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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to develop a behaviorally anchored rating scale(BARS)-based assessment
tool that can objectively and reliably evaluate university students’ debate competence, and to examine its
validity and reliability. To this end, the core components of debate competence were identified through a
literature review, and initial items were developed based on four major domains and fifteen
sub-competencies. Subsequently, two rounds of Delphi surveys were conducted with 15 professors and
instructors who had experience teaching debate-related courses, thereby securing content validity and
constructing a preliminary tool. A validation survey was then administered to 211 professors and
instructors. The results of an exploratory factor analysis indicated that the 15 items were structured into
four factors(logical and critical reasoning skills, evidence use and information analysis skills, communication
and interaction skills, and argument strategy and discussion attitude), and construct validity was confirmed.
The findings suggest that this BARS-based assessment tool possesses high reliability and validity as an
instrument that structurally evaluates debate competence based on behaviors observable in actual classroom
settings, and that it can contribute to enhancing instructors’ assessment expertise as well as improving the
quality of debate-based instruction.
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<Table 1> Research Procedure
Research Stage Research Details
Stage 1: Definition of Performance - Identifying the characteristics of debate competence and deriving
Levels and Derivation of initial items and performance levels through literature review and

Behavioral Indicators analysis

Stage 2: Expert Delphi Survey

- Conducting two rounds of Delphi surveys with experts to secure
content validity and complete the preliminary assessment tool

Stage 3: Validation of the Scale

- Examining the validity and reliability of the assessment tool
through factor analysis and deriving the final items
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<Table 2> Components of Debate Competence

Researcher ~ Title of Study
Construction and Communication skills,

Components

Park and =y, idation of  Critical thinking skills,
Hur a Debate Predictive ability.
(2001) ’

Competence Scale Listening skills

Communication
competence, Critical
thinking competence,

Listening ability,

Research ability

Expression skills, Data
analysis skills,
Jang Debate Competence Argumentation skills,

(2009) and Strategy Listening skills,
Mediation and
negotiation ability
Critical thinking ability,
Communication ability,

Kang  Construction and
and Jang  Validation of
(2003) Debate Competence

Jung and Validation study of
Kim a debate ability

Argumentative
(2015)  measurement tool flexibility
The Effects of
Discussion on
College Students’
Moon Communication Communication ability,
(2016) Capability, Problem Problem-solving ability,
-solving Capability Leadership
and Leadership
in a General
Education Course
Debate: A Issue research ability,
Teaching-Learning preparation and
Darby Strategy for presentation of logical
(2007) Developing arguments, active

Competence in listening, ability to
Communication and distinguish subjective
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Critical Thinking

and objective
information, clear
questioning skills,
integration of relevant
information, empathy
skills, expression of
confidence, composure,
evidence-based opinion
formation, critical
thinking, information
analysis and synthesis,
oral communication
skills, defense of one’s
own_position

Debating:
A Catalyst to

Critical thinking skills,
oral communication
skills, learning

D'Souza . motivation, intellectual
Enhance Learning .
(2013) . challenge ability, deep
Skills and -
Competencies knowledge acquisition,
P teamwork, leadership
skills
oleg PHLAZ WEoR U EEEY
o] T 9 dhels e <Table 3> o] 474
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<Table 3> Major Domains and Sub-competencies
of Debate Competence

Major  Sub-compet

. Definition
Domain ency
Ability to accurately identify
Issue
. and structure the core problems
analysis . .
and issues of the debate topic
Ability to analyze the validity,
. Evaluation credibility, and logical
Logical . ,
of evidence soundness of the opponent’s
an .
. arguments and evidence
Critical o :
. Ability to connect claims and
Reasonin . . .
. Logical  conclusions based on evidence
g Skills . . .
reasoning in a coherent and rational
manner
Detection  Ability to identify and correct
of logical fallacies, distortions, and
fallacies emotional leaps in reasoning

