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ABSTRACT ,

The speech communications professionals who are
involved in training and consulting need to conceptualize and talk
about their activities as communication educators~-not as trainers.
Clients should be taught to make interpret.ve choices appropriate to
their rhetorical environment, in addition to learning basic skills.
As educators in the corporate setting, speech professionals deal with
the needz of two audiences--corporate representatives who want
"competent communicators" as new hires, and employees in the business
setting who want to know how to "communicate well," and how to
accomplish personal and professional geals. A workshop can be used to
focus on the function of rhetorical choices in the organizational
setting. Participants should be involved not just in analyzing their
own situations but also those brought to the workshop by others from
the same organization. It is the speech professional's task to create
a situation where clients are taught how to discover the questions to
ask that will enable them to find the alternative communication
behaviors available to them. By focusing on participants' rhetorical
needs and rhetorical environments, the educator helps them apply
performance skills in more flexible ways and in ways that are
transferable to other situations. A highly participatory workshop
prepares those in the corporate world to respond to the organization
as a dynamic environment. (NK3)
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Individuals doingtrain ing and consulting face severe
sterectypes, both within and outside ouwr own profession
circles, We are often cast gpoe joratively by sur academ
colleagues as modern day sopEaists, selling our E;.pert;se ftand,
one might construe, ow soul===J) in pursuit =f the demon mammon.
Many of us have heard rebukess remarkably like those fired by
FPlato: that we teach mre fT1attery, or how to maﬁipuiat or the.
art of deception. In aniron—c twist from Flato’s rhargeg, we may
be told that we deméaﬁ the f;eld o f FHE‘E@F;" by teaching mere
skills (read "kpack, like ='coockery"l. I would wager that most
of us who have con‘essed to Eoeing invelved in training or
consulting have been pesonaX ly privy to such helpful
descriptions aof our wark by -’_-ﬂléagueg in the field. Ferhaps we
have wondered if the criticiesms fit.

On the wther hand, wha Emljﬁg us has not moaned in
discouraged tone when fied —vith the misconceptisn that all we
provide in -:-w* departments ar—e "service" courses? To many,
"Speech" = "performance'= "s=skills." Speech is seen as an
atheoretical endeavor cncerr—mied only withk ner formance, not as a
discipline. In many calleges= and universities those in Speech
departments struggle f@r»rét:l;blllty as a discipline, to be seen
as academicians pursuingvali_d theoretical interests. We want it
known that we are have mre &=o offer a school and o the world
than teaching students to be public speakers.

Is it any wonder, then, that there should be a concern about
Speech professionals whconssult or =snduct training, if that
work is thought to be divorcesd from scholarly endeavers or purely
training in rn::te skills? Adwertising flyers abound for
communications courses that r—einforce such a view. For example,
one advertlséméﬁf proclins B=hat you can "Fine—tune your MOST
IMFPORTANT business skill. . - inexpensively" by buying a
magazine subscription wiich gzives "tips," "tezhniques," and lets
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the res=dar in on "the secrets of the pros."2 One of the many

flyars I've received promised that if attendees ''Listen to(ihs
seminaes leaderl"” each would "become an effective speaker, THOU™T
HAV ING TO SAY A WORD!"

Oir credibility is on the line. Our coll ve identity is
affectesmd by those who call themselves communis i consultants.
What we= as trainers and nsultants do-——and what we say we do——
matterss not just to our clients, but to our leagues as wll.

Tkis has been a lang intr \ :
1mpu‘r’t§mt to have a specific -=unFext for talking about the kind
commEnunication eduzation I think we cught teo be doing. Ifis me—
caontent=ion that we need to conceptualize and o talL about aur
activit=ies as communication educators, not as £r ners.  When
acting as educators in the corporate world we should be doig far—
mare tlan the words "skills training” imply.® When one looks at
what we= actually do, we are not simply laying mut o set of
communi’ cation behaviors and then drilling people in their uwse.

We firsst teach clients about their interpretive choices. Weds
this bescause we know that only then will they be able to mie the=
behavic—ral choices appropriate to their rhetorical environment.

We neecd to tall about curselves and about what we do in a way

that remflects this scholarly expertise. The speech-communicati ore
educatc—r in the corporation is essentially a rhetorical critizc, ==
scholar— applying critical skills to the organizaticonal and
rhetori . zal lives of his or her clients. Our rale as rhetorical
critic is crucial to what we do.

