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Abstract
Adult learners demand teaching innovations that are ever faster and more rapid and more attractive. In As a response to those these demands and the skill training challenges of skills training, this work article presents a conceptual analysis that, introduces ing the strengths of competitive debate as an impact  training model. The aim is to learn whether debate  within the frame ofcan be considered to fall within the frame of  gamification, so that the full potential of debate as gamification can be exploited. There is a significant research gap about regarding competitive debate as a game, and/orwith the training mechanicstechnique for adult learners remaining almost practically unexplored in continuous training. Through a literature review around the conceptual analysiss of game, game experience and gamification, definitions, and their respective  characteristics, of each one it iswe concluded that with no doubt competitive debate is an ideal instrument for gamification instrument for a high impact training.

INTRODUCTION AND RESEARCH JUSTIFICATION
As a phenomenon, rRapid actual current changes are is, and should be, managed by leaders with a great personal communication capacity for communication (Gillen and Carrol, 1985; Mumford, Campion, and Morgeson, 2007). In Within the framework of leadership training by as delivered by different business schools, there exists a special sensibility towards communication skills training (Pfeffer and Fang, 2002), . and The the paradigm change of paradigm to a less directive and more collaborative leadership, needs now requires, more than ever, to reinforce,the reinforcement of more than ever, social skills for communication communicating to and influence influencing in others (Sobral and Furtado, 2019). In addition toAlong with this new leadership style, according to Roberts, Newman, and Schwartzstein (2012), there iscomes a new generation´’s special particular sensibility aptitude for learning and getting being trained by playingthrough play according to Roberts, Newman, and Schwartzstein (2012). Without active learning opportunities, sStudents do not internalize skills,  when they just passively listen without active learning opportunities, thiwhich makess makes it more difficult, if the  methodology for developing leadership competences is lacking, to train them in skills if there is a lack of methods that develop competences for leadership (Sobral and Furtado, 2019). In this dual context of a demand for learning skills and a change in leadership paradigms change , gamification is the ideal response for to a learning environment that manifests itselfseeks to be active, visual and playful, considering in line with the millennial profile of millennials (Roberts, Newman, and Schwartzstein, 2012; Marcinkus and Murphy 2012). In summarybrief, it exits there exists a need of for active resources for to training adults and future leaders in communication, with the . Also, meta-analysis literature claims recommending research into gamification use with adults and people over 30 to assureso as to learn whether  if it can works (Klock et al, 2020). Also, the need for movingA shift in gamification activities from virtual to physical is required, as well as the promotion ofng social interaction and collaboration in gamification is necessary (Rapp et al; 2019) (Koivisto and Hamary; 2019); following this line, several . Some researchers also demand propose low technology learning environments or even the complete absence of digital means for gamificationresources (Zainuddin, Chu and Shujahat; 2020). Competitive debate may be a good way To satisfy all this requestsof fulfilling all these requirements, competitive debate could be a fine way but  first it should be checkedwe should first confirm ifwhether, from a conceptual point of view, it fits intoit can strictly be considered gamification. This paper is anoffers a first  incipient solution proposal, according toarising from from the taxonomy used by certain theorists’ systematic mapping on gamification (de Sousa Borges, Durelli, Reis, and Isotani; 2014); and theour proposed solution is to introduce debate mechanics as one morea further gamification tool for adults. 