Evidence Information

Ability to collect information

from objective materials and
search .
diverse sources
Use and . Ability to present statistics,
. Presentation
Informati research data, and examples as

of evidence

supporting evidence

Analysis Ability to compare, synthesize,
Skills Information and reorganize multiple pieces
integration of information into a coherent
argument
Clear . .
Ability to present claims and
argument . .
and supporting evidence clearly and
. logically
expression
Abilit to use nonverbal
. Nonverbal y .
Communi . clements such as voice, eye
. communi . .
cation . contact, facial expressions, and
cation K
and posture effectively
Interaction . | Ability to accurately understand
. Listening X
Skills and the opponent’s statements and
. . respond or question
questioning .
appropriately
Respect  Ability to  participate  in
and discussion based on courtesy,
cooperation empathy, and mutual respect
Rebuttal ~ Ability to provide rebuttals
and using valid evidence and
reconstruc  enhance or extend one’s own
tion argument
Abili to reasonably adjust
Argumenta ’ty y. !
. one’s stance according  to
Argument tive o
. ... situational changes or the
strategy  flexibility ,
opponent’s argument
and . T
. . Adherence Attitude of participating
Discussion . . .
. to debate responsibly by complying with
Attitude . .
rules and time limits, procedures, roles,
ethics  and ethical standards
Team . . ..
. .. Ability to coordinate opinions
coordination . .
and and contribute to the productive
.. .. progress of the discussion
contribution
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<Table 4> Example of Behavioral Level Criteria

Sub-  Evalu
comp ation
etency Content
Level 4(Excellent): Synthesizes social and
cultural contexts and diverse perspectives
to clearly derive key issues and design
the debate goals and logical structure.
accurately
identify Level 3(Proficient): Identifies and explains
the main issues of the given topic, but
analysis may be somewhat linear or show
limited linkage to sub-issues.
Level 2(Basic): Mentions parts of the
and topic but deviates from core issues or
issues of provides  superficial —analysis; the
direction of the argument lacks clarity.

Behavioral Levels

Ability

and
Issue structure
Analy the core
sis  problems

the o : PR
debate Level 1(Beginning): Fails to identify
opic the core issue;, provides irrelevant

arguments or examples and relies

mainly on emotional statements.

o] gkl 40 o4, CVR] 080 o]dow
ey d87 gomrt e gE9e gl
%;} bl ) oaow A 033, =84

A5 i% st3]stglon, A5 AE7he &
g 2 oEd FE Y, AR FAG
%, st B vhsAd WEs 29 5o o7
S AAIEFGITE olol whet 23k @ufo] FAfef A
v 12 ZAIA A" 28 HE W g5
A Al W3 AEIF oAdS wrste] £
S 4% & oA AAEGIT A" TEe
TAH AF AAE e E FuI e o,
E3 BEE BHoA #F 7ps3s edo]A-ndlo]
4 Y57 ES &3] AAEATh

A, BE w@e Fatgkol 378 ol
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2. M2y} climlo| =AF Za} oM s 7Nk Az WEA, vheFd s
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<Table 5> Results of the Expert Delphi Survey
Ist Delphi Surve 2nd Delphi Surve
Sub-competency M D Ok i M D CIR Femi
Issue analysis 4.20 .52 .87 O 435 48 93 O
Evaluation of evidence 4.15 48 .80 O 428 45 .87 O
Logical reasoning 4.30 46 .87 O 4.42 40 .93 O
Detection of logical fallacies 3.50 .70 40 X 3.92 .55 .67 O
Information search 4.05 .55 73 O 4.18 .52 .80 O
Presentation of evidence 425 44 .87 O 435 43 93 O
Information integration 3.60 .62 47 X 3.95 .50 73 O
Clear argument and expression 4.10 51 .73 O 4.22 48 .87 O
Nonverbal communication 3.40 75 33 X 3.78 .58 .60 O
Listening and questioning 4.00 .60 .67 O 4.12 .56 73 O
Respect and cooperation 4.12 49 73 O 4.25 45 87 O
Rebuttal and reconstruction 422 48 .87 O 4.30 46 .93 O
Argumentative flexibility 4.05 .52 .73 O 4.20 A48 .87 O
Adherence to debate rules and ethics 4.18 .50 .80 O 4.30 46 93 O
Team coordination and contribution  4.12 49 73 O 425 45 .87 O
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<Table 6> Descriptive Statistics Results
Major .
. Sub-competency M SD Skewness Kurtosis
Domain
Issue analysis 4.35 48 -0.62 0.15
. Evaluati f
Logical and ~vAuaon oF 00 45 L055  0.10
.. evidence
Critical Logical
Reasoning sleal 440 40 2070 022
. reasoning
Skills Detection of
. . 2 .55 -031 -0.18
logical fallacies
Bvidence ~ 1MfOrmation e 50 950 0.0
search
Use and Presentation of
Information . 435 43 -0.66 0.20
. evidence
Analysis Information
Skills . . 395 .50 -042 -0.12
mtegration
Clear argument , ) 4o 058 0.14
and expression
C icat
ommunicat  Nomverbal 5 70 5o 558 025
ion and  communication
Interaction  Listening and 15 55 43,05
Skills questioning
Respect and o5 45 .0.55 0.2
cooperation
Rebuttal and = 5 46 063 0.18
reconstruction
Ar ti
Argument | TENTEMAIVE 400 48 052 007
flexibility
Strategy Adherence to
~and. debate rules 4.30 46 -0.60 0.12
D ISCPSSIOH and ethics
Attitude Team
coordination 4.25 45 -0.56 0.09

