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came in for coaching and left immediately afterwards. Because of this,
the team had little interaction outside of tournament venues, mean-
ing that we had no sense of one another as normal, non-suit-wearing
individuals. At the first meeting, we proposed to “take back the team
room” and spend more time there, especially on Mondays, after the
weekly meeting (email correspondence, 21 January 2010). The idea
was that socializing with the team in a non-competitive setting would
increase our knowledge of one another and our identity as a group.
This year, the team room is always full of competitors, doing home-
work and working on speeches, and as a result, team solidarity is
flourishing. After the two meetings and the work weekend, one team
member summed up our new relationship goals perfectly: “I love you
all and am really glad that I got to know you guys even better over the
weekend. As we said...we need to be a better team during the week-
days in order to come close to reaching our potential” (email corre-
spondence, 25 January 2010). This entire situation really helped us to
form a team culture, a culture which might not have otherwise
existed. Being a part of this culture helped motivate us to change.

Team Cohesion

The first meeting, the student-only meeting, in addition to foster-
ing team culture, increased the cohesiveness of what was previously a
loosely connected group of individuals. At least one person agreed
with this impression, saying “I felt afterwards that we had all grown
closer and in addition I truly feel it became the moment when we
actually became a team” (email correspondence, 12 November 2010).
To become a team is to overcome personal differences and desires and
function as part of a collectivistic unit. When our team president
called for a meeting, he used highly collectivistic rhetoric to get us
thinking about ourselves as a cohesive team, and not as a collection
of individuals:

We as a team must fix the status quo...We includes everyone
who wants to work to fix this. We includes people who will...
show up with some ideas or observations about the team. We
includes, most importantly, people who will attend, take the
ideas set when we meet, and actually work towards them. (email
correspondence, 19 January 2010).

Our team president used the rhetoric of “we” to change the team per-
spective. This email was meant to galvanize the team, to motivate the
members to not only attend the student-led meeting, but to work for
real change in place of apathy and negativity.

Most students who attended the first meeting indicated that they
did so because they were interested in changing the way the team
operated, in one way or another, which is exactly the response our
president was seeking. When people attended the second meeting,
many did so to demonstrate solidarity, to demonstrate the cohesive
unit that our team had suddenly become. Different members indi-
cated that they attended “to show support for the team’s objectives”
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or because “we all had to be [o]n the same page.” One member
explained, “I felt that we all needed to be there for one another and
with one another to support one another, or else...our message...
wouldn’t have been heard” (email correspondence, 12 November
2010). Thanks to shared goals and a shared perspective, we were now
a unified team.

One instance of tangible team cohesion was the way we all started
supporting one another after the first meeting. Before the meeting,
most of us had paid little attention to our teammates’ competitive
events. After the meeting, we attempted to increase the amount of
varsity-novice peer coaching and we developed an item called the
“Whatcha Workin’ On Sheet,” which we used to keep tabs on each
others’ speeches. This sheet was displayed prominently in the team
room, and it included our names, the events we were working on, our
topics for those events, and how far along we were. This gave every-
one a better sense of how well we were doing with our team goals, as
well as identifying who needed what kind of help with which events.
Many different team members felt a shift in team interaction follow-
ing the meeting:

Team members did not motivate me much before the meetings,
but did afterwards (Email correspondence (12 November 2010).

I did not get to see the others too much before the meeting. After
the meeting we definitely pushed each other (Email correspon-
dence, 12 November 2010).

Before, the team didn’t motivate me - I didn’t really know any-
one and didn’t feel like I needed to. After, I wanted to work
because I knew that they were working just as hard or harder...
and I had my teammates pushing me to be better than them
(email correspondence, 12 November 2010).

This dramatic shift in team cohesion came about because we took the
first step, and identified common goals. Then we took those goals and
moved forward. After the meeting, I hunted down novices and
encouraged them to peer coach with me, and I also sought feedback
on my speeches from my fellow varsity members. Before the meet-
ings, no one really disliked one another, but at the same time, the
cohesive interpersonal bonds needed to have a truly successful team
were just not there. On that night that we “became a team,” we were
able to increase team cohesion and, thus, our motivation to succeed.
One team member attributes his motivation almost entirely to team
cohesion—“What was and is motivating for me is the chance to be
part of a group of people that are trying to accomplish something
great” (Email correspondence, 12 November 2010). Before the first
meeting, we had no way of knowing what our teammates hoped to
accomplish.

