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scholarship draw upon more than two decades of experience in 
higher education. Dr. Miller earned his doctorate in Curriculum and 
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What sounds efficient to one lawyer may sound abrupt, evasive, or 
disrespectful to another. Generational differences can influence how 
attorneys interpret tone, urgency, authority, feedback, and 
professional expectations—but generational labels often conceal 
more than they explain. 

In this interactive CLE, speech communication professor 
Christopher James Miller, Ed.D., moves beyond stereotypes to 
examine how culture, professional identity, autonomy, power, and 



 
 

experience shape communication among colleagues, supervisors, 
clients, and opposing counsel. Through practical legal scenarios and 
small-group discussion, participants will learn the CARE 
framework: Consider the context, ask for the insider’s perspective, 
respond strategically, and ensure shared understanding. Attendees 
will leave with adaptable strategies for managing difficult 
conversations, reducing misunderstandings, and communicating 
more effectively across generations 
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https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/NewLawyer10926. 
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PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT CLE

Communication Across
Generations in Legal Practice
Face, culture, and the CARE framework

Christopher James Miller, Ed.D.

One-hour interactive Zoom session

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 1: EXPERIENCE AND EXPECTATIONS

Welcome participants and frame the session as a practical examination of how lawyers accomplish professional goals while communicating across differences in age, career stage, role, power, and experience. Emphasize that the session will not assign fixed traits to generations. It will provide a way to recognize and manage differing expectations.
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 0:00–1:00. OPENING: Use your preferred greeting. Optional wording, rather than a reconstruction of your earlier greeting: “Greetings, and thank you for spending this hour with me. We bring different histories into the same professional conversation. Today we will examine how those histories shape what we hear, and how we can communicate with CARE.” Briefly preview discussion and breakout participation. TRANSITION: “Let me show you the four parts of our hour.”
��PACING: 1 minute. Elapsed time 0–1 minutes. Move on by minute 1.



COMMUNICATION ACROSS GENERATIONS

Our hour together

2

0–15 Experience and expectations What have we learned to expect?

15–30 Frames and face What kind of encounter is this?

30–45 Communication choices How should we respond?

45–60 Application and reflection What will we carry into practice?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 1: EXPERIENCE AND EXPECTATIONS

Four manageable sections. Point briefly to the structure, then move into Dewey. Use the quarter-hour marks as your private pacing anchors.
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 1:00–2:00. Point to the four sections. Your private checkpoints: finish experience and expectations at minute 15; finish frames and face at minute 30; finish communication choices at minute 45. The final quarter-hour includes a seven-minute breakout. TRANSITION: “First, what does the evidence support?”
��PACING: 1 minute. Elapsed time 1–2 minutes. Move on by minute 2.



PEER-REVIEWED EVIDENCE

What the research supports
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GENERATION LABELS Broad workplace profiles have limited empirical support.

COMMUNICATION Age stereotypes and workplace context shape interactions.

PREFERENCES Personal technology habits can differ from professional 
behavior.

Ask about the person, the task, and the relationship.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Ravid et al. synthesized 143 independent samples and found few systematic, meaningful workplace differences. Their analysis did not include Gen Z comparisons and was not a direct test of every communication behavior. Mentado-Labao et al. surveyed 1,751 Spanish academics and found associations involving age beliefs and communication. Janssen and Carradini's exploratory Gen Z study distinguished personal preferences from professional conduct. These findings support asking rather than assigning preferences. They do not establish that age or historical experience never matters.

[Sources]
- Ravid, D. M., Costanza, D. P., & Romero, M. R. (2025; online 2024). Generational differences at work? A meta-analysis and qualitative investigation. Journal of Organizational Behavior. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2827
- Mentado-Labao, T., Serrat-Antoli, N., Rodriguez-Gomez, D., & Castro-Ceacero, D. (2026; online 2025). Intergenerational communication in the workplace among teaching staff at universities. Higher Education Quarterly, 80(1), e70078. https://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.70078
- Janssen, D., & Carradini, S. (2021). Generation Z workplace communication habits and expectations. IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication, 64(2). https://doi.org/10.1109/TPC.2021.3069288
- Rudolph, C. W., Rauvola, R. S., Costanza, D. P., & Zacher, H. (2021). Generations and generational differences: Debunking myths in organizational science and practice and paving new paths forward. Journal of Business and Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-020-09715-2
[/Sources]
�PRESENTER SUPPORT�PACING: 2:00–5:00. Explain that workplace reviews give limited support for broad cohort profiles. Communication studies examine beliefs, relationships, and context. The studies do not test CARE. TRANSITION: This brings us to experience: how did we learn what we now expect?
��PACING: 3 minutes. Elapsed time 2–5 minutes. Move on by minute 5.��RESEARCH TALK TRACK (about 3 minutes)�Open with: “The research gives us a reason to be curious about generations—and careful about generalizations.” Ravid, Costanza, and Romero's meta-analysis synthesized 143 independent samples involving more than 158,000 people. Broad workplace differences were generally small, inconsistent, or absent. This analysis did not include Gen Z comparisons and does not test every communication behavior. Age, career stage, and historical period are difficult to separate in generational comparisons.�Mentado-Labao and colleagues surveyed 1,751 Spanish academics. Their results connect age stereotypes and workplace conditions with perceived intergenerational communication. These are associations in a university setting, not causal evidence about lawyers. Janssen and Carradini studied 207 survey respondents and six interviewees before COVID-19. Personal technology preferences did not simply dictate professional conduct; participants adapted to workplace norms.�Say: “An age label may prompt a question. It cannot answer that question for the person.” Ask whether a communication mismatch could reflect hierarchy, experience, urgency, task, or channel rather than birth cohort. The legal examples in this program are applications of the research, not findings from studies of attorneys.�Sources: https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2827 ; https://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.70078 ; https://doi.org/10.1109/TPC.2021.3069288 ; https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-020-09715-2