and contribution
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<Table 7> Results of the Correlation Analysis

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 1.00

2 .62 1.00

3 S8 .65 1.00

4 40 45 48 1.00

5 38 42 46 44 1.00

6 41 .55 52 .50 46 1.00

7 35 39 40 43 S1 47 1.00

8 48 53 S0 42 39 46 41 1.00

9 28 30 32 29 25 30 .28 .52 1.00

10 42 47 45 40 37 42 38 48 .50 1.00

11 43 39 41 36 44 38 46 50 42 52 1.00

12 52 48 50 46 40 49 45 58 38 43 45 1.00

13 40 42 38 37 35 34 38 45 32 39 44 55 1.00
14 46 48 44 39 43 41 40 52 36 45 A48 S0 47 0 1.00

15 44 46 42 35 38 39 41

.55 .38 42 52 48 50 53 1.00

1. Issue analysis
2. Evaluation of
evidence

4. Detection of logical
fallacies

5. Information search expression

3. Logical reasoning 6. Presentation of evidence 9. Nonverbal communication
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7. Information integration
8. Clear argument and

10. Listening and questioning 13. Argumentative flexibility
11. Respect and cooperation 14. Adherence to debate rules

12. Rebuttal and and ethics
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<Table 8> Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis

<Table 9> Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Item  Factorl Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Corﬁir;una
1 792 108 052 139 78
2 815 097 122 084 .82
3 803 114 071 150 .80
4 721 095 082 128 71
5 093 781 084  .105 77
6 120 842 056 112 .82
7 105 794 093 .28 .4
8 51 101 758 083 73
9 084 124 725 072 .68
10 130 132 754 091 72
1 138 093 771 11473
12 162 121 102 821 80
13 125 138 079 784 .75
14 104 110 135 .76l 71
15 148 115 129 793 77
Eigenvalues 3.98 321 241 172
Eiﬂ;iij 2654 2139 1604 1148
f“\;na;ﬂ:;i 2654 4793 6397 7545

KMO=091, Bartlett y>=2156.82(df=105, p<.001)

A B E3E 409 Fxo tja] g3
QRIENS AAE A, x2df=2.19, GFI=91,
CFI=95, TLI=94, RMSEA=067%, Zutz o7 oF
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S 75~89%  FTAIFCR  {osiglon,
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T el 29 7 ARAeRg =4 el &
HelGAgo] FREL wepbd 2 Ay BEE
58 HAAETE 47 29 R} AAHE Ao
2 At

2

Model
Variable ;i‘ie x* df GFI CFI TLI RV
Logical and o)
Critical .
. index 265.14 74 913 928 914 .078
Reasoning value
Skills
Evidence Use
and Model
Information index 248.62 71 .905 .932 919 .076
Analysis  value
Skills
Communicati Model
on and .
. index 231.57 67 911 937 925 .074
Interaction alue
Skills
St?:iume:;d Model
. gy. index 257.83 72 .909 .930 918 .077
Discussion value
Attitude
Al
ceeptance 901 .901 901 .08
criteria
gt HEFed AFE 9 AR 43
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