Gamification through e-learning has revealed been shown to be effective for teaching and learning purposes at any educational stage, through e-learning for diverse subjects such as diverse as foreign languages, entrepreneurship and communication skills in general (Antonacci, et al., 2014). Gamification is has recently been used to train future entrepreneurs, being able tomaking it possible to state affirm that gamification strategies do indeed contribute effectivelymake an effective contribution to the reinforcement of the internalization learning processes (Antonacci, et al., 2014).
Most The most common channel to applyfor applying gamification is usually the web environment, whether virtual or mobile, with. In fact, the majority of most current researchconsulted bibliography focuses focusing on these such digital spaces, and rarely in on a non-virtual format with physical presence (Antonacci, et al., 2014). ) — although Regarding this last aspect, Kapp (2012a) and Girardelli (2016) do manifest claim the compatibility of the gamification concept with educational face to face presence, especially particularly for skills training and more specifically in for communication skills. Furthermore, according to Osipov, Nikulchev, Volinsky and Prasikova (2015), for training in soft skills, digital gamification presents brings certain limitations in relationwith regard to the real time in whichthat participants may be connected with a game.  — which, aAccording to their experience, is about approximately 20 twenty minutes. Thus, they conclude that, for this type of training, in-person gamification it resultsis more effective and significative meaningful for the presential gamification learning than the onethat articulated developed in anvia the e-learning format.
The object of this paper is not to explain explore the virtues or risks game of game play virtues as a learning meansmethodology, neither its risks. The ideaOur aim is to verify whether or notif the mechanics of competitive debate mechanics may be considered gamification for training purposesto ascertain the essential characteristics of gamification and verify if the competitive debate mechanics proposed here may be considered gamification for training in communication skills, whilst also asking whether the mechanics if . At the same time, if competitive debate mechanics may be used by organizations to train adult professionals, to impulse drive certain attitudes, and /or to acquire knowledge. Besides We will emphasiemphasizezing the positive effectsbenefits that have been demonstrated with the use of these techniques in training processes, such as, time- saving, ; an increase in commitment; increase and an impact in theon income that adds upamounts to 30 million dollars$30m in corporations as L´o’Oreal, IBM, Cisco, Deloitte and other Fortune 500 companies  included in Fortune 500 (Larson, 2019).
After a tBhorough bibliographical re search process reveals , it is observed that there are no published works relating to debate usage as a gamified training technique, neither whether in for communication skills training, nor for the professional environment in general; neither has the question of whether . Not even publications answering if competitive debate could might fit into the gamification framework been addressed. The only available research found that discussesrelating debate as a training mechanics for professionals is the experience conducted by Benton’s (2012), who. He used employed competitive debates debate as a strategy with State Department professionals of in the United States administration. But, in Benton´’s work, the question if of whether debate may be considered gamification remains unanswered.
The fact that some authors consider gamification as a high strong potential training technique for professionals allows to thinksuggests that if debate would were to be classified as such a gamification technique, it would offer open up a great wide range of possibilities in for research about into training models. In fact, this research gap relies on the lack of conceptual productivity about the subject of study, competitive debate and gamification. BFrom the findings of these bibliographical research does suggest, it is unveiled that some several surrounding conceptual areas have indeed been widely discussed, including such as: 
(i) debate and its pedagogical consequences:  — its positive effects,and negative effects, teaching techniques for debate, applications, etc., particularly  Specially in the educational arena (Allen, Berkowitz, Hunt, and Louden, 1997; Pernecky, 1997; Bellon,2000; Colbert, 1987; Celada-Perandones, López-Gallego, González-Santa Olalla, 2018) 
(ii) Competitive competitive debate: evidences, its relationship with public speaking, training, coaching debate, strategy and competitive debate philosophy; and, in summarybrief, all aspects competition-related with aspects, competition more specificallyas found in debating handbooks (Cirlin, 1999; Cattani, 2003; Huber and Snider; 2006; Sánchez, 2017) 
(iii) training methods in communication skills in the scope field of working professional or educational organizations, and their training techniques. As an example, there areSeveral papers, for example that , establish link the relationship between preparation and performance in public speaking (Menzel and Carrell, 1994), while others, as Ebrahimi, Pallesen, Kenter, and Nordgreen (2019) explain in their metanalysis, seek to reduce the as well as various interventions that aim at fear for of public speaking reduction as Ebrahimi, Pallesen, Kenter, and Nordgreen (2019) explain on their metanalysis. Even, in this same analysis approach, tThe authors of the present paper have publishedroposed already a debate debating model, a solution proposal paper as afor teaching and grading mechanics for in the subject of de Human Resources, subject inwithin the degree of Business Administration (Sánchez, 2017). In the case of adults, briefly explained, This paper explains that competitive such a debate would be comprise a competition among between adults who were debating discussing an issue  problem that would be interesting to solve forof interest to a company. Through expositions, rebuttals and counter rebuttals shifts, a jury would evaluatesevaluate the speakers’ proposed solutions proposed as well as their communication skills and decide s what team winsthe winning team, with the debate teams getting receiving points from a jury and competing against other teams through different rounds.
To summarize, it is explained, that tThere are, in summary, many publications about on debate techniques, about debate pedagogy and about professional training. But the research gap relies lies in on the opportunity due presented by the combination of these three thematicelements as a gamification technique applied to continuous training, as a gamification technique, for not existing concludingsince conclusive research to on this the issue respect.does not exist.
Therefore, The innovative technique of competitive debate, applied to training in both professional interpersonal communication skills and other soft skills, therefore merits proposalas long as it is possible to deep in this new conceptual field, there could be the possibility of proposing an innovative technique, competitive debate, applied to training in professional interpersonal communication skills, among other soft skills. The idea would be, in short, to using use the academic competitive debate as a training method in a gamified training context. This first work article is the beginningthe first of a research series, within the framepart of a more ambitious and amplebroader research project that , as a colophon, pretends would seek to to test the the limits of debate as a gamification methodology; our purpose is to determine whether or not , with the end in mind of noting if debate can beit results in an effective model to for training professionals in communication skills.
ConcludingIn short, this investigation pretends seeks to discern whetherif competitive academic debate may be conceptually considered to be conceptually a gamification training mechanism. It is not the our aim to determine if whether gamification is positive or negative,  or, to identifying which are its effects or what isto define gamification. Besides, it is not theNeither is it our intention to unveil unpick conceptual controversies about what is ormay or may not be gamification, or to review the gamification literature. The focus is set concretely in noting if academic debate may be considered a gamification educational technique.
In order to reach achieve that its goal, this paper will go deep, first andexplore, in using the light of shed on the issue by previous conceptualizations offered by several authors, in three concepts: gamification, game and game experience. Likewise, tThe characteristics that definesdefine them each of them will be explained; and. lLater, it will be shown thewe will define and characterize competitive debate, definition and characteristics of the new training model presented outlined here, competitive debate, in order to ascertain if whether it may be considered to be gamification. For that, it has beenTo this end, we have performed a bibliographical analysis about of the concepts of gamification, game and game experience, and of their characteristics, as well as of the concept of debate itself concept.


CONCEPT REVIEW
In this part, concepts that derive from the gamification concept and offer a deeper view (game and game experience) are reviewed. AfterwardsLater, different various competitive debate definitions are will be explained.
The starting point for this work is the question if of whether debate may enterenters the field of gamification. The logos of the present work is that, in order for gamification to exist gamification, there must be a game;  and in order to consider such as to be a game, it there must exist a game experience. Therefore, if academic debate fulfillsdiscussion decides in the affirmative,  each concept conditions it may be concluded that debate is part of gamification, because of that, this logos is followed when concept review in this work. Figure 1 visually explains what which of the concepts  is subordinate d to which one.
When In answering the question from a conceptual perspective approach, the team used Google Scholar to research into ed publications that featurewith definitions of gamification, game and game experience definitions, as well asand their characteristics through Google Scholar. The motive to usefor using this platform is that its files d search is wider than others such as, for instance, the Web of Science or Scopus (Delgado and Repiso, 2013), since it Google Scholar includes a great amount deal of grey literature.