Team Goals
One problem we had was pootly constructed team goals. One
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student said of the coaches, “They motivated us by setting lofty
goals” (email correspondence, 12 November 2010). Although we
had taken the time to collectively set goals for our team at the begin-
ning of the year, many team members felt that these “lofty goals”
were not a true representation of their own objectives. Immediately
before the two meetings, our director of forensics informed us, “The
team has abandoned its goals” (email correspondence, 18 January
2010); however, realistically, we could not abandon what many of us
had not internalized in the first place. Forensic competitors are not
solely interested in winning, and the our speech team was no excep-
tion. The official team goals failed to take into account alternate, less
ambitions, viewpoints. Some team members felt that the atmo-
sphere at the initial goal-setting session had been too controlled by
the coaches. The feeling was that even had we voiced our opinions,
they would have been overruled or drowned out by the overwhelm-
ing influence of those in power. As one student put it, “We wanted
to be coached and led instead of forced into doing things” (email
correspondence, 12 November 2010). At the first meeting, we tried
to correct this mistake, and “talked about the coaches being over-
bearing, the real goals that we wanted and what they meant for us”
(email correspondence, 12 November 2010). One student summed
up the feelings of the group by«.explammg the delicate nature of
team motivation and goals:

If the team is going to be at all motivated it needs to come from
within the team. Someone from within the team (or someones)
need to motivate and lead the team to accomplish the goals that
we set as a team, realistically, with the whole mindset of achiev-
ing those goals. The coaches are good inspiration and wonderful
critical evaluators, but the motivation has to come from within
the group or else (as history has shown) the group may not
really embrace the goals set forth (email correspondence, 12
November 2010).

This student-led goal setting session, free from the influence of the
coaches, helped us to define what we truly wanted to get out of this
activity as a team. We expressed our desire to “try a different team
dynamic...where people are not asked to have only school and speech
in their lives” (email correspondence, 21 January 2010). We wanted to
take command of our team aspirations.

One reason the competitors took issue with the team goals was the
disparity between the rhetoric of coach-student interactions, and the
reality of the actual speech team. Whereas the coaches presented lofty
rhetoric about education and personal growth, several of the com-
petitors felt that all the coaches cared about was winning trophies.
One competitor was especially concerned at the incongruity of this
situation:

I was concerned that their plaque said something about
“Forensics is always about winning; but not necessarily about
winning trophies,” yet I didn’t feel that, given the work I was
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putting in, that the plaque was being followed... It felt as though
their only concern was trophies and physical victories, not
improvements in an individual overall (Email correspondence,
12 November 2010).

It is not easy to mean every single thing you say, but when commu-
nicating the core values and goals of a team, consistency is absolutely
necessary. The coaches undermined their own position by espousing
one set of values, but in practice, lived by another.

Another reason that the team’s goals and the coaches’ goals were
so mismatched was the dearth of productive dialogue between the
two groups—dialogue being “a two way exchange of ideas that leads
to everyone understanding the position of everyone else,” according
to one competitor (email correspondence, 12 November 2010). Our
team president indicated that before the meetings, the main concern
was a “lack of dialogue,” that the coaches and students were just not
communicating in a optimal manner, and another said that they
attended the meeting because “we needed to have an actual dialogue
and insist upon the coaches that we wanted them to understand our
position” (email correspondence, 12 November 2010). Unfortunately,
the lack of dialog continued throughout the coach-student follow-
up meeting, where many students felt that they were not being
heard by the coaches when they tried to voice their opinions on the
direction of the team. One teammate commented that the coaches
should have been “more understanding and open to ideas differing
from their own” (email correspondence, 12 November 2010). Other
team members were also concerned at the lack of dialogic commu-
nication that occurred during the coach-led meeting: “I feel that he
cut off the kind of dialogue we needed to have...[T]he coaches didn’t
fully understand our position and shot down the chance for an
actual dialogue” (Email correspondence, 12 November 2010).
Another team member said: “Most of this issues that were brought
up were countered or shut down ... [The coaches] didn’t create an
atmosphere that was receptive to questions” (Email correspondence,
12 November 2010).

Whereas the first meeting was about sharing ideas, and had a seri-
ous yet positive atmosphere, the atmosphere of the second meeting
was overwhelmingly described as “hostile,” “tense,” and “combative”
by my teammates. Several of them suggested that the entire second
meeting simply became a game of students vs. coaches. Everyone just
blamed one another for the team’s failures, instead of collaborating to
rectify these failures. One team member wished that it had been
“more of an open discussion, and less of a debate,” and another
explained the dynamics of the situation: “ When the meeting clearly
became students in chairs and coaches up front it because students vs
coaches” (email correspondence, 12 November 2010). Many of my
teammates suggested that had there been a smaller student-to-coach
ratio at that meeting, it would have seemed less like we were attacking
them, and more like we wanted to collaborate for true change.
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Conclusion

The speech team at this mid-sized Midwestern university solved its
problems by holding a meeting and hammering out exactly what we
wanted from forensics and what we were willing to do to achieve our
goals. Both the student-led meeting and the coach-led meeting were
important to make sure we were all understanding one another, but
ultimately, the change had to come from within the ranks of the stu-
dents in order for it to truly work: “Nothing else was going to work
unless it came from the students. The things we decided would not
have been well received had they been advanced by coaches or any-
one else” (Email correspondence, 12 November 2010). Through the
first meeting, the team culture, team cohesion, and team goals were
positively affected, which culminated in a higher degree of motiva-
tion for the entire team. The second meeting, while necessary, did not
have the impact assigned to it by the coaches. In forensics, motivation
must come from within the team, or else it will not become a lasting
part of team dynamics.