DEWEY: EXPERIENCE AND EDUCATION (1938)

Experience shapes what we expect

4

INTERACTION

What a person brings meets the 
conditions of the present situation.

CONTINUITY

Earlier experiences influence this 
encounter. This encounter shapes what 
comes next.

Does this experience open us to further learning?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 1: EXPERIENCE AND EXPECTATIONS

Dewey distinguishes educative experience from experience that restricts subsequent growth. Interaction joins internal and objective conditions. Continuity concerns the influence of experience over time. Applying these principles to professional communication is the presenter's extension, not Dewey's theory of generational traits. Explain that sensory details can illustrate an encounter without defining interaction as the use of all five senses. Repetition alone does not guarantee growth.

[Sources]
- Dewey, J. (1938). Experience and education. Macmillan. Chapters II–III.
- Primary-text excerpt: https://www.marxists.org/archive/dewey/education.htm
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 5:00–9:00. TEACHING EXAMPLE: Use the bowling alley briefly. A newcomer and an experienced bowler encounter the same lanes, sounds, and equipment, but bring different habits and expectations. What happens today can influence how each approaches a later visit. Return immediately to professional expectations. Ask: “What experience taught you what professionalism sounds like?” CLARIFICATION: Frequent contact can reinforce a mistaken assumption; learning requires openness to revising it. Avoid claiming that people lack experience of other generations as a universal fact. TRANSITION: “Let us examine the expectations we have learned.”
��PACING: 4 minutes. Elapsed time 5–9 minutes. Move on by minute 9.��DEWEY CONNECTION�Explain continuity as the way experience carries forward into later experience. Interaction concerns the interplay between a person's internal conditions and the objective situation. A lawyer brings prior supervision, training, and experiences of criticism into today's exchange; the present relationship and circumstances also matter. Experience can be educative or miseducative. Repetition alone does not guarantee growth.�Invite reflection: “What past experience taught you what a professional message should sound like?” Let two people answer, then connect their different histories to different expectations. This is a theoretical interpretation consistent with context-sensitive research, not an empirical test of Dewey's theory. Transition: “Those learned expectations become visible in how we interpret one another.”



OPENING DISCUSSION

How do lawyers communicate today?
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What patterns—or stereotypes—come to mind?

BABY BOOMERS

Speech
Dress

Expectations

GENERATION X

Speech
Dress

Expectations

MILLENNIALS

Speech
Dress

Expectations

GENERATION Z

Speech
Dress

Expectations

What experiences shaped these perceptions? What might change them?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 1: EXPERIENCE AND EXPECTATIONS

Invite participants to speak or use the chat. Ask what they associate with each cohort's speech, dress, feedback, availability, formality, use of technology, and expression of respect. Treat every answer as a perception to examine—not a fact to ratify. Ask whether an observation may instead reflect career stage, role, geography, practice setting, or organizational culture. The purpose is to make tacit expectations visible so they can be tested rather than acted upon automatically.
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 9:00–12:00. Ask for fast associations, not polished answers. Invite chat responses first, then call on two or three voices. Probe with: “What does respect look like?” “What communication channel feels professional?” “What counts as responsiveness?” “How is authority displayed—in dress, title, tone, availability, or speed?” If the room is quiet, seed contrasts: suit versus business casual; telephone versus email or text; direct correction versus softened feedback; staying late versus protecting boundaries; surnames and titles versus first names. After each observation ask: “Generation, career stage, role, or workplace?” Ask what experience supports the observation and invite an exception. GUARDRAIL: A cohort can influence experience, but it does not dictate personality. TRANSITION: “A label can start our curiosity. It cannot finish the diagnosis.”
��PACING: 3 minutes. Elapsed time 9–12 minutes. Move on by minute 12.��DISCUSSION FACILITATION�Allow 30 seconds of silent reflection, about 90 seconds of chat or two spoken responses, and one minute to synthesize. Ask about speech, dress, responsiveness, and expectations without requiring people to defend a generational category. Distinguish observations from assumptions. Follow a stereotype with: “What else might explain that behavior?” Transition to the limits of labels.



COMMUNICATION ACROSS GENERATIONS

Generational labels are clues—not verdicts
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A generation may shape 
experience.
It does not determine a 
person.

Age
Career stage
Professional role
Power
Workplace culture
Technology and history

The disciplined move is curiosity: Which expectation is operating here?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 1: EXPERIENCE AND EXPECTATIONS

Distinguish cohort from age, career stage, role, organizational culture, and individual history. A 27-year-old associate and a 27-year-old client share an age cohort but occupy different roles and may have very different communication expectations. Generational awareness should increase curiosity rather than confidence in an assumption.

