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IPDA. Additionally, the students have to type all arguments, so time
constraints were harder to enforce. Recently, Facebook has been
updated to include video calling (Facebook Statistics, 2012). The addi-
tion of video calling has the potential to overcome this barrier; how-
ever, we have yet to test this feature.

Karl and Peluchette (2011) draw attention to another potential
limitation of using Facebook in coaching when she discusses the
conundrum of “friending” professors. Lipka (2007) further contends
that the negotiation of the teacher-student relationship is challenged
in new ways through social networking sites such as Facebook. While
using Facebook group chat does not require you to “friend” your stu-
dents, many students do request to become your friend after Facebook
interactions. This was not an issue that we faced, because the coach-
ing staff regularly uses the private Facebook group to post topic ideas,
announcements, and other team business. The choice to accept or
decline a friend request from a student, however, is a personal one.

Although Facebook poses some challenges, we found that the
pedagogical benefits outweighed. When the students returned in
January 2011, they were energized and ready to practice and compete.
The coaching sessions were deeper and the introspection that the
archives invited proved effective for our squad.

Skype

Technology integration into distance education is not a novel con-
cept; however, researchers have been increasingly shifting their focus
from the traditional approach of instructor-led pedagogy to a more
student-centered learning approach (Michels & Chang, 2011; Revere
& Kovach, 2011; Simon, 2001; Swing, 2002; Sax et al., 2002). Adams
(2007) argues that many online learning environments fail because
they seek to replicate traditional classroom instruction by focusing on
knowledge acquisition and are not supportive of intentional student
engagement. One platform that has garnered increasing attention is
that of Skype because of the real-time exchange abilities. Skype is an
Internet application for voice and video calls (Skype, 2012).

Our squad decided to incorporate the free and premium versions of
Skype into our practices in November 2011. There are two versions of
Skype. There is a free version that allows for two users to engage in an
audio/video conversation and there is a premium version that allows
for up to twelve users to interact simultaneously (Skype, 2012). We
used the free version for individual coaching sessions and the premi-
um version for debate rounds. For individual events sessions students
would negotiate a time and date with the coaches and/or their peers
when they would log on. For debate sessions, all of the debaters par-
ticipating would negotiate a time and date with the coaches. Once all
debaters and critics were online, the topic was announced and the
students were allowed to go into private Skype sessions to discuss
strategy and construct cases. The students returned after the allotted
time and debated using regular NPDA time.
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The use of Skype (free or premium) has multiple advantages.
Michels and Chang (2011) note that the greatest advantage of using
Skype is that students who may not be able to attend class in person,
or in our case, practice, could do so. On our squad both the students
and coaching staff travel to various locations domestically and inter-
nationally during semester breaks, so attempting to coordinate in-
person practice sessions is severely limited. In addition to removing
the space limitation, the use of Skype makes available an alternative
instructional tool for live, interactive participation where distant
viewers can go beyond just listening and are able to comment, share
documents, and actively participate in real time (Revere & Kovach,
2011). For instance, while engaging in an online persuasive speech
practice, one of the coaches noticed that an additional source was
needed to substantiate the student’s claim. Instead of just telling the
student to find another source, the coach shifted to another window,
downloaded an article, and shared it with the student immediately.
This provided an opportunity for immediate discussion of the value
of the added source.

Audio/video capabilities also allow for more engaged practice. The
students can see each other, coaches, and audience members, much
like in a regular practice session. One student noted that he enjoyed
being able to see the audience and was able to more effectively use
audience analysis. This real-time interaction is something that is lost
during prerecorded speeches and lecture. Second, video software plat-
forms, like Skype, enable participants to practice individual events
and other forms of debate beyond NPDA and IPDA. File sharing is
allowed; therefore, trading evidence cards is now an available option.

When we used Skype for our practices, we found that students were
excited to sign up for practice sessions. When the coaching staff was
unavailable, students conducted peer practice sessions and even
invited alumni to patticipate. One of the benefits that we never imag-
ined was the active participation of our recent graduates. Several
alumni asked to be added to the mailing list for practice sessions. The
participation of past graduates can be of substantial benefit to smaller
programs or those at institutions that do not offer graduate programs
in communication. Without graduate assistants, alumni participation
in Skype sessions not only continues to build a network of support for
the program, it also helps to ensure that current team members can
continue to benefit from the experience of graduates even after com-
mencement.