In consequence accordance with the logos and the findings, the corpus structure of this article is the following.:
1. Current gamification definitions, game and game experience are presented, and their essential characteristics are extracteddefined to be implemented.
2. Different Differing competitive debate definitions are explained.
3. The characteristics of a gamification training tool, game experience and game are analyzed so as to check determine to what extent competitive academic debate is adjusted to theseis suited to them, and therefore if whether debate is a gamifiable technique. About Tthe selection criteria the following criteria ones were considered when selecting gamification definitions: 1) Literature literature written in English;  2) Not not exclusively computational gamification definitions; 3) Education education-related papers; 4) Definitions definitions, coming, preferably,  deriving from meta-analysis.

As for the selected definitions of game experience, game and gamification, they were taken drawn, rather than from generic definitions, from on the basis which of their implementation features could can be extracted, rather than generic definitions, in orderso as to check if whether these features dothese in fact took placeoccur in the context of competitive debate. At the same time, it waswe decided to choose select the those characteristics of definitions that were not used in similar works (Bartanen and Littlefield, 2015), who  who take two authors to select their game definitions (Gray, 2008; Eberle, 2014) and then check ifdetermine whether the debate meets the requirements that allow it to be considered a game. Our aim is that such an approach willThus, it contributes toallow for a more original analysis.

Gamification and related concepts: game experience, game and concept review of competitive debate
Next, and iIn order to proceed with this conceptual analysis, it is important to clarify that the logos that structures this part section is based on the following matrioska sequence: the concept of ‘gamification’ contains or needs the game concept of ‘game’, and, this one, the latter the concept of ‘game experience’. At the same time, the our aim is to find out if whether or not competitive debate fits the characteristics of the three concepts. The idea is illustrated in Figure 1..
Game experience
Rapp et al (2019) question whether “the system is really producing an enjoyable an engaging experience?” …” when designing gamified systems. Because of that and because the definitions of gamification do not fully respond toanswer the question if of whether debate is gamifiable, it is necessary to expand the our search and look forseek terms such as ‘game experience’. According to Deterding (2015), the essence of a game is not only in a game system, rules and an application, but also in the experience of the game itself. This experience is subjective, starting from the moment a person may or may not experience the sensation of have a play sensation. Thus, for a game to be considered such, it must be considered a game by the person who plays it, otherwise it is not a game. (Landers, 2019; p.3). Landers defines the game experience as the psychological state resulting from the interaction of three psychological characteristics;characteristics: perception of goals, goal-directed motivation to the goals and a volitional attitude. Landers adds that if one of these characteristics is absent, it is not possible to talk about game experience. He tThus comes, this author, after analyzing the literature, comes to the conclusion that three characteristics have tomust be present  to confirm that players have had a game experience: 1) Players the players must perceive non-trivial but achievable goals that establish a certain degree of challenge and conflict and that, in the end, leads to a measurable result; 2) The the players will be motivated to pursue these goals under external arbitrary restrictions that lead to a quantifiable result defined by the rules of the game; and 3) The the decision of the players to pursue these goals, under the restrictions, is assumed taken voluntarily, something that the player decides to do. Later, he Landers clarifies that, as long asif the player has the feeling of freedomfeels free to stop playing, the act of the players is, thereforeas a consequence, volitional.

Landers (2019) cites other cases in which the use of game elements does not make render a game an experience, coinciding with Shpakova, Dörfler and MacBryde (2019). Thus, tThe use, for example, of some elements such as points, honors or leaderboards, out of context, does not achieve the desired results in terms of gaming experience (Landers; 2019).

The characteristics of game experience definitions are presented in Table 1.
(Table 1)
Game
Before analyzing the concept of game, it is necessary to differentiate play and game in order to understand both concepts. The first oneformer, play, refers to the act of playing itself. The second one, game, targets a series of structured rules. ThisIt is the difference between paidia (free, expressive and improvised) and ludus (structured, with rules, competitive, ordered to goals) (Deterding et al. 2011). Likewise, Landers (2013) explains that playing (play) is the instinctive way in which children relate to the world. Children’s play ren, in their way of playing, areis characterized by their its fluidity and the lack of specific goals. After explaining this distinction, the game concept is now explained.

Regarding the game concept of game,  Sauvé, Renaud, Kaufman and Marquis (2007) argue that the its characteristics of the game are that there must be: player or players, a conflict, rules, a predetermined goal, and that the game has be of an artificial nature. The definition of game by Gray (2008) taken, drawn from Bartannen and Littlefield (2015), has as characteristicsstates that (a) the game be ; It is self-directed,  and (b) chosen by the person who plays it, ; (c) the means are more highly valued than the end; (d), there are rules that emanate from whoever plays,  (e) it is imaginative,  (f) it is not something really truly serious, and (g) the game it requires a mental state of alertness, but not stress. Juul (2010, taken from Deterding et al, 2011) states that “a game is a formal system based on rules with a variable and quantifiable result where different results represent different values, the player exerts effort in order to influence the result, the player feels tied to the effort, and the consequences of the activity are optional and negotiable”. From this definition it is clear that we speakwe are speaking of a feeling linked to effort, and that the psychological element is once again present once again. The definition of Eberle (2014), taken from Bartannen and Littelfield (2015), exposes presents six characteristics: anticipation, surprise, pleasure, understanding, effort and balance. For Landers (2019, p.7) there are somefinds several aspects common to all definitions of the game, namely,  that every game has a systemic approach to how the game itself is constructed, and that every game has an experientialce component that requires the involvement of at least one player.