Ire=x this paper I will discuss some of the implications of
taking a rheturical critical approach to communication edusaticn
in the corparation. I will first tallk about the need faor
communi cation education in the corporate setting, and then [will
attempt to show what I mean by "edu-cation'" (as opposed %
"traini ng") with examples drawn from workshops focusing
present ational spealing and on interpersonal communication
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Th ere is nee
of fer, Iﬁi?%g!ing a
=] icatso in théir 1rgan1;at1un§- The
i 2, especially orally, consistently appers
t v isite attributes of new hires*

for "coszsmpetent comm
ability to c@mmuﬁ‘ﬁ
at the - top of the 1i

= Fr =-an advertising flyer for the Decker Communications
2 It is interesting to note that the synonyms for "trainer' as
teacher in Roget’s Thesaurus (1977) are "handler, dgroomer;

(1]

driller.5 drill-master; coach, athletis- coach.

* For e=sampla, see John Muchmore and Kathleen Salvin, "A FRepart
of the T Task Force on Career Competencies in Oral Communication
Skills =—for Community College Students Seeking Immediate Entry




The literature is supported by recruiters' sk atements: inm
listing criteria for new hires, recruiters urmiformly plase

communical ion skills among the most impoartani=. I7 new hires
doi’t have the ability to commumicate, recrui_ té;r* sa the

grganizaticon will "train" them.® Typically, the "incompetent
conmunicator” is defined in terms of skills cXeficienc Y-

Typically, the scolutiocn is articulated as giTaply a matter of
teaching the person a package of behaviors wr=ich will then,
magically, make him or her a "better communi— atar."  Fer formance
is the concern and thea focus.

The picture is slightly different, howe. =r, when cne talks
to those attending "training" sessions. A pe - 30n in the business
setting wants to kaosw how to "communicate wel 1 by the standards
of the corporation, and he or she alss wants +£o know how 6o
accomplish perscnal and professiconal goals. Members of an
arganization face an envircament which demand s their
participation as public communicators. They have experienced the
consequences of their communication abilities- , ano they know
there is more to it than applying a set of foevrmulaic behaviors.
They know that the situation determines the - viteria by which
their performance wili be judged. They don’t have our labels,
but they know that they are dealing with rhet ssrical exigenciss.
They know there is more to it than simply beh —avioral skills. As
one works with these individuals it becomes - lear very qui 11y
that one must be an edussator, that one must ashiswer the request aof
this audience for insights which will lead to greater rhetorical

sophistication. In this capacity, a Speech—C=ommunicatisn
professional must draw wpon her or his knowle=dge about skills Sy
but even more importamtly upon knowledge abou—% how la guage

n
wirks, about the interas=tion of language with the epistemzlogy of
the organization, and about the interaction o ¥ words with the
sense of self,

Thus, as educators in the corporate sett—ing, we are dealing
with the needs of tw> audiences. The pesple e=vha hire us want
their employees to be individuals who get to =€he point, who don't
ramble, who talk "alearly " who are able to meake a good
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= Fecruiter statement, Hamline University, St— Paul, MN, spring
1986. All those who came to talk with facultsy about hiring
Liberal Arts graduates emphasized the ability +®o communicate
orally. The organizations represented were dZ=E verse, ranging from
local government to multi-pnaticsnal corporatiocms. Extending this
example, one can see that there are major marl=ets for what we as
Speech professionals hawve to affer. One of tle corporations
represented, for example, employs over 96,000 peocple world-wide
and has facilities in ML nnescta, Ma chusett==, Flarida,
Zolorado, Washington, California, Arizona, BeIl gium, France,
Italy, Scotland, Hong Kong, to name just a fews places.
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impression for the aov s 0N persyasde (get the
contract"), who | Tain Tohnozal ideas -1&5?1;; ta those with
di ffering bac L-;lr--u e ar ks with herz.” Managers
don’t want to be b »d anym re od they doan’t uant ta bhe
embarrassed anymor 2, Those W comprise t cthe populaticon to be
"trained", however . .. “tiirent reasons s for coming to
communication worke s, Yy, toao, don’t - want (o be boring or
embarrassing (or =u roouzdy but the peo,=ple with whoam I have
worked vaoice far 0 o 3 rategic conzerns: 2.0.; persuasi in
the face of hostiliy, hataer it’s from o ustomers, :
supericors, or subord: | Les; face—saving fsaor self and ;uguzlg.en- =]

when you know more (ha he adience but t3 hey’re supposed to know
mare than you; self- \Fidence amid an aps prehensicn producing
and political situation; shwing depth ane d breadth of knowledge
in the space of a staff meeting status reps ort;  control of the
speaking situation; how to deal with beine g placed in the
untenable position of representing a posit=z ion y2u had no part in
creating and with which you do not agree--s-and the ethics =f such
a dilemma; how t3 be credible in an uncerTtain organizaticnal
environment; haow to overcome the barriers to credibility of
being young, or a non-native language spealiker, or famale, or
male. Those who attend waorkshops want to Flncw how to change
their communication to make their work liveses more livable. They
want more than learning a fewbehavioral skEcills. They are also

concerned about ethics, abouw consequencesey, and about the
implicaticons of being a participant in the=r own idiocsyncratic
rhetorical community.