[Sources]
- Leininger, M. (1996). Culture care theory, research, and practice. Nursing Science Quarterly, 9(2), 71-78.
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 12:00–15:00. Distinguish cohort effects from age, career stage, role, power, practice setting, and individual history. Use the 27-year-old associate and 27-year-old client comparison. Ask: “What would we need to know before attributing a preference to generation?” Possible answers: who has authority, what is at stake, what norms the office teaches, prior experiences, disability, culture, and technology access. KEY LINE: “Use a generational label to open a question, never to close one.” TRANSITION: “Let us see how those expectations change the meaning of a short message.”
��PACING: 3 minutes. Elapsed time 12–15 minutes. Move on by minute 15.



COMMUNICATION ACROSS GENERATIONS

Read this message before you interpret it
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Need to discuss your draft.
Stop by when you can.

In the Zoom chat: What emotion, urgency, and relationship do you hear?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 2: FRAMES AND FACE

Ask everyone to type—but not yet submit—their first interpretation. Then invite them to submit together. Harvest a few words aloud: angry, routine, urgent, disappointed, efficient, ominous. Ask what evidence in the message produced each interpretation. The point is not to identify the correct reading; it is to expose how much context listeners supply themselves.
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 15:00–18:00. Have everyone type an interpretation but wait to press Enter; then release the answers together. Harvest words without evaluating them. Ask: “What exact word produced that inference?” Most conclusions will come from punctuation, brevity, status, or imagined history—not explicit content. LEGAL EXAMPLE: A partner sends this after receiving a draft at 9:40 p.m.; an associate reads it differently than a peer would. IF QUIET: Offer “routine,” “angry,” “urgent,” and “ominous,” then ask the group to defend each reading. TRANSITION: “The same sentence can produce different duties in the listener’s mind.”
��PACING: 3 minutes. Elapsed time 15–18 minutes. Move on by minute 18.



COMMUNICATION ACROSS GENERATIONS

One message, different frames
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Mentoring

A chance to develop the argument together?

Evaluation

A formal assessment of the draft?

Discipline

A warning about performance or status?

Coordination

A routine check before the next step?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 2: FRAMES AND FACE

Explain that messages do not carry complete meanings independently of people. Participants interpret urgency, emotion, expected action, and relational intent through experience. This is the problem the rest of the session will solve.

[Sources]
- Goffman, E. (1974). Frame analysis: An essay on the organization of experience. Harvard University Press. Introduction. https://books.google.com/books/about/Frame_Analysis.html?id=XBpmAAAAIAAJ
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 18:00–21:00. CORE POINT: A frame organizes our understanding of what kind of event is happening. This legal example is your application of Goffman (1974). Ask: “What evidence would help you distinguish mentoring from criticism or discipline?” The frame affects emotion, expected conduct, and perceived stakes. Professional role matters, but a frame is more specific than context generally. Do not suggest that all interpretations are equally justified. Check the evidence. SAY: “Before responding, ask what kind of encounter each person believes this is.” TRANSITION: “Inside that encounter, we also protect a professional identity.”

PRECISION: The example applies frame analysis to how people define the activity. A judgment that a message sounds rude, by itself, does not establish a different frame. Ask whether this is coaching, formal evaluation, discipline, or routine coordination.
��PACING: 3 minutes. Elapsed time 18–21 minutes. Move on by minute 21.��GOFFMAN CONNECTION�A frame helps define what is happening: coaching, correction, collaboration, or discipline. The same short message may be read through different frames. Ask: “What additional information would change your interpretation?” Separate the message's literal content from the recipient's interpretation of the encounter. Goffman's Frame Analysis (1974) concerns organization of experience; frame is more specific than a loose synonym for context.



GOFFMAN

Every legal interaction puts identity on the line

9

People do not enter interaction as neutral processors of 
information.

THE SUBSTANTIVE CASE

What must be decided, explained, corrected, 
requested, or accomplished?

THE RELATIONAL CASE

What does the message imply about 
competence, authority, respect, belonging, and 
autonomy?

A message can win the first case and lose the second.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 2: FRAMES AND FACE

Use Goffman (1959) for performance and professional roles, Goffman (1974) for frames, and Goffman (1967) for face-work. These related concepts serve different purposes. People present and protect a socially situated self during interaction. Lawyers communicate about the matter while simultaneously communicating who is competent, who has authority, who belongs, and whose autonomy counts. Introduce face as the public identity claimed in interaction.