The characteristics extracted from the game definitions appear in Table 2.
(Table 2)
Gamification
Examples of gamification are present in multiple online facets areasof society. From We have, for example, the autonomous languages- learning application Duolingo (Huynh, Zuo, and Iida, 2016), in which, through via games and points achievement, language students raise s his their level according to certainin line with given achievementsobjectives. Also online, the website Kahoot with features differing ent testsing possibilities that, while achieving points, makesin which participants win points whilst compete competing with the purpose aim of winning a knowledge-based competition. Even iIn the banking field, applications as the BBVA Game helps clients to relate in a playful way manner with to digital banking. Leaving Beyond the online environment, there exists outdoor field training, in which different teams of within the an organization compete outdoors to achieve objectives and win a competition (Wagner, Baldwin and Roland, 1991).
For Lee and Hammer (2011) gamification "is the use of game mechanics, dynamics and frameworks to promote desired behaviors":. Exactly, the term ‘behaviors’ might encompassesencompass, say, the act of purchase, such as the use of gamification aimed at increasing sales, or the successful mastery of professional communication skills. Unlike other definitions, this statement of the term focuses more on the purpose for whichof the game is used. 
For Deterding, Dixon, Khaled and Nacke (2011) gamification “refers to “the use (rather than the extension of) of design (rather than game-based technology or other game-related practices) elements (rather than full-fledged games) characteristic for games (rather than play or playfulness) in non-game contexts (regardless of specific usage intentions, the contexts in which it is intended to be used, or the means of implementation”)". Studies by Zainuddin et al (2020) as well as De Sosusa et al (2014) also point aim also in this direction). What is certain is that the use of isolated elements of gamification , does not make convert the experience of gamification into an authentic game experience, as other authors concur (Landers, Bauer, Callan, and Armstrong, 2015; Shpakova et al., 2019). 
Gamification is defined as "the use of the mechanics, aesthetics and ways of thinking of the game to engage people, motivate them to action and solve problems" (Kapp; 2012b). Kapp, initially, focuses the study on the use of gamification in video games, but later extends it to different areas. Other experts on gamification (Deterding et al, 2011) argue that "“Although the overwhelming majority of current examples of “gamification” are digital, the term should not be limited to digital technology. Not only are media convergence and ubiquitous computing increasingly blurring the distinction between digital and non-digital: games and game design are themselves transmedial categoriesAlthough the overwhelming majority of current examples of gamification are digital, the term should not be limited to digital technology. It is increasing the confusion of the distinction between digital and non-digital”. Another definition of gamification is “transforming activities, systems, services, products, or organizational structures to afford gameful experiences” which justifies and relates to the concept of game experience (Klock et al, 2019)
For Ramírez (2014) gamifying is applying strategies (thoughts and mechanics) of games in non-game contexts, unrelated to games, in order for people to adopt certain behaviors. In this definition, neither the professional nor the educational dimension is mentioned, it only refers to mechanics and, in consonance with Kapp's previous definition, it alludes to behaviors as learning results
(Figure 1)) 
Next, aAll the characteristics identified in analyzed gamification definitions are shown in Table 3. This table summarizes elements rather than definitions or concepts so as to establish whether or not those elements are applicable to debate.
(Table 3)
In this part section, we have been extracted the characteristics of the three concepts that structure this approach. : gamification, game, and game experience. In Figure 2 the convergences and singularities of the three concepts are visually expressed. Subsequently, in Table 5, the three concepts are placed in the context with of competitive debate checking ifso as to check whether it complies with the characteristics of the above-mentioned concepts and ifwhether, therefore, debate may belong tofall under the umbrella definition of ‘gamification’.
: 
Among these three concepts of the theoretical framework there are relationships of mutual influence, as well as differences. Between games and gamification, it is observed that while the aim of the game is recreational, in gamification the aim is not to have fun or enjoy oneself, but it is a means to another end; learning, changinge habits, reorganize reorganizing systems, etc. The main difference is whether the game is end or a means. Regarding the confluencesAs regards the similarities, in both concepts the game is present as a system of challenge to the participant with rewards, rules and a legal system.
Regarding the relationship of game and game experience, the game is itself something objective in terms of the rules and the result. On the contrary, the game experience is totally subjective as it depends on the psychological state felt byof the participant. Regarding the confluence of both concepts, oEach of these concepts ne needs therequires the other, since if there is no psychological state of gaming experience, there is can be no real game for the participant and, as it will be seenwe will see, it would is not be appropriate to talk about gamification without also talking about game experience.

Regarding game experience and gamification, the first former is a psychological state dependent on who experiences it or not, while the second latter is a set of rules and rewards aimed at influencing people and organizations. Regarding the confluence relationshipIn terms of their similarities, gamification needs to provoke that psychological state of gaming experience to influence people: o. Otherwise, people participants would abandon the game and therefore gamification would have no opportunity to influence the person or organization. These relationships are summarized in Table 4.

Among the three concepts, the relationship is that they need each other in the following sequence: a game is presented in a non-game context, and it creates, or not, game experience and, depending on that result, gamification might be successful or not. The This cycle is explained in Figure 1

