
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a future action. The text later says the end of the hour despite allowing a shorter block; use the
end of the chosen thirty-to-sixty-minute interval, not an invented extra requirement.

Repair the ledger ambiguity explicitly

The fifth exercise runs for fourteen days. Its printed question combines betraying and upholding
principles, then assigns Yes to betrayal and No to no betrayal. The earlier methods assign Yes to
standing by principles. Those are opposite polarities, and the compound wording is ambiguous.
The course leaves the source intact but asks the learner to choose one clear question, such as
whether they knowingly compromised a stated principle for approval today, and display the
definition beside every entry.

For that betrayal question, Yes records a compromise and No records no identified compromise.
Add a separate opportunity field so a day without a test is distinguishable from holding a line.
Record uncertainty where facts are unresolved; do not force an inaccurate binary conclusion
merely to satisfy the form. A short factual note is enough. At the end of fourteen days, compare
the situations in which a test actually occurred. Counting all days as equivalent can conceal either
progress or the absence of relevant opportunities.

Assess fellowship as well as refusal

The closing returns to Andrew and offers three claims: principles need durability under pressure,
courage usually appears in small refusals and independence can support genuine fellowship. The
last claim challenges relationships built on concealed agreement, but it should not imply that
social support must be earned through isolation. A reliable friend can tell an unwelcome truth,
receive one and remain connected. Evaluate whether the practice improves honesty and
cooperation, rather than counting how many people were disappointed.

A strong final review identifies a principle held, a compromise or uncertainty honestly named and
a correction made after feedback. It examines costs to others, the accuracy of the underlying
belief and whether the response was proportionate. A learner can disagree with the author’s
philosophical conclusions and still demonstrate the skill. Conversely, repeating the chapter’s
slogans without evidence is insufficient. The completed exercises should leave a clearer basis for
judgment and a safer, more workable next action, rather than an identity organised around
permanent opposition.

Original course example: Fourteen days with only four
tests
Invented for this course.

In this invented case, an apprentice records fourteen evenings. Four days contain a relevant
pressure: twice they state uncertainty, once they approve an unchecked claim and once they
postpone judgment to verify evidence. The remaining days contain no test.

1. Choose one question and define its Yes and No meanings before interpreting totals.

2. Separate the ten no-test days from the four actual opportunities.

3. Record the unchecked approval as a compromise and plan a correction through the
appropriate channel.

4. Treat the verification pause as an unresolved or later-resolved case, not automatic cowardice.
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5. Review whether the two uncertainty statements protected accuracy and whether feedback
changes any assessment.

The record supports analysis of specific decisions. It cannot establish a global courage score by
counting favourable marks.

Practice and evidence
1. Build the five-exercise courage packet

Complete or simulate the non-negotiables list, three compromise reviews, one planned small act,
one solitude appointment and fourteen-day record. Label all simulations.

Deliverable: A complete packet with dates, definitions and a private or fictional evidence record.

1. Use three to five lines and three past scenes.

2. Specify all five fields for the coming-week act.

3. Schedule the thirty-to-sixty-minute appointment within seven days.

4. Define ledger polarity and distinguish no test, tested action and uncertainty.

Completeness · 4 points

Includes all five exercises and the correct counts and windows.

Evidence quality · 4 points

Separates events, feelings, alternatives and opportunity without inventing observations.

Safety and privacy · 2 points

Uses low-stakes practice and avoids forced disclosure or manufactured confrontation.

2. Defend and revise a stand

Choose one episode from the packet. Write the strongest case for the stand, the strongest
reasonable objection and a revised action if the objection succeeds.

Deliverable: A 500-word balanced case analysis and one concise future script.

1. State the factual premise and governing standard.

2. Assess real costs, tactical alternatives and effects on others.

3. Explain what would change your mind and what remains unresolved.

Argument · 4 points

Provides reasons beyond prior commitment or personal discomfort.

Counterargument · 4 points

Engages a substantive objection fairly and allows correction.
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Transfer · 2 points

Produces a proportionate script that can preserve honest cooperation.

Reflection

How could greater independence make one relationship more honest and cooperative rather than
more distant?

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

1. The exercise uses Yes for betrayal, while the methods use Yes for standing
by principles. What should a learner do?

• A. Mix both meanings and count the Yes marks.

• B. Ignore all records.

• C. Define a single explicit question and polarity, noting the source inconsistency.

• D. Choose whichever meaning makes the week look better.

2. A planned act no longer fits because new evidence supports the group’s
position. What best demonstrates the lesson?

• A. Perform the refusal anyway.

• B. Revise the judgment and record the reason.

• C. Conceal the new evidence.

• D. Invent a different conflict immediately.