[Sources]
- Goffman, E. (1959). The presentation of self in everyday life. Doubleday.
- Goffman, E. (1967). Interaction ritual: Essays on face-to-face behavior. Anchor Books.
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 21:00–24:00. Explain the substantive case and relational case. Use a correction to a brief: substantively, a citation must change; relationally, the exchange may communicate confidence, competence, authority, and belonging. Ask: “Have you ever accepted the correction but resisted how it positioned you?” Normalize that reaction without excusing poor performance. KEY LINE: “The relational case does not replace the legal task; it affects whether people can engage with it.” TRANSITION: “The two concerns we will use today are approval and autonomy.”
��PACING: 3 minutes. Elapsed time 21–24 minutes. Move on by minute 24.��FACE-WORK AND PROFESSIONAL IDENTITY�Goffman's face-work concerns maintaining a socially valued image during interaction. In legal practice, a correction can carry a second message about competence, trust, or belonging. Ask: “What professional identity might this person feel is at stake?” Discuss the substantive concern and the relational stakes together. Goffman's performance and role concepts (1959), face-work (1967), and frames (1974) are related but distinct contributions.



PROFESSIONAL IDENTITY

Competence and autonomy are at stake
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APPROVAL AND RESPECT

The desire for one's identity, ability, values, and 
contributions to be understood and approved.

Threatened by criticism, disagreement, rejection, 
exclusion, or dismissal.

AUTONOMY

The desire for autonomy and freedom from 
unnecessary imposition.

Threatened by requests, orders, deadlines, 
interruptions, pressure, or unwanted access.

One request can threaten both concerns.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 2: FRAMES AND FACE

Define face as the public self-image people claim in interaction. Explain positive and negative face carefully. Ask participants to name common legal acts that threaten each. Emphasize that one act can threaten both: a demand to rewrite a brief questions competence and imposes work. Face is mutually vulnerable, so participants normally cooperate in maintaining it even while pursuing competing goals.

[Sources]
- Brown, P., & Levinson, S. C. (1987). Politeness: Some universals in language usage. Cambridge University Press, pp. 61-68.
- Goffman, E. (1967). Interaction ritual. Anchor Books.
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 24:00–28:00. Define positive face as the wish to have one’s valued identity approved and negative face as the wish to act without unnecessary imposition. Clarify that “negative” means freedom from constraint. Ask for legal examples of each. Positive-face threats: criticism, contradiction, exclusion, rejection. Negative-face threats: deadlines, orders, interruptions, demands. Then show overlap: “Rewrite this tonight” may challenge competence and impose time. Include the speaker’s face: giving criticism can threaten the speaker’s identity as fair or competent. IF TIME: Ask participants which face concern they notice first in themselves. TRANSITION: “Legal work cannot avoid these acts.”
��PACING: 4 minutes. Elapsed time 24–28 minutes. Move on by minute 28.��BROWN AND LEVINSON CONNECTION�Positive face concerns wanting one's self-image and wants to be appreciated or approved of. Negative face concerns freedom of action and freedom from imposition; “negative” does not mean bad. A correction may threaten approval; an urgent assignment may constrain autonomy. An effective response can acknowledge effort while stating exactly what must change.�Ask: “Is this message threatening competence, imposing a burden, or both?” Treat the framework as a useful analytic lens. Its universal claims and cultural assumptions have been debated; these categories do not predict every individual's response.



COMMUNICATION ACROSS GENERATIONS

Legal work requires difficult messages
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Ask difficult questions
Correct an error
Challenge an account
Reject a proposal
Deliver unwelcome advice
Set a deadline
Establish a boundary
Disagree with authority

Some professional messages 
will challenge people.

Careful delivery reduces 
avoidable damage to the 
relationship.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 2: FRAMES AND FACE

Explain that criticism, disagreement, requests, advice, and refusals are central to legal work. A lawyer who never threatens face cannot perform the role. Competence requires distinguishing the unavoidable threat carried by the professional action from avoidable relational damage created by the delivery.

[Sources]
- Brown & Levinson (1987), pp. 65-68.
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 28:00–30:00. Move briskly through the list. Ask: “Which of these can a competent lawyer refuse ever to do?” The answer is essentially none. Make the distinction between necessary and unnecessary threat. LEGAL EXAMPLE: Cross-examination requires challenge; supervision requires correction; client counseling sometimes requires unwelcome advice. KEY LINE: “CARE is not conflict avoidance. It is the removal of avoidable relational damage.” TRANSITION: “How much care a face threat requires depends on authority, familiarity, and burden.”
��PACING: 2 minutes. Elapsed time 28–30 minutes. Move on by minute 30.



COMMUNICATION ACROSS GENERATIONS

Authority, familiarity, and burden
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1 AUTHORITY

Who can impose 
consequences or 
control resources?

2 FAMILIARITY

How familiar, similar, 
or relationally close 
are we?

3 BURDEN

How burdensome or 
consequential is this 
act here?

The variables are perceived—not objective. Cross-generational friction 
often begins when the perceptions do not match.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 3: COMMUNICATION CHOICES

Brown and Levinson describe the weight of a face-threatening act through perceived social distance, relative power, and rank of imposition. Stress that these are participants' assumptions, not an objective score. A senior partner and a new lawyer may agree on the words but disagree about the power being exercised, the closeness of the relationship, or the burden created by an after-hours request.