TABLA 4 NUEVA
(Figure 2)
Gamification applications
Gamification is applied with differing ent purposes and in different differing fieldsareas: , including the educational, therapeutic or and business fields. In therapeutic settings, gamification applications have been designed for mobiles and web with uses aimed at uses for socio-emotional, physical and cognitive health well-being (McCallum, 2012). In particular, the use of gamification has been applied to depression tthe treatment of depression (Dias, Barbosa and Vianna, 2018) oras well as, to the treatment of addiction to video games ingaddictions treatment, social networks and digital elements in general (Jiang, Phalp, and Ali, 2015). Gamification is becoming a trend in the field of business management acrossin different departments and functions, as well as in various sectors of business activity (Wanick and Bui, 2019), with g. Gamification applications range ranging from personal productivity to customer loyalty. Elements such as points allocation to frequent travelers in airlines or gas stations are also considered gamification (Sengupta and Sengupta, 2015). 
Thus, gamification is applicable to marketing, customer loyalty, user experience, personal productivity or training. Likewise, gamification is used in recruitment, selection, training and in different various people management processes (Landers et al., 2015). But, according to Kapp (2012b), gamification is used more frequently for : security policies, product details, customer service, welcoming new hires, information that employees need to remember periodically, etc. According to the author, and in the light of the connotations given in the definitions, those the definitions themselves present a great wide variability that is conditioned by the diversity of uses and applications. It is verifiedIt can thus easily be verified that there is not just onneither one single definition of gamification nor one exclusive application of it.
Concept Cof competitive debate concept
The precise origins of debate are difficult to date. There are references to its pedagogical applications in ancient Greece with Protagoras of Abdera (Cirlin, 1999). ); Saint Thomas Aquinas created the quaestiones disputatae de veriate,  in which his disciples debated controversial issues and practiced their skills of persuasion skills (Ortega, 2003). Likewise, in eighteenththe 18th- century Spanish University universities, the different debates were a local spectacle followed the by non-academic population (Mercadal; 1934). In the United States, at the beginning of the 20th twentieth century, academic debates were a main public event until the emergence, in the 30s, of , in the 30s, sports competitions competitions, emerged andwhich diminished the prominence of university debates (Bartanen and Littlefield, 2015).
Regarding debate applications, in addition to the extra-academic competitive school and university debate tournaments, intra-academic application is given as a teaching and learning method (Mitchell, 1998; Yasuko, 2003; Abhijit and Marchiette, 2005; Takanokura and Hayasi, 2008; Algarra, 2015; Merrell, Calderwood and Graham, 2017; Galiano-Coronil, Ravina y Macías-Varela, 2018; and Sapitri, 2017). In the professional field and as far as is covered by the bibliographical searchsurvey reaches, there is onlywe have evidence only of the experience of Benton (2012). This would be a clear example of gamification according to this text viewsour criteria here. A game, competitive debate, is taken into a non-game context, for example a university or school classroom.
Positive The positive effects of the debate practice of debate on intellectual research capacities are foundhave been analyzed, (Pernecky, 1997) along with its effects on fostering critical thinking (Colbert, 1987; Allen et al., 1999; Bellon; 2000; Celada et al., 2018) and even as a mechanism of social mobility (Bartanen and Littelfield, 2015).
The debate and personal communication professor at Saint Mary´s University, Alan Cirlin, does not offer ans no explicit definition of debate, but he differentiates does distinguish it from the concept of argumentation concept with persuasive purposes: “we argue with someone to convince him [sic], and we debate against an opponent to convince the audience.” (Cirlin, 1999). On the contrary Cattani (2003) defines the debate as: “A competition (a challenge) between two antagonists, in which, unlike what happens in a simple discussion, there is a third party (a judge, an audience) whose approval is sought by the two contestants. It may be debated, even on issues that are considered impossible to resolve with the objective of persuading others”. The third part, judge or audience, and its approval, is highlightedemphasised. In a daily discussionan everyday argument, we try to convince our interlocutor, but t. This is not the case in an academic debate, in which a judge or jury must be convinced, or in an electoral debate , in which it is the an undecided voter who must be convinced persuaded. For their part, Huber and Snider on their part (2006) explain that a debate "is the process of presenting arguments in favor of or against a proposition" He doesThey do not add more, although they makes make it clear that there must be a part in favor (or affirmative side) and another, against (or negative side) of the debate resolution and that, there is a clear process for the presentation of the arguments.

To establish a basic competitive debate, according to Cirlin (1999) is necessary a series of essential elements is necessary, n; Namely, a proposal or resolution, ; an affirmative side, which defends that the resolution is true, ; and a negative side, that which denies that the resolution is true and. There must also be  a format of turns and times.
Characteristics of gamification, game, game experience and its relation to competitive debate
Next, We will now present, in line with current research, the characteristics of gamification, game and game experience are exposed. Our, according to different authors investigated aim is to evaluate and, it is also valued whether competitive debate fulfills  if these characteristics are fulfilled, and in what way, by competitive debate, and if so how.
In Table 4 the information has been arranged as follows. Column 1 displays the characteristics of each concept (gamification, game or game experience). Column 2 refers todescribes which author or authors this characteristic comes is sourced from. In column 3 it is mentioned that ifwe note whether or not each  characteristic is fulfilled or not in by competitive debate. And fFinally, column Column 4, explains why debate fulfills or not with each requirement of column Column 3, and to what extent.

Next, we discuss the relationship of each characteristic in respect to the concepts of debate gamification, game and game experience is discussed.

Use of game mechanics. In every debate there is always a winner and a loser. This consideration depends on the jury previously appointed for such a function (Cattani, 2003). According to Kapp (2012 b), winning or losing is one of the characteristics of the competitive game, just as it  and also it is in a competitive debate.

Formal rule-based system. A competitive debate is always subject to rules, which, depending on the competition system applied, can may be more or less rigorous and exhaustive. Cirlin (1999) exposes presents different types of debate format in which elements such as time, intervention orders, penalties, scores, judge decision methods, etc. are all setestablished. Cirlin himself establishes notes that there may be as many debate formats as may be deemed appropriate. The truth is that any debate is always based on rules. You; in a competitive debate, you never just simply start debating in a competitive debate. The use of formal rules systems is a key element of games (Sauvé et al 2007; Juul 2010) 

Quantifiable result. Is This is an overlapping characteristic of games and gamification (Juul, 2010; Lander et al 2015). Although Cirlin (1999) himself establishes that the debate,  — or more specifically histhe assessment or , or his judgment of it —, is a subjective activity, the result is objective. Sometimes the result is just simply declares aa winner or a loser, though and sometimes a more refined score may be given, according todepending on the decision method used byhow the jury reaches its decision.