3. Which final assessment deserves the strongest score?

• A. The learner disagreed most often.

• B. The learner endorsed every claim in the book.

• C. The learner never felt lonely.

• D. The learner used evidence, proportionate action, honest records and justified correction.

Answer explanations
1. C — Define a single explicit question and polarity, noting the source
inconsistency.

Stable operational definitions are necessary for meaningful records. The course explains the
discrepancy without rewriting the source.
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2. B — Revise the judgment and record the reason.

Correctability is part of independence. The aim is sound conduct under pressure, not fulfilling a
refusal quota.

3. D — The learner used evidence, proportionate action, honest records and
justified correction.

The course grades reasoning and practice. Disagreement frequency, ideological agreement and
emotional invulnerability are not valid substitutes.
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Module assessment

Hold the line and remain open to correction
A fictional volunteer committee asks an organiser to endorse a public statement claiming
unanimous support for a project. Two members have unresolved concerns, and the organiser
privately doubts the wording. The committee also provides valued friendship. Design a
proportionate response and a two-week practice plan.

Required evidence

• A facts, uncertainty, pressure and responsibility analysis.

• Three to five behavioural boundaries with reasons and edge cases.

• A clear response script plus a cooperative alternative and a plausible correction condition.

• All five exercise components, including a fourteen-day record with explicit polarity and
opportunity fields.

• A 500-word evaluation considering truth, belonging, safety, privacy and counterarguments.

Assessment criteria

Reasoned judgment · 5 points

Distinguishes evidence from feelings and identifies what the statement would imply.

Practical response · 5 points

Offers a proportionate, accurate alternative and remains correctable.

Exercise fidelity · 5 points

Includes all five exercises, counts, windows and consistent record definitions.

Fairness and reflection · 5 points

Engages objections, protects privacy and does not equate dissent or isolation with virtue.

Model response: consult after your attempt

A strong response first verifies whether the claim of unanimity is accurate and what the
concerned members authorised others to say. It proposes wording that truthfully reflects the
decision without exposing private comments. The organiser can decline to endorse an inaccurate
claim while supporting the project’s legitimate aims. The plan includes a small rehearsal,
reflective time and a trusted critic, not a demand to sever relationships. Its record distinguishes
actual tests, compromises, no-test days and uncertainty, with Yes and No defined consistently. A
revised conclusion after new evidence can earn full credit. Neither loyalty to the group nor
opposition to it settles the case.
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Source cautions and interpretation
• The methods use Yes for upholding principles, but the fourteen-day exercise assigns Yes to

betrayal after a compound question. The course preserves the source and uses an explicit,
consistent polarity with a separate no-test field.

• The solitude exercise specifies thirty to sixty minutes, then refers to the end of the hour. The
course uses the end of the chosen interval and identifies the wording mismatch.

• The Cato narrative approvingly interprets suicide. The course rejects suicide as a training
method or evidence of virtue, permits survival, support, revision and competing duties, and
provides no imitation exercise; the historical account is not independently verified.

• Claims about neural pain overlap, evolutionary responses, dopamine, conformity and social
anxiety are attributed to the author and not independently verified. No clinical diagnosis is
inferred.

• Advance commitment does not establish that a principle is sound. Assessment rewards
evidence, proportionality, correction and reasonable disagreement, never ideological
conformity.

• No image blocks occur in the assigned chapter JSON; all substantive H2–H4 headings are
covered.

Source coverage
Opening Narrative Scene

Reconstructs the entire reporting narrative; teaches loneliness/solitude/standing alone,
prior-discipline links, magnanimity, correctable inner judgment, conformity hypotheses and
critical evaluation of Cato.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 332

Conceptual Frame

Reconstructs the entire reporting narrative; teaches loneliness/solitude/standing alone,
prior-discipline links, magnanimity, correctable inner judgment, conformity hypotheses and
critical evaluation of Cato.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 337

Philosophical + Psychological Undercarriage

Reconstructs the entire reporting narrative; teaches loneliness/solitude/standing alone,
prior-discipline links, magnanimity, correctable inner judgment, conformity hypotheses and
critical evaluation of Cato.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 339

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=2
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=7
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=9
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Virtue, Magnanimity, and the Inner Tribunal

Reconstructs the entire reporting narrative; teaches loneliness/solitude/standing alone,
prior-discipline links, magnanimity, correctable inner judgment, conformity hypotheses and
critical evaluation of Cato.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 339

Conformity, Pain, and the Cost of Belonging

Reconstructs the entire reporting narrative; teaches loneliness/solitude/standing alone,
prior-discipline links, magnanimity, correctable inner judgment, conformity hypotheses and
critical evaluation of Cato.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 342