[Sources]
- Brown & Levinson (1987), pp. 71-83.
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 30:00–33:00. Explain authority, familiarity, and burden. Use one request—“Can you revise this tonight?”—spoken by a senior partner to a new associate, by one peer to another, and by an associate to a partner. Ask what changes even when the words do not. Note that distance can be professional familiarity, not simply affection. Generational friction often reflects mismatched estimates: one person sees a routine request; another sees a serious intrusion. TRANSITION: “Now we can choose how to deliver the message.”
��PACING: 3 minutes. Elapsed time 30–33 minutes. Move on by minute 33.��CHOOSING A RESPONSE�Brown and Levinson consider relative power, social distance, and the ranking of an imposition in the relevant culture. These are perceptions within a situation, not a mechanical scoring system. A partner's brief request can feel heavier to an associate than the partner intends. Familiarity may permit directness, but does not automatically remove face concerns. Ask: “What does this request cost the other person, and how much choice do they actually have?”



COMMUNICATION ACROSS GENERATIONS

Ways to deliver a difficult message
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DIRECT State the act plainly Clarity and urgency

CONNECTION Show solidarity or approval Connection and belonging

AUTONOMY Acknowledge autonomy or 
burden

Deference and choice

INDIRECT Imply rather than state Tact—but ambiguity

More polite is not automatically more effective. The strategy must fit the goal and 
context.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 3: COMMUNICATION CHOICES

Describe the strategy continuum without treating it as a hierarchy of moral goodness. Bald-on-record directness may be appropriate in an emergency. Positive politeness attends to approval and common ground. Negative politeness acknowledges autonomy and imposition. Indirectness can reduce overt pressure but increases ambiguity, which may be dangerous in legal practice. Clarify that Brown and Levinson's 'off record' is a linguistic term, not the legal meaning of off the record.

[Sources]
- Brown & Levinson (1987), pp. 68-74, 91-227.
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 33:00–36:00. Present strategies as choices, not a politeness ladder. Use the same goal—obtaining a revision. DIRECT: “Revise section two by 4:00.” CONNECTION: “Your analysis is strong; let us tighten section two together.” AUTONOMY: “I know this disrupts your schedule; could you revise section two by 4:00?” INDIRECT: “Section two may need another look.” Ask: “Which creates the least ambiguity? Which best protects autonomy? Which could fail under time pressure?” State that directness can be respectful when urgency or safety requires it. TRANSITION: “We now need a practical way to make that choice in real time.”
��PACING: 3 minutes. Elapsed time 33–36 minutes. Move on by minute 36.��DELIVERY STRATEGIES�Directness can be useful when urgency and clarity dominate: “Please file the corrected version by 3 p.m.” Connection-oriented language can affirm shared goals: “Your analysis gives us a strong start; let's resolve the citation issue.” Autonomy-oriented language can acknowledge burden and offer real choices: “We need it by 3; would a ten-minute review now or at noon help?” Indirect hints risk ambiguity when action is required.�Politeness is not simply softer wording. Match the response to the goal, relationship, and stakes. Avoid false choice where a deadline or required standard is fixed.



A PRACTICAL SYNTHESIS

When communication crosses generations,
lead with CARE.

C Consider A Ask R Respond E Ensure
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 3: COMMUNICATION CHOICES

Reveal CARE as the applied framework produced by the preceding theories. CARE is not a claim that lawyers should become agreeable or emotionally soft. It is disciplined attention to context, identity, autonomy, and goal accomplishment.

[Sources]
- Presenter-developed CARE synthesis based on Dewey (1938), Goffman (1967), Brown & Levinson (1987), and Leininger (1996).
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 36:00–38:00. Reveal CARE slowly: Consider, Ask, Respond, Ensure. Say: “CARE is the decision process; politeness strategies are tools inside the response.” Emphasize professional effectiveness rather than niceness. Give the compact logic: Consider the context; Ask rather than assume; Respond with a fitted strategy; Ensure shared meaning. TRANSITION: “The first two moves keep a label from becoming a verdict.”
��PACING: 2 minutes. Elapsed time 36–38 minutes. Move on by minute 38.



CARE: C + A

Consider the context. Ask for the insider's perspective.
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CONSIDER

Look beyond age to worldview, role, power, 
career stage, workplace culture, technology, and 
history.

What expectation may be operating?

ASK

Surface meaning rather than assigning it.

‘How would you prefer that I communicate urgent 
matters?’

‘What did that message signal to you?’

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 3: COMMUNICATION CHOICES

Connect Consider to Leininger's holistic context and Brown and Levinson's power, distance, and imposition. Connect Ask to Leininger's emic, insider perspective. Asking should not become an interrogation. It is a brief act of clarification that prevents a generational label from substituting for evidence.

[Sources]
- Leininger (1996), pp. 73-76.
- Brown & Levinson (1987), pp. 74-83.
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 38:00–40:00. For Consider, name role, power, career stage, workplace culture, technology, history, and stakes. For Ask, model short, non-accusatory questions: “What does urgent mean on this team?” “Would you prefer a call or a written summary?” “When you said ‘fine,’ what should I take from that?” Explain the emic, insider perspective in plain language: learn what the practice means to the person living it. CAUTION: Do not burden a person with explaining an entire generation. TRANSITION: “Once we understand the pattern, Leininger gives us three choices about what to do with it.”
��PACING: 2 minutes. Elapsed time 38–40 minutes. Move on by minute 40.��RESEARCH CONNECTION: ASK BEFORE ADAPTING�Soliz and Giles reviewed 149 articles on communication accommodation theory and meta-analyzed a subset of 76 studies involving 18,382 participants. Their synthesis addresses relational and identity processes across contexts, not just age. Adaptation can help manage social distance and solidarity, but assumptions can produce overaccommodation, including patronizing language.�Watkins and Omilion-Hodges' 30 qualitative interviews describe stereotypes, perceived differences, and relationship-building strategies. Interview accounts illuminate experiences, not universal generational traits. Ask about preferred channel, level of detail, and urgency rather than assuming a person's preference.�Sources: https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.2014.11679160 ; https://doi.org/10.1177/23294884251345809



CARE: R

Choose what should happen to the pattern

16

KEEP

Preserve what already 
supports clarity, trust, and 
professional purpose.