There are is a clear start and finish. To Kapp (2012 b), this is an essential element in both gamification as well asand games. In a competitive debate, depending on the format, time may takthe duration may be longer or shorter. However, every debate begins and ends according towithin a pre-the established time frame, with e. In fact, experts in debate suggesting that formats range from half an hour to an hour and a half30-90 minutes maximum (Cirlin, 1999).

Variable result. Juul (2010) states that a variable result is a basic characteristic of games. The debate outcome, in terms of winner or loser, is unpredictable. Only the jury may draw upreach a verdict, since it is the third part that the debaters accept as decisive to declarewhen the a winner is declared.

The players have to exert effort. This is a common element in bothto game and game experience (Juul, 2010; Landers 2019). The player  (, in this case, the debater) has to elaborate an argumentationdevelop an argument, persuade judges through his their communication skills, verbal and non-verbal, and use quotes, evidence, listen activelactive listening and other strategies in ordery to attack the arguments of the opponent,  and to capture the attention of the jury and the auditoriumaudience, etc. Ultimately, the effort is both intellectual and, when it comes to dealing with the stress of public speaking, emotional in dealing with public speaking stress.

Freedom to make mistakes (Girardelli, 2016)..  The debater decides which arguments to use, which to attack, and whether to make use of onea certain particular language linguistic register or another. The Thus, participant must thus has to constantly make take decisions, so there is also the freedom to make mistakes.

Immediate feedback. This is an essential element ofitem of gamification (Jarvis and De Freitas, 2009; Girardelli, 2016; Pastor 2018). The result of who is designated winner , is what some authors mean by feedback. In a debate tournament, the jury communicates the result, either to the participants or, to the organization of the tournament organizers,, after each debate, so that the result is immediate. ‘Whether fFeedback’ is might be taken to mean either conceived as the result of winning or losing, or the critical appraisal of the debate performance appraisal, but when it comes to competitive debate both can be carried outoccur immediately when it comes to competitive debate.

Suitable Appropriately for social and cooperative use, there is both competition and collaboration are present (Romero et al, 2011). Thus, iIn a debate, especially if it is in a team, one must necessarily cooperate in order to debate. Sánchez (2017) shows that a classroom debate fits withis suited to all active learning methodologies and, more specifically, with to cooperative learning. On the other hand, it is impossible to debate with oneself, therefore meaning that social interaction is imperativekey.

Storytelling (Girardelli, 2016). Debate does not fulfil the criteria of having a Regarding the narrative that structures the game, debate does not meet this point since, unlike a video game or roleplay-playing game, there is no narrative tohat acts as a common through-line. In any caseDespite this, storytelling might be present eventually as a persuasive technique.

Players. Regardless of whether it involvesteams or individuals, the role of  player role must be performed (Sauvé et al, 2007). The debaters themselves fulfill the role of competitors or players.

Conflict. A clear conflict must exist as a starting point for a game (Sauvé et al, 2007). In competitive debate one part must has to convince the jury that the resolution is true and, the other, that the resolution is false:. tSo his describesis the conflict that arises in a debate. In fact, according to Huber and Snider (2006), the debate system is based on the United States court hearing system,  which is a tried and tested way to resolveof resolving conflicts.

Predetermined goals (Sauvé et al, 2007). In a competitive debate, the mission of each side is determined by whenthe moment in which it is assigned as defending the affirmative or negative side: . Thus, the affirmative side has the goal of persuading the jury that the resolution is true and, in the case of the negative position, that the resolution is false. Both parts have tomust convince the jury that it is they who is best who defending s best their position. Regarding games, Landers et al. (2019) regarding games adds that rules have to be more limiting than they normally would be. Thus, in a debate the times are fixedfixed and limited, and one cannot speak, or interrupt as one pleases, contrary tounlike what happens might occur in a normal discussion or conversation.

Artificial nature. A common element to game and game experience (Sauvé et al, 2007; Landers et al 2019) is the artificial nature of the situation. Debating in order to compete is not a natural situation, since the debate resolution to a specific issue is programmed and agreed upon and even restricted to a specific question. Also,Moreover the psychological state that provokes instigates a game or e, game experience is unique.

Pedagogical nature. This characteristic of games is specific ofparticular to games, but also is to certain gamification approaches (Sauvé et al 2007). For In our model, and since the ultimate objective is to bringing debate into professional organizations in order to develop communication skills, creative thinking and other skills, it has a clear pedagogical and training orientation.