Admittedly, as anysone whs has taught —ommunication workshops
in a :Z?’pul"até setting will ftell you, vwe te=sach students to do
zarta; gs: paraphrase, listen activelZ y, use a thesis

tat organize one’s ideas around ns memcore than three to five
ain points, maintain eye contact (at leasts in Western cultures),
zn’t jingle change in one’s puckets. Usussally students ask for a

"tips"; and we to pass some alaong: if your knees shake, lean
2m against the table in front of you, Thre problem is not that

do 5o, as this is all gonod information, and certainly
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essential when teaching about glﬁmmuﬁluatlﬁg in the various
settings within an organization, The probl_lem is that we al
have the knowledge to teach mre (and we ofTten do teach mer
but we often don’t recognize or acknowledgess that we can and
should apply our unique critical expertise in this setting. In
essence, as communication edutators in the organizatiaon not aonl
should we act as very pragmatic rhetorical critics, we should
teach ‘our clients to do the sane.

ime we are teaching communicatisna skills
u

,,,,, we are
s commuaication choices. When we teach skills
related to presentaticnal spesking or to in aterpersonal
communication, we are offering choices to 0 eur students. Most of
us in this room have probably talked sbaut Maving as a training
goal "expanding the repertoire of choices" . available to our
students. In addition, we work with them t. o assess the potential

'u
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function of their rhetorical choles, given the exzigencies of
their particular organizational rhetor ical situatieon. All of us
do this to some extent now, if wetalk about audignce analysis
and adaptation at all. I'm suggesting that we foous upon this

aspa:zt of what we do. We need torveso gnize and articulate what
we are doing &5 we exercise it, asve model it, and as we teach
it in order to acknowledge 2w aritica 1 funetion to ocurselves and
to highlight it for ouwr =slients. PBe: ause our role as rhetorical
Zritic is sruwzial it is important that we present ourselves in a
way that captures the full essencecof -wwhat we do. Iin presenting
ourselves Lo our clients we need to ma ke clear that we are
praviding the information and theskil .1s practice they want, but
more importantly we are praovidinga oggopeortunity for partie 1;:311&
tz determine-—pragmatically-~the rheto=-ical requirements of the
communication environment in whichthe—y find themselves speaking.

One raason human . zource &diati=—n by academics is often
rejected by corporate ciients is that Skthey fear we will fail tio
address the real-ness of their Pprillemss. It i a well-founded
fear, based upon experiesnce. I pelieve= the demand for skills is
a result of this fear. Theoreticl apeoroaches are seen as
impractical, as not applicable ipthe ereal world. Theory and
practice tend to be viewed as mutully exczlusive, and so wa are
told, "Just give me a list of things t—=—= dz, s= that if I dso them
1’1l be a mere effective speaker lex@ce ative, team member,
manager...1" We may be asked to geatee courses which can be
replicated by anyone, and thean tora®=m n the trainer" (who likely
has no background in Speech-Communicats= -n? to teach the course.
The notion is thus reinforced that vhafs we know and what we do——
that which took us a good deal af time to become experts i -
be done by most anyone if he or sh onEZ y learns what the
behavioral skills are.

Through taking a rhetorical aitic—al p-gstu. 2, wusing their
praoblems as our data, we give valllity +o the "real-ness" of
their problems and to their rusterical dilemmas. Hy affirming
the real-ness of their strategic uesti_ ons;, we begin to lead
workshop participants through the processs of grappling with the
rhetorical exigencies which are apirt 2f those situations. We
thus translate our knowledge to fit the= rhetorical context of
their organization and of their gpeeifi = circ umstances; we make
our theaory real by showing how it ny bmelp them address the
problems they define. Furthermore we make 1t zlear that the
thecretical elements of our work ae Mmoot impractical nor
inapplicable, and that there is mie t—= becoming effective
communicators than knowing a set o mageic words or where to put
onefs hands.