BRIDGE

Accommodate or negotiate 
when legitimate preferences 
do not naturally fit.

CHANGE

Repattern a practice that 
causes confusion, exclusion, 
ethical risk, or harm.

Keep what works. Bridge what differs. Change what harms.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 3: COMMUNICATION CHOICES

Translate Leininger's three action modes into legal communication. Preservation means respecting a practice that works even if it is not your preference. Accommodation means designing a mutually workable bridge. Repatterning means collaboratively changing a practice that undermines the professional outcome. Emphasize that these are choices, not an automatic ladder.

[Sources]
- Leininger (1996), pp. 73-75.
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 40:00–42:00. Explain the three response directions. KEEP: preserve a functional practice, even if it is not your own preference. BRIDGE: negotiate compatible practices—for example, a call for urgency followed by an email record. CHANGE: repattern a norm that causes confusion, exclusion, ethical danger, or harm. Ask: “Which choice requires the most power?” Note that a junior lawyer may need sponsorship to change a harmful norm. KEY LINE: “Adaptation is not capitulation.” TRANSITION: “After choosing what should happen to the pattern, choose how to say it.”
��PACING: 2 minutes. Elapsed time 40–42 minutes. Move on by minute 42.��LEININGER CONNECTION: KEEP, BRIDGE, CHANGE�Preservation asks what meaningful practice can remain. Accommodation/negotiation asks what can be adjusted through agreement. Repatterning/restructuring asks what must change collaboratively to achieve a better outcome. These modes originated in culture care; their use here is an educational adaptation to workplace communication, not a validated legal intervention.�Example: keep an experienced lawyer's preference for a live discussion; bridge with a brief written agenda and follow-up; change a habit of giving urgent instructions without deadlines. The target is an ineffective practice, not a generation or a person's identity. Pair the substantive choice with Brown and Levinson's delivery strategies.



CARE: R

Delivery of the necessary message
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1 Name the professional goal

What must the listener understand, 
decide, disclose, or do?

2 Identify what is at stake

Does the act challenge identity, 
autonomy—or both?

3 Choose the delivery

Use directness, connection, 
acknowledgment, or a pause.

CARE never requires ambiguity, 
unethical conduct, or acceptance of 
discrimination and disrespect.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 3: COMMUNICATION CHOICES

Brown and Levinson supply the delivery strategy after Leininger helps identify the direction of adaptation. A lawyer begins with the goal, diagnoses the positive or negative face threat, and chooses the minimum sufficient redress. Do not teach universal scripts. Teach strategic choice. Some professional duties require directness, correction, or challenge.

[Sources]
- Brown & Levinson (1987), pp. 68-83.
- Leininger (1996), pp. 73-75.
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 42:00–45:00. Demonstrate the sequence with a late-night assignment. Goal: secure necessary work before filing. Threat: competence may be questioned and autonomy constrained. Strategy: direct deadline plus brief acknowledgment of burden and explanation of stakes. Example: “We need a revised argument by 9:00 a.m. for filing. I know this changes your evening. Please tell me now what you need from me to make that possible.” Stress that redress should be sufficient, not ornamental. Ethical boundaries and nondiscrimination remain fixed. TRANSITION: “A well-delivered message still is not complete until we verify what happened.”
��PACING: 3 minutes. Elapsed time 42–45 minutes. Move on by minute 45.



CARE: E

Ensure shared understanding
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Understanding is demonstrated—not assumed.

MEANING

What did the other person understand?

DECISION

What was chosen or resolved?

ACTION

Who will do what—and by when?

RELATIONSHIP

What expectation should guide the 
next interaction?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 4: APPLICATION AND REFLECTION

Return to Dewey: communication has not succeeded merely because words were transmitted. Ensure means checking the shared meaning, decision, action, and future expectation. In legal practice, confirmation can protect relationships and reduce substantive error. It should be proportionate—sometimes a paraphrase, sometimes a written recap, sometimes a direct question.