Challenge and involvement of the participant. This item element is common to game and game experience (Freitas, 2006; Landers et al 2019). Participation in a debate involves the debater through the obligation of answering the question for which he isthey are fully responsible. Thus, tThe challenge also lies infalls on different axes: answering the question, affirmatively or negatively, and in a way with which the debater possibly does not agree;, counteracting the lines of the opposing team;, and finally convincing the jury of all of the above, proper and that the debater’s argumentation is the right onerepresents the correct view and that  and the opponents’ does not´s is wrong. All this set ofthese functions represents a challenges for the debater.
(Table 5)
CONCLUSIONS
The article aims to find out ifenquires into whether competitive debate is, or is nnot, , a game exercise and whether if it is likely to be considered a gamification mechanism. To solve investigate this, an analysis of the concepts of; gamification, game, game experience and debate is used, extracting the characteristics of each element and then checking if whether competitive debate for adult learners harbors such characteristics. It is verifiedWe can affirm,  according to our consulted authors, that there is no unanimity regardingin the definitions of either gamification, neither nor game,  nor in the elements that compose them according to the consulted authors. There are do exist common elements in between gamification and game, and between in game and game experience, but not, in the light of the consulted literature, among the all three in the light of the consulted literature.
Regardless of the authors and the reviewed approaches,  — gamification, game, and game experience,  — it iswe can conclude d that debate can indeed be framed in the category of gamifiable technique, as it meetsing all the criteria of gamification, game experience and game. Of the analyzed elements analyzedcharacteristics, all are met except that of storytelling, or the implicit narrative that may govern s the course of the game (in a story or narrative such as those found in videogames videogamingmay be the case). This fact characteristic does not occur in competitive debate, because per se there is no narrative that rules the order of the game, although sometimes stories are used to persuade the a jury. Therefore, cCompetitive debate may therefore indeed be considered a game, in itself coincidingas  with Bartannen and Littlefield (2015) assert, and as well as a gamification exercise, as long as  whenever it is applied for educational or training purposes, andwith,  it is built around it, a game experience being created around the debate.
.

If, as certain authors have concluded, (Deterding et al, 2011, De Sousa et al 2014; Klock et al 2020), that gamification consists of applying games in non-game environments, when applying competitive debate, which is a game (Bartannen and Littlefield, 2015) to these non-game environments (such as a classroom in educational institutions or training programs in a company), it can be inferred that, as has been developed in the present workwe have attempted to show here, competitive debate in non-game contexts may also be included in under the category ofthe gamification category.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE LINES OF RESEARCH LINES
It remains to be investigatedResearch has not yet clarified whether or not if the fact of debateing is really actually taken as to be a game by the participants themselves:, that is to say, whetherif the participant's psychological state is similar to that of in any games, based on what Landers et al. (2019) affirms and find out if the experience is the one of a real game. The perception of the experience and , the sensation of learning and real learning should also be investigated. Likewise, the question issue of return on investment would remain pendingremains open in terms of debate as a training tool, insofar as it is more effective and efficient when training professionals. An experimental design platform could be configured, and an analysis of the debate model implementation in business training could be doneperformed, with the specific aim of. More specifically,  in order to teaching communication abilities and problem-solving skills. In this research, two dimensions would be measured — on the one hand: the evaluation,  via a questionnaire, of the participant's own experience through a questionnaire, and on the other an evaluation of their real learning in communication skills, with by using external evaluators, who would observe the observed the scope of the learning in communication skills according to a previously-validated tool, much something thatas Benton (2012) demands requires in his experience work on debate, diversity and adult education.

As aOne limitation is , exists the circumstance that a specific name term for non-digital gamification has not beenis not found in the literature. Most of the research literature , as far as researched, does not specifically name non-digital gamification, and thedespite the demands of the scientific community demands to research into this type of gamification, a fact that reinforces this need. A specific name term for non-digital gamification would render help search and analysis for this type of training solutions to become more operational. 

In general, an inductive-deductive scheme would bise needed to conclude in a more robust wayto reach more robust conclusions, if as to whether competitive debate fits into the different concepts of game and , game experience, for which a series of empirical and experimental developments would be necessary.