While using Skype does resolve a number of the issues that
Facebook presented, there are still some disadvantages. First, using
any video software opens the arena for technical difficulties. The
Internet connection speed required and access to webcams could
prove detrimental to some students (Revere & Kovach, 2011). For
instance, we had a few students who had to go to a local library or
coffee shop in order to be able to log into the system. Additionally,
some students were also disconnected during the calls for various
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reasons; however, this did not hinder their participation, presence, or
ownership of practice sessions. Another disadvantage we found is that
the free version of Skype only allows for one-on-one video sessions. If
you wish to have more than two people involved in the session, then
upgrading to Skype Premium is required. At the time of this writing,
it costs $4.99/day, $9.99/month or $59.88/year (Skype, 2012); how-
ever, only one host account needs to be purchased for up to twelve
users to log in. Our usage of Skype and Skype Premium for practices
was very successful as it kept the students engaged and got them
excited about returning for the spring semester.

Google+

Google+ is a social networking site that was launched in 2011. The
idea behind Google+ was to make connecting on the web more real
world (Google+, 2012). Because of the novelty of this website, very
little research has been conducted on its uses and capabilities within
education. We still decided to venture into the usage of the Hangouts
feature for practices. Our use of Google+ was very similar to that of
Skype and Skype Premium and was organized in the same manner.

Though there are many similarities between Skype and Google+,
there are some unique advantages to using Google+. The first one is
that Google+ is a completely free service. The students and coaches
signed up for free Google+ accounts. Once Google+ accounts were
established, interacting in the Hangouts area was simple. We hosted
several debates and individual events practices within the interface.
The students and coaches were able to interact freely and had fewer
disconnections than with Skype. Newman (2011) notes that the man-
ner in which you add friends and use Circles is different than other
social media sites, like Facebook. Users create Circles for different parts
of their life and only share information with certain users. Hangouts
lets up to ten people chat via webcam simultaneously, so it can be
used with individual events and debate practices. File sharing is also
enabled, so all forms of debate can be completed. Like Skype and
Skype Premium, the reliance on high-speed Internet connections and
webcams is still a factor; however, we have found fewer dropped con-
nections with Google+ than with Skype and Skype Premium.

Conclusion

This is not an exhaustive list of the different software platforms
that could be utilized in forensic education or the means in which
they could be used. It is a call for a much-needed discussion of how
we can use innovative methods to continue our mission of promoting
sound forensic pedagogy. Using new technology within forensics is
not an invitation to continue coaching as we have grown accus-
tomed, except now online. Although embracing new technology may
force some out of their comfort zones, seeking additional training and
professional development can overcome some of the barriers to adop-
tion. As Compton (2012) contends, “inoculating against specific com-
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plications, like frustration with technology problems, fosters more
nuanced ways of thinking” (p. 62). The use of social media and other
online platforms opens the space for intentional student engagement.
Thomas (2010) argues that in order to make the best use of these “new
learning spaces,” special attention must be placed on planning and
integration. As forensic educators, we should concentrate on the role
of agency, ownership, intention and motivation behind learning for
our students. The key to the successful implementation of social
media is to allow students to use their own tools and knowledge. This
means providing possibilities for participation and ownership of their
learning environments. Allow the students to be active in the discus-
sion of what they want to get out of the experience and the methods
in which they wish to interact.

Additionally, as coaches, we have to spend some time planning
how we can harness the potential of our “new coaching spaces.” For
instance, will we take the time to go through the archives of practice
sessions and use it to further engage the students in reflection? Or will
we just watch the student and offer critiques afterward? Using social
media without forward thinking will not provide any net benefit. But
allowing this new medium to provide more meaningful activities that
result in deeper learning requires rethinking the practices and the
learning culture of forensics.