[Sources]
- Dewey (1916). Democracy and education.
- Presenter-developed CARE synthesis.
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 45:00–47:00. Return to Dewey. Ask participants to distinguish four checks: meaning, decision, action, and future expectation. Offer a short confirmation: “To confirm, I will revise sections one and two tonight; you will review by 9:00; future after-hours requests will come by phone.” Mention that written recap is not always necessary, but high-stakes matters warrant it. TRANSITION: “You now have the framework. Let us test it against an interaction you have actually lived.”
��PACING: 2 minutes. Elapsed time 45–47 minutes. Move on by minute 47.��ENSURE: UNDERSTANDING AND LEARNING�Close the loop with an agreed action, owner, deadline, and method for raising questions. “Tell me how you plan to approach this” can be more informative than “Do you understand?” Frame the check as checking your explanation rather than testing the person's intelligence.�Shen and colleagues studied 337 matched older–younger coworker pairs and found associations between contact quality and older employees' knowledge sharing, with organization-based self-esteem as a partial mediator. Fasbender and colleagues' three-wave study of 502 older employees examined seeking knowledge from younger colleagues. Both support discussing reciprocal learning; observational findings do not prove causation. CARE is our practical synthesis, not an empirically validated protocol.�Sources: https://doi.org/10.1177/07334648251359001 ; https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12362



SMALL-GROUP APPLICATION

Breakout: examine a communication disconnect
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1. Each person briefly shares an experience.

2. Select one example for deeper analysis.

3. Choose a reporter and a timekeeper.

4. Prepare one sentence to share with the full group.

7 minutes  •  Groups of 3–4

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 4: APPLICATION AND REFLECTION

Create groups of three or four if attendance permits. Tell participants not to name clients or disclose confidential facts. The example can involve a colleague, supervisor, client, witness, opposing counsel, or another professional setting. Open rooms for seven minutes and broadcast a two-minute warning.
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 47:00–49:00. Give instructions before opening rooms. Keep groups at three or four. Tell participants to alter names and facts and never disclose privileged or confidential information. Each person gets about 45 seconds to offer an example; the group selects one; a reporter captures one sentence. Tell them they will have seven minutes and receive a two-minute warning. IF BREAKOUTS FAIL: Use the main room chat; ask participants to analyze the opening message or a late-night revision request in pairs verbally or individually in writing. TRANSITION: “Your task is diagnosis, not deciding which generation was right.”
��PACING: 2 minutes. Elapsed time 47–49 minutes. Move on by minute 49.��ZOOM FACILITATION�Give the scenario and deliverable before opening rooms. Use groups of three or four. Ask each group to choose a reporter and produce one revised response plus its reasoning. Paste the task in chat so participants can retain it. Announce the seven-minute limit and a one-minute warning.



BREAKOUT QUESTIONS

Analyze the disconnect with CARE

C What context shaped the interaction?

A What assumption needed to become a question?

R What should be kept, bridged, or changed—and how should the message be 
delivered?

E What needed to be confirmed afterward?

Protect confidentiality: change names and identifying details.
20

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 4: APPLICATION AND REFLECTION

Keep this slide visible before opening the rooms. Participants use CARE to analyze a lived communication disconnect. The key intellectual move is separating the surface generational story from the underlying context, face threat, and strategic response.

[Sources]
- Presenter-developed CARE synthesis based on Dewey (1938), Goffman (1967), Brown & Levinson (1987), and Leininger (1996).
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 49:00–56:00. Keep this slide visible before opening the rooms. Broadcast at five minutes: “Choose your response and prepare the reporting sentence.” At six minutes: “One minute remains.” Visit a room only if that fits the culture of the program; otherwise allow candid conversation. On return, give ten seconds of quiet before calling for reports. The strongest analysis will move beneath the generational story to context, face, power, distance, imposition, and a deliberate Keep/Bridge/Change decision.
��PACING: 7 minutes. Elapsed time 49–56 minutes. This time is spent in breakout rooms.��SEVEN-MINUTE BREAKOUT PLAN�First minute: read the scenario and identify assumptions. Next two minutes: identify the task and face stakes, and decide what to ask. Next two minutes: choose Keep, Bridge, or Change and write the response. Final two minutes: check clarity and select the reporter. Send the one-minute warning at minute 55 of the session.



RETURN TO FULL GROUP

Report the pattern—not every detail

21

The apparent generational conflict was ______.

The underlying face or expectation issue was ______.

We would keep ______, bridge ______, and change ______.

What did CARE reveal that the generational label concealed?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 4: APPLICATION AND REFLECTION

Invite two or three groups to report in approximately 45 seconds each. After each report, identify the relevant positive or negative face threat and the power, distance, or imposition assumption involved. If time is short, ask every reporter to place the completed sentence in the chat and discuss two examples aloud.

[Sources]
- Presenter-developed application of Brown & Levinson (1987) and Leininger (1996).
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 56:00–59:00. Invite two or three reports at about 45 seconds each. After each, ask one analytic question: “What face claim was threatened?” “Did authority, familiarity, or burden look different to each person?” or “Why keep, bridge, or change?” If many groups want to contribute, collect all reporting sentences in chat and discuss two. Protect the clock: summarize common patterns rather than solving every scenario. TRANSITION: “The examples differ, but the professional discipline is the same.”
��PACING: 3 minutes. Elapsed time 56–59 minutes. Move on by minute 59.��REPORT-BACK PLAN�Invite two groups to share for about 45 seconds each. Ask for the revised response and one reason for its wording. Use the remaining time to identify common patterns and one useful difference. If there are many groups, invite others to post their responses in chat.



BEFORE THE NEXT IMPORTANT MESSAGE

Do not ask only,
‘Was I clear?’