Wﬂ

One might ask what such a workshe oy seminar laooks 1 .
First, this kind of wﬁrk‘shnﬂsg is ﬂlghly participative. Th2 @mor
the participants bri ing in their wwindIividual problems, !
they address those problems as a group, the greater the learning
that will take place. Beyond thebsic s, which I have found are




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

with a group in which the

necessary (2.9., I have never worlksad
majority already used thesis tagf ents, or that bLnew how 6o
paraphrase), one structures the workshop sso that participants
address communication situations or communication dilemmas that
they naow face or that they think they '11 have to face., They
must work with their ocwn data. ar @ in teaching a
presentational speaking worl about which data to
include, different patterns Qe . and factors related
y delivery and nervousness. I alsno HEIE garfl-lgankf
conceptualize the rhetorical problems they face, determine wys
to examine those problems, and decide upon their opticons
strategiczally. They then have an ity, in a lab setting,
to put their strategic plans into Tn hélp my zlients do

3

this;, 1 must also conceptualize their : sblems, and I
must wrestle with trying to understand the c ;géﬁf s of their

rhetoarical situations. There is no place for a safe abstration
like, "Remember to speak to your audience." Ins stead, I workwith

clients to identify and analyze not only their agdwen.ér but the
rhetorical character of their own organizatisn.

Second, because one must concentrate upon the clients!’
rhetorical environment, the csritical approach to teaching
Wworkshops is intense. Dne gains crivical insight throughout the
day. The facilitator of a workshap taking this appreoach shuuld
plan on being exhausted by the end =of the dey. One is wearing
one’s critical hat all day, exercising one’s critical insight and
instincts non-stop. The data one gathers from infarmal
interaction is impartant additienal information to bring %o
conscious awareness when discussing rhetorical strategy specific
to an individual’s situation. As a critic, I respond to and use
this information in forming my critical insights. As a teacher,
I then show hou this kind of information is also useful in
developing communicaticon responses. Thus, one is "on" as a
critic at all times, even during breaks, even during lunch. This
is particularly true when teaching interperssnal communication
workshops where the normative rhetorical patterns of an
organization may be more evident in analogic communmications (sush
as story—-telling) than in extended linear description.

Third, participants should be invelved in analyzing not just
their own g;tuatluﬁa, but those brought to the workshop by others
from the same corganizaticon. By exercising their awn critical
abilities through responding to the rhetorical attempts of
others; they gain flexibility in addressing their oswn rhetorical
needs.

The workshop materials that I use reflsct my emphasis upn
participants using their own materials. Exsrcises, case QMMQS,
oy prepared video—-tapes are useful, but I’ve found that they are
complementary to rather than being a substitute for the daka
participants bring from their own experience I make extenive
use of prework to prepare individuals s work with their own
data. In all my workshops, participants are asked to complete
prework which focuses their attention upon their swn rhetorical

‘D
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: For exzample, to prepare for an inter-—
pé?EUHal communication workshop individuals are told to write an
axtended dESIFlpLiun of a communication situation that was, is,
oar that they expect will be particularly difficult for them.
They are asked to write notes about the situation, the persons
invalved, the e ztations the pesple inviolved have about the

situation and =a

1 ather, the internded meanings versus uhab WAS
tor is likely to be) said, and so forth. In the wiar
participants then use the situaticon they have ident
described to develop more constructive c@mmuh;-atlon responses
within the zontext of that situation. In prework faor a
pregéntagigﬁal speaking workshop participants are asked about
their typical audiences, the kinds of spe 2akiing they typically do,
the praoblems they think they encounter, why they think they are
problems, and so forth. In addition, participants are told tao
bring materials with them typical =of the kind with which thay
wark daily. They will then use those materials to prepars a
short presentation to be given and discussed in the Wwar kshop.
They are encouraged to talk about the same kinds of issues and
create the same kinds of contexte that they usually encounter.
They alsz may create their own typical audience, with wor kshop
participants taking on the appropriate roles.

Instruction of specific content works best when it addresses
the rhetorical proeblems presented by the participants. For
example, when teaching about interpersonal communication, it
isn’t unusual to have a llvely discussion with a group about the
pros and zons of "owning' statements through using "I-
statements." In certain corporate environments, "I" statements
are interpreted as self-centered, narcissistics, and an indicatieon
of an unwillingness to share cred;t! The generalized "you" is
considered more appropriate, and as a dis -uss;un prugre;geg it
may become quite clear that the generalized "you" fuactions to
spread a shared worganizaticonal perspective. It may well be an
important element in the communicaticon climate =f a giwven
organization. I may not agree with that type of communication
climate, but if I am to deal with that rhetorical climate and if
I am to help my clients deal with it, I will be msre successful
as critic-trying-to—understand-and—elucidate than as expert-—
attempting—to—impose- myéabstract aﬁd éiVUFLééiﬁltiGHE —af—
"appropriate'=skills. A
qualifiers (in a prgsgﬁtétlunal wgrkghgpb alio lllustréteg the
importance of putting our advice in context. In the arganizaticon
where this discussion took place, qualified remarks are the norm
in the research arm where a less—than—absolute position is highly
valued. Bualified remarks in the production facility, on the
other hand, are likely to be heard as lack of opinicon or lack of
confidence Scientists who must move back and forth between the
two facilities are thus faced with very different rhetorical
raquirements. The consequensces of their language choices only
became clear through our critical discussions which focused an
their specific rhetorical contexts. The role of ambiguity in