REFERENCES -

Carmack, H. J., & Holm, T. L. (2005). Home sweet home: The role of the forensics
squadroom in team socialization and identification. National Forensic Journal,
23(2), 32-53.

Croucher, S. M., Thornton, T., & Eckstein, J. (2006). Organizational identity, culture and
student motivation among intercollegiate forensics competitors. National Forensic
Journal, 24(1), 1-15.

Derryberry, B.R. (1991). The nature of the “total” forensic program: The 1990s and
beyond. National Forensic Journal, 9, 19-29.

Hatfield, S. (2004). Forensics and the “new” wellness. National Forensic Journal, 22(1),
23-33.

Kozlowski S.W.J. & Iligen R.D. (2006). Enhancing the effectiveness of work groups and
teams. Psychological Science in Public Interest, 7, 77-124.

McMillan, J. K. & Todd-Mancillas, W. R. (1991). An assessment of the value of indi-
vidual events in forensics competition from the students’ perspectives. National
Forensic Journal, 9, 1-17.

Miami University Forensics Team, various email correspondences. (2010). Received by
Elizabeth Miller.

Swanson, D. R. (1992). Forensics as a laboratory experience in organizational commu-
nication. National Forensic Journal, 10: 65-76

Zeuschner, R.B. (1992). Forensics as a laboratory experience in small group communica-
tion. National Forensic Journal, 10, 57-64.




See you 1n

Kansas City

For the NCT
March 15 -18, 2012

Sheraton Overland Park Hotel at the Convention
Center

(913) 234-2100 or
1-(800) 325-3535

For full details see the NCT Inwvitation
http://www.pikappadelta.com/docs/2012_NCT_
Invitation.pdf

Contact Gina Jensen at jensen@webster.edu

if you have any questions.




Enjoy Speaking and Writing?
Want to Excel at Both?

Is Graduate School in Your Future?

Going to NCT this year?
Then consider entering the Student Scholarship Experimental Event!

All you need to do 1s...

» Write a speech about an original research project you have done

= Videotape the speech and put it on YouTube

* Email the link to Scott Jensen: jensensc@webster.edu no later than March
52012 7

» The top speeches will receive awards at NCT and will be linked to the PKD

website so that everyone (including potential graduate school admissions
committees) can view them!

Do not miss this chance to showcase your research along with your forensics skills!

For full details see page 10 of the NCT Invitation
http://www.pikappadelta.com/docs/2012_NCT_Invitation.pdf



P1 KAPPA DELTA

The Art of Persuasion, Beautiful and Just

Check out our new

Credit Point System

Your students can now start earning points
for competition with paid membership.

Coaches and alumni as well as any students who competed in the
2010-2011 school year can receive grandfathered points until the
NCT.

See our website for more details
www.pikappadelta.com




Meet me 1n

St Los

for

P1 Kappa Delta’s

Centennial Celebration

March 13-16, 2013

Watch for details on our website:
www.pikappadelta.com

Contact Gina Jensen at jensen@webster.edu

with any questions




The Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta

LIBRARY RECOMMENDATION FORM
(Copy and forward to your library acquisition officer)

Name

Department

Institution

Address

City State Zip Code

Please enter a subscription to The Forensic at the subscriber rate of $20.00 per year. Unless
otherwise specified, your subscription is for a complete series, which begins July 1st of each
year. At the time of subscription, you will receive all previous issues that have been published
during the subscription year.

Check One:
One Year $20 Two Years $40 Three Years $60

On subscriptions made outside of the United States, add $15 per year for foreign postage.

Make checks and money orders payable to Pi Kappa Delta National
Order from your subscriptions agent or directly from:
Pi Kappa Delta National Headquarters
125 Watson Street, P.O. Box 38
Ripon, WI 54971

Other Pi Kappa Delta publications available through the National Headquarters:

The History of Pi Kappa Delta, by Larry Norton
copies @ $7.50/each

The Proceedings of the 1998 Developmental Conference, Robert S. Littlefield, Ed.
copies @ $5.00/each

The Proceedings of the 1995 Developmental Conference, Scott Jensen, Ed.
copies @ $5.00/each

Articles from past issues of THE FORENSIC are available upon request.




	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 cover
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 intro pgI
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 intro pgII
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 intro pgIII
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg1
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg2
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg3
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg4
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg5
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg6
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg7
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg8
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg9
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg10
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg11
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg12
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg13
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg14
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg15
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg16
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg17
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg18
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg19
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg20
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg21
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg22
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg23
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg24
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg25
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg26
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg27
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg28
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg29
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg30
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg31
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg32
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg33
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg34
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg35
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg36
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg37
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg38
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 96 number 1 pg39