Social media itself is constantly evolving, providing new opportu-
nities for pushing the boundaries of all fields, including forensics.
Although, except in ADS rounds, the use of Skype practices will not
lead to calls for an “Occupy Forensics” protest, the use of this media
does have the potential to enhance the way in which we both coach
and practice as members of the forensic community and the way in
which we spread the messages so eloquently phrased in rounds to
wider swaths of society. As our teams become more digitally engaged,
it only follows that*ur practices and methods should follow suit.
Many “establishment” forces (both domestically and abroad) have
learned the hard way that there are consequences to ignoring the
powerful influence that social media can have in all environments.
Many other organizations, including the successful campaign of
President Barack Obama in 2008, have learned and demonstrated the
benefits of embracing Millennials and the new means of communica-
tion that so define their generation. The immediate benefit of adopt-
ing social media is providing an effective way to combat “speech
atrophy” over winter and summer breaks. The long-term benefit is the
enhancement of the field as a whole.
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Avoiding the Dangerfield Effect:
Earning Respect as a Young Coach in
a Millennial Environment
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Abstract: As a new generation of students fills the seats of our classrooms and the vans head
to forensic tournaments, understanding how to reach this new generation is paramount. As a
young educator, it is crucial to earn the respect of this group of students. This article seeks to
discover how to accomplish the goals of reaching this new group of forensic students and offers
suggestions to achieve these goals for all members of the forensic community.

hen this author was offered the position of Assistant Director

of Forensics at his alma mater, a certain feeling of trepidation
entered his mind. There were many questions that needed to be
addressed. Are you experienced enough? Can you handle the pressure
of working with your former coach? Will your students respect you?
Do you even know what you are doing? These questions aside, he
decided that working at his alma mater, side-by-side with his former
coach, was too big of an opportunity to turn down.

With most new jobs there are several obstacles that the new
employee must overcome. This author’s obstacle came in the form of
a senior member on the team. Being away from forensics for only two
years, the author was presented with a situation that needed to be
addressed. A former teammate of his was now one of his students. The
freshman he mentored while he was a senior was now a senior him-
self. This was no ordinary student.

As the squad met for their first meeting, the author noticed the
'student walking by his office. A sly grin on his face, the student
enquired as to how this situation was going to work. The author let
him know that he was to treat him like he would any other faculty
member on campus. He was to address the author just like the other
team members would, and he was to respect the author’s time and
authority just like everyone else. The meeting between the author and
this student helped set the tone not only for the relationship with this
student, but with the relationship between the author and the other
members of the team.

JORDAN COMPTON (M.A., Missouri State University) is a second year Ph.D. student at
Ohio University where he serves as a Teaching Assistant and is the Acting Associate
Director of Forensics. An earlier version of this article was presented at the National
Communication Association Annual Convention, November 2010, San Francisco, CA.
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In the three short years the author has been coaching, the author
has noticed a decisive change among the characteristics of the stu-
dents competing in forensics, even from the two short years he was
away from competition. Nationwide the Millennials have been occu-
pying college classrooms and vans traveling to forensic tournaments.
Jensen (2010) relates from his perspective that these students are,
“more egocentric, demanding, and less respectful of authority, tradi-
tion, and the strain of transition from previous forensic experiences
and training” (p. 100). Each of these qualities may very well send
chills down the spines of educators’ backs, but to the young educator,
not receiving respect from students has the ability to keep them up at
night. The Millennial generation has created an interesting challenge
in the forensic environment. As experienced coaches are still attempt-
ing to figure out this new generation, the younger coaches on the
circuit find themselves in a precarious situation as we enter into our
coaching roles. Wong and Wong (2007) remind us that young faculty
members entering the workforce are Millennials as well. Woempner
(2007) sees a problem in the way we prepare the young generation of
teachers:

Yet teacher induction programs are largely founded on Baby
Boomer-centric models of one-on-one mentoring that are often
counter to Millennial strengths and preferences, thereby setting
up new teachers for failure. Generational misunderstandings
such as this may contribute to many of the teaching, learning,
and operational difficulties that seem to bog us down and get in
the way of improvement and change. (p. 1)

To reach this new generation of educators, new practices of teacher
and coach training need to be included to meet the needs of the
young coach. With this in mind, it is clear that older members of this
generation are presented with an uphill battle as they begin their
teaching profession. *

The following article seeks to understand this phenomenon
through a forensic perspective. It will focus on the characteristics of
this generation; the Dangerfield Effect, which is when an individual
receives less respect than they deserve; what young coaches can do
to build and maintain a respectful relationship between themselves
and their students; as well as offering insight into how the forensic
community can better serve the new participants of intercollegiate
forensics.

The Millennial Generation

Members of the Millennial generation are often referred to by
many names: the Millennials, Gen Y, the Dot Nets, Generation WE, the
Nintendo Generation, and even the Trophy Kids. While there is debate
about the specific year the Millennial generation begins, those who
are considered to be part of the Millennial generation were born
between 1978 and 2000. Research shows that this generation is said
to be “the biggest age cohort in the history of the nation” (Greenberg