8
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b g ations may well be y=it another exampls
functicons in a specific organizational conte may an
impartant critical insight for an employves ma zisicoms about
communication behaviors in both the presentaticonal and the
interperssnal situation. As oubs siders, wa Cann know 1r
ambiguity is an issue nor how it functions in a part
organizaticon, but we can ask the questicns a criftic uugld asl
ambiguous communicaticon presents itself. s
Workshop participants may show initial
Nighly participative workshop, or cne which

How ambiguity

of their own day—-to-day problems Fa ftlnlp?ﬁtg may

avoid participatisn or deny thé=r nesd: "I daon't do

thing now, I don'’t have anything I can talk abouat, "

ever have to do that.” They may be relustant to tallk about th;1r
zific situations. A workshop leader may be concerned about

2 little content, or loss of control as far as

p content agenda.” A workshop taking this approach
doesn’t make for a nice neat package to take from one place to
anot beyond the basic structure. Furthermore, it is harder
to represent to potential clients.

Yet, we know pesple 1Earn mare and they retain what they
2ayn 1unger when they work ocut the answers to problems
hemselves. Once we have convinced sur audiencacs) that we mean
t, that we will address their individual rhetorical needs in the
ituations +h gy define, then we change the eduzational situaticn
g we are expected to train rote skills to =one where
ar e n valuable vresource for strategic ,nders%aﬁéing.
hange the Educatizn situation to one where we are =een as

h
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ing a chance, in a highly pragmatic and practical way, to

at happens when one tries different rhetarical cpticons, and
Eo understand why differing rhetorical choices function
as they do.

It’s our task to create a situation where we teach clients
how to discover the questi s to ask which will esnable them to
discover the alternative r@mmunlrétlan behaviors available to
them. By focusing on participants’ rhetorical needs and
rhetorical environments, we help them apply performan-e skills in
more flexible ways and in ways that are transferable ta other
situations. By becoming fledgling critics, th:iv gain
flexibility, responsiveness, and rcan adapt bslyer ta

W
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€ See , E , y 'Ambiguity as Strategy in Organ
Communication," Communication Monsgraphs, 51 (1984), pp.

7 I alss use written materials %o supplament ]
=f content. I refer to these materials as ”rEfEFén-g matgrlali"
and frequently direct attention to relevant pages throug
workshop. This relieves me of some of my anxiety about

encugh content, and it provides additicrnal infearmation
participants seeking it.
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[ fm simply :ay;ﬁg h@
e nszeds of our
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nchips butwesn their

entizal outcomess
are esnhancing their
heir aware of alt
ailable ¢ y A I ]
Hience th P‘; is etori 1 1ist ted. In this way;
we inregease thsir oo s faor i izl g those cptions
wa might consi der dysfuancticonal 1 m: interpretive and

strafegic sensse given the rhetorical ironment of the client.®
Finally, we must be concerned buut sur own credibility and
the redibilit= gf oy dlE plines. We are degEd 1n part by haou

well ya adapt = i :
Our credibilit=v is alsu 1ntr;-ately affertéd
we cotEptuali =e and describe ourselves and
in which we ta=1lk about our weark
whichour disz ipline oo
deal vith skil 1s,; |
only do we= n
téach in th =
'lf:'r'?‘

—&an

gnrpumté Eﬂvl’fgnmEﬁtS undg afnd how their ,t

is inextricabl » bound to their comprehenszion r

envirmment wi thin which they live. We offer ins A

knowledge whic #1 can nurture the ability of individuals

@FfEfHVEly re—sponsive to the rhetorical needs of their
rganizational culture.

B There is an ==dditi . B ing a critical

orientation, esach workshop or seminar bBecon an sducation far

the educatar. We learn about the v ga rniza al culture, about

its variabilite=r, its idicsyncracies ite <o stancies. We

become better educators because we arz betd able to adapt tao

these types of audiegnce in the future.

10