Ask whether the other person could 
understand, participate, and respond.

C  Consider
A  Ask
R  Respond
E  Ensure

When communication crosses generations, lead with CARE.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
BLOCK 4: APPLICATION AND REFLECTION

Return to the opening message. The words were clear enough to read but incomplete as a shared experience. Close by asking participants to identify one communication pattern they will preserve, negotiate, or repattern in their own practice. End with the CARE line rather than ending on Q&A.

[Sources]
- Presenter-developed synthesis based on Dewey (1938), Goffman (1967), Brown & Levinson (1987), and Leininger (1996).
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: 59:00–60:00. Ask for one private commitment: “What will you keep, bridge, or change in your next important communication?” Return to the opening: experience shapes expectation; framing shapes the encounter; face explains what is at stake; CARE guides the response. Close: “Consider the context. Ask rather than assume. Respond with the professional goal and the relationship in view. Ensure shared understanding.” Finish here. The next slide is a source list for later reference.
��PACING: 1 minute. Elapsed time 59–60 minutes. Move on by minute 60.��CLOSING�Ask attendees to select one upcoming conversation and one CARE move they will use. Close with: “Recognize the expectations, ask about the person, choose a response, and ensure shared understanding.” Emphasize that the program integrates useful theories with current evidence; it does not establish a profile for each generation.



FOUNDATIONAL SOURCES

Foundational works
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Brown, P., & Levinson, S. C. (1987).
Politeness: Some universals in language usage.
Cambridge University Press.

Dewey, J. (1938).
Experience and education.
Macmillan.

Goffman, E. (1959). The presentation of self
in everyday life. Doubleday.
Goffman, E. (1967). Interaction ritual. Anchor.
Goffman, E. (1974). Frame analysis. Harvard UP.

Leininger, M. (1996).
Culture care theory, research, and practice.
Nursing Science Quarterly, 9(2), 71–78.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
REFERENCE

This slide may be passed over quickly during the live session or left available for participant reference. Explain that CARE is a presenter-developed synthesis rather than a framework attributed directly to any one theorist.

[Sources]
- Brown & Levinson (1987); Dewey (1938); Goffman (1967); Leininger (1996).
[/Sources]
  PRESENTER SUPPORT PACING: REFERENCE ONLY. Participant reference. Do not present this slide live. Dewey (1938) anchors continuity and interaction; Goffman (1959) supports performance, (1967) face-work, and (1974) framing. Brown and Levinson support the underlying communication choices. Leininger's action modes come from nursing and are adapted here to professional communication. CARE is the presenter's synthesis.
��PACING: Reference slide; no scheduled speaking time. Available for follow-up and source review.



PEER-REVIEWED ARTICLES

Recent research for further reading
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Ravid, Costanza, & Romero (2025)
Generational differences at work?
Journal of Organizational Behavior
DOI: 10.1002/job.2827

Mentado-Labao et al. (2026)
Intergenerational communication among
university teaching staff
Higher Education Quarterly
DOI: 10.1111/hequ.70078

Janssen & Carradini (2021)
Gen Z workplace communication habits
IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication
DOI: 10.1109/TPC.2021.3069288

Giles (2025)
Theoretical approaches to intergenerational
communication and aging
International Journal of Aging and Human Development
DOI: 10.1177/00914150241297398

Shen et al. (2026)
Intergenerational contact and knowledge sharing
Journal of Applied Gerontology
DOI: 10.1177/07334648251359001

Yu, Beigi, & Parry (2026)
Ageism and career outcomes: A systematic review
Human Resource Development Review
DOI: 10.1177/15344843261451382

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Reference appendix. Titles on this slide are shortened for readability; full citations and source links appear in the opening research slide's notes and below. These are journal articles, not practitioner commentary. Publication years follow journal issue years where assigned; some appeared online earlier.

[Sources]
- Giles, H. (2025). Theoretical approaches to communicative practices in the study of intergenerational communication and aging. The International Journal of Aging and Human Development, 101(1), 3–24. https://doi.org/10.1177/00914150241297398
- Shen, C., Yang, J., Hu, S., & He, P. (2026). Intergenerational contact and older employees' knowledge sharing: Mediating effect of organization-based self-esteem and the moderating effect of age-inclusive HR practices. Journal of Applied Gerontology, 45(6), 1188–1198. https://doi.org/10.1177/07334648251359001
- Yu, Y., Beigi, M., & Parry, J. (2026). Exploring the links between ageism and career outcomes: A systematic review. Human Resource Development Review. https://doi.org/10.1177/15344843261451382
- Soliz, J., & Giles, H. (2014). Relational and identity processes in communication: A contextual and meta-analytical review of communication accommodation theory. Communication Yearbook, 38. https://doi.org/10.1080/23808985.2014.11679160
- Watkins, H. J., & Omilion-Hodges, L. M. (2026; online 2025). Zooming in on generational differences: Exploring intergenerational employee relationships and the rise of Generation Z in the workplace. International Journal of Business Communication, 63(4), 1697–1724. https://doi.org/10.1177/23294884251345809
[/Sources]
��PACING: Reference slide; no scheduled speaking time. Available for follow-up and source review.
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