Case in Point: Cato the Younger

Reconstructs the entire reporting narrative; teaches loneliness/solitude/standing alone,
prior-discipline links, magnanimity, correctable inner judgment, conformity hypotheses and
critical evaluation of Cato.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 344

Diagnostic Section: Cultural and Personal Sabotage

Examines approval as currency, moral membership signalling and all personal erosion patterns;
distinguishes these from tact, privacy, justified silence and genuine revision.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 345

Approval as a Form of Soft Currency

Examines approval as currency, moral membership signalling and all personal erosion patterns;
distinguishes these from tact, privacy, justified silence and genuine revision.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 345

Collective Moral Costuming

Examines approval as currency, moral membership signalling and all personal erosion patterns;
distinguishes these from tact, privacy, justified silence and genuine revision.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 346

The Personal Erosion: How Individuals Unlearn Themselves

Examines approval as currency, moral membership signalling and all personal erosion patterns;
distinguishes these from tact, privacy, justified silence and genuine revision.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 348

Constructive Section: Methods, Habits, Protocols

Teaches three-to-five boundaries, all four small refusal practices, daily/weekly solitude, chosen
critics, ledger design and every objection about stubbornness, compromise and difficult
behaviour.

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=9
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=12
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=14
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=15
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=15
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=16
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=18
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Read source section: full-book PDF page 350

Drawing the Lines Before You’re Tested

Teaches three-to-five boundaries, all four small refusal practices, daily/weekly solitude, chosen
critics, ledger design and every objection about stubbornness, compromise and difficult
behaviour.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 350

Reps of Refusal: Training in Small, Unimpressive Acts

Teaches three-to-five boundaries, all four small refusal practices, daily/weekly solitude, chosen
critics, ledger design and every objection about stubbornness, compromise and difficult
behaviour.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 351

Learning Not to Flee Your Own Company

Teaches three-to-five boundaries, all four small refusal practices, daily/weekly solitude, chosen
critics, ledger design and every objection about stubbornness, compromise and difficult
behaviour.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 352

The Few You Can Look in the Eye

Teaches three-to-five boundaries, all four small refusal practices, daily/weekly solitude, chosen
critics, ledger design and every objection about stubbornness, compromise and difficult
behaviour.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 353

Putting Courage in the Ledger

Teaches three-to-five boundaries, all four small refusal practices, daily/weekly solitude, chosen
critics, ledger design and every objection about stubbornness, compromise and difficult
behaviour.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 354

“Stood by my principles under pressure today? Yes / No.”

Teaches three-to-five boundaries, all four small refusal practices, daily/weekly solitude, chosen
critics, ledger design and every objection about stubbornness, compromise and difficult
behaviour.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 354

Objections Addressed

Teaches three-to-five boundaries, all four small refusal practices, daily/weekly solitude, chosen
critics, ledger design and every objection about stubbornness, compromise and difficult
behaviour.

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=20
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=20
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=21
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=22
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=23
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=24
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=24
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Read source section: full-book PDF page 355

Exercise Set

Implements all five exercises with exact counts and windows, explicitly resolves the source’s
scoring ambiguity and evaluates the three closing claims about principle, ordinary refusal and
fellowship.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 356

1. The Non-Negotiables List

Implements all five exercises with exact counts and windows, explicitly resolves the source’s
scoring ambiguity and evaluates the three closing claims about principle, ordinary refusal and
fellowship.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 356

2. The Recent Compromise Review

Implements all five exercises with exact counts and windows, explicitly resolves the source’s
scoring ambiguity and evaluates the three closing claims about principle, ordinary refusal and
fellowship.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 357

3. One Small Act of Solitary Courage

Implements all five exercises with exact counts and windows, explicitly resolves the source’s
scoring ambiguity and evaluates the three closing claims about principle, ordinary refusal and
fellowship.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 357

4. The Solitude Appointment

Implements all five exercises with exact counts and windows, explicitly resolves the source’s
scoring ambiguity and evaluates the three closing claims about principle, ordinary refusal and
fellowship.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 358

5. Fourteen Days of Ledger Questions

Implements all five exercises with exact counts and windows, explicitly resolves the source’s
scoring ambiguity and evaluates the three closing claims about principle, ordinary refusal and
fellowship.

Read source section: full-book PDF page 359

Closing Synthesis + Aphorism — The Price of Keeping Your Own Face

Implements all five exercises with exact counts and windows, explicitly resolves the source’s
scoring ambiguity and evaluates the three closing claims about principle, ordinary refusal and
fellowship.

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=25
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=26
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=26
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=27
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=27
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=28
https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=29
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Read source section: full-book PDF page 359

https://craigwright.net/documents/learning/books/greatness-ch10.pdf#page=29
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