As a great research gap, it remains to find outbe discovered in whichhat skills (public speaking, persuasion, decision-making, problem solving, etc.) and fields of knowledge (procedures, areas of knowledge, etc.) it is pertinent to usethe use of competitive debate is most relevant. In this direction sense, there is room for research in both the university and the professional field. On the other handMeanwhile, the application of debates as an organizational solution for meetings, personnel selection or talent detection may coud also be investigatedthe focus of research. It is to be hoped that this paper may open a new line of research that could be of assistance to both professional organizations seeking to discover new training dynamics and to gamification itself, with the subsequent creation of new applications to test, and effects to discover, on behaviors, on engagement and on knowledge acquisition.
REFERENCES
Algarra, E. J. D. (2015). Educación Ciudadana y Memoria Histórica en la enseñanza de las Ciencias Sociales. Enseñanza de las ciencias sociales: revista de investigación, 14, 97-109.
Allen, M., Berkowitz, S., Hunt, S., & Louden, A. (1997). A Measuring the impact of forensics and communication education on critical thinking: a meta-analytic summary. National Communication Association Convention, 83, 2-38.
Antonaci, A., Dagnino, F. M., Ott, M., Bellotti, F., Berta, R., De Gloria, A., Mayer, I. (2015). A gamified collaborative course in entrepreneurship: Focus on objectives and tools. Computers in Human Behavior, 51, 1276-1283
Bartanen, M. D., & Littlefield, R. S. (2015). Competitive Speech and Debate: How Play Influenced American Educational Practice. American Journal of Play, 7, 155-173
Benton, B. (2012). Debate, diversity, and adult learners: The experiences of foreign nationals in the US State Department. Argumentation and Advocacy, 49, 100-114
Bellon, J. (2000). A research-based justification for debate across the curriculum. Argumentation and Advocacy, 36, 161-175.
Cattani, A. (2003). Los usos de la retórica. Madrid, España: Alianza Ensayo.
Cirlin, A. (1999). Academic debate and program development for students and teachers around the world. An introductory textbook, handbook and sourcebook. San Diego, United States Of America: Isocratic Press.
Colbert, K. R. (1987). The effects of CEDA and NDT debate training on critical thinking ability. The Journal of the American Forensic Association, 23, 194-201.
Dias, L. P. S., Barbosa, J. L. V., & Vianna, H. D. (2018). Gamification and serious games in depression care: a systematic mapping study. Telematics and Informatics, 35, 213-224.
De Freitas, S. (2006) Learning in immersive worlds: a review of game-based learning. Bristol. England. Joint Information Systems committee.
Delgado, E., & Repiso, R. (2013). El impacto de las revistas de comunicación: comparando Google Scholar Metrics, Web of Science y Scopus. Comunicar, 21, 45-52.
Deterding, S., Dixon, D., Khaled, R., & Nacke, L. (2011). From game design elements to gamefulness: defining" gamification". In Proceedings of the 15th international academic MindTrek conference: Envisioning future media environments (9-15).
Eberle, S. G. (2014). The elements of play: Toward a philosophy and a definition of play. American Journal of Play, 6, 214-233.
Ebrahimi, O. V., Pallesen, S., Kenter, R. M., & Nordgreen, T. (2019). Psychological interventions for the fear of public speaking: a meta-analysis. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 488.
Galiano-Coronil, Araceli. Ravina Ripoll, Rafael. Macías-Varela, Belén. (2018) “El debate como aprendizaje activo para la mejora de competencias transversales en asignaturas de marketing, comunicación y empresa”. I Congreso Iberoamericano de Docentes. 2018. 
Gillen, D. J., & Carroll Jr., S. J. (1985). Relationship of managerial ability to unit effectiveness in more organic versus more mechanistic departments. Journal of Management Studies, 22, 61−75.
Girardelli, D., Barroero, P., & Gu, T. (2016,). Gamifying Impromptu Speech for ESL/EFL Students, in 2nd. International conference on higher education advances (HEAD'16), 18-25. Valencia, Spain: Editorial Universitat Politècnica de València.
Gray, P. (2008). The value of play I: The definition of play gives insights. Psychology Today, 19.
Hammer, J & Lee, J. (2011). Gamification in Education: What, How, Why Bother. Academic Exchange Quarterly, 15, 2. 
Huber, R. B. & Snider, A. (2006). Influencing through argument. Canarias, Spain: IDEA.
Huynh, D., Zuo, L., and Iida, H. (2016). “Analyzing gamification of “Duolingo” with focus on its course structure” in International Conference on Games and Learning Alliance, (Cham, Springer), 268-277. 
Jarvis, S. and Freitas S. d. (2009). Evaluation of an Immersive Learning Programme to Support Triage Training, in 2009 Conference in Games and Virtual Worlds for Serious Applications, Coventry, 2009, 117-122, doi: 10.1109/VS-GAMES.2009.31.
Jiang, J., Phalp, K. T. and Ali, R., 2015. Digital Addiction: Gamification for Precautionary and Recovery Requirements. In: The 20th International Working Conference on Requirements Engineering: Foundation for Software Quality (REFSQ 2015) - Demo and Posters Track, 2015, Essen, Germany.
Juul, J. (2010). A casual revolution: rethinking video games and their players. Cambridge Massachusetts: MIT Press. 
Kapp, K. M. (2012 a). The Gamification of learning and instruction: game based methods and strategies for training and Education. San Francisco, United States: Pfeiffer.
Kapp, K. M. (2012 b). “Games, Gamification, and the quest for learner engagement”. Training & Development, Num. 66 (6), Association for Talent Development. Alexandria. Pp. 64-88.
Klock, A. C. T., Gasparini, I., Pimenta, M. S., & Hamari, J. (2020). Tailored gamification: A review of literature. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 102495.

Koivisto, J., & Hamari, J. (2019). The rise of motivational information systems: A review of gamification research. International Journal of Information Management, 45, 191-210.

Landers, R. N., Bauer, K. N., Callan, R. C., & Armstrong, M. B. (2015). Psychological theory and the gamification of learning, in Gamification in education and business (Springer, Cham) 165-186.
Landers, R. N., Tondello, G. F., Kappen, D. L., Collmus, A. B., Mekler, E. D. & Nacke, L. E. (2019). Defining gameful experience as a psychological state caused by gameplay: Replacing the term ‘Gamefulness’ with three distinct constructs. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 127, 81-94.
Larson, K. (2019, November). The Corporate Playground: A Review on Game-Based Learning in Enterprise Training. In E-Learn: World Conference on E-Learning in Corporate, Government, Healthcare, and Higher Education (737-748). Association for the Advancement of Computing in Education (AACE).
Marcinkus Murphy, W. (2012). Reverse mentoring at work: Fostering cross‐generational learning and developing millennial leaders. Human Resource Management, 51, 549-573.
McCallum, Simon (2012). Gamification and serious games for personalized health. In pHealth, 85-96. 
[bookmark: _Hlk62139960]Menzel, K. E. & Carrell, L. J. (1994). The relationship between preparation and performance in public speaking. Communication Education, 43, 17-26.
Mercadal, J. (1934). Estudiantes, sopistas y pícaros. Madrid, Spain: Ed. Plutarco
Merrell, B., Calderwood, K. J. & Graham, T. (2017). Debate across the disciplines: Structured classroom debates in interdisciplinary curricula. Contemporary Argumentation & Debate, 37, 57-74.
Mitchell, G. R. (1998). Pedagogical possibilities for argumentative agency in academic debate. Argumentation and Advocacy, 35, 41-60
Mumford, T. V., Campion, M. A., & Morgeson, F. P. (2007). The leadership skills strataplex: Leadership skill requirements across organizational levels. The Leadership Quarterly, 18, 154-166.
Ortega de la Fuente, M. (2005). El debate universitario según el método de Tomás de Aquino, como medio privilegiado de promover la vuelta al humanismo cristiano en el tercer milenio. In Atti del Congresso Internazionale su l'Umanesimo Cristiano nel III Millennio: La Prospettiva di Tommaso d'Aquinas; 2 (445-453).
Osipov, I. V., Nikulchev, E., Volinsky, A. A. & Prasikova, A. Y. (2015). Study of gamification effectiveness in online e-learning systems. International Journal of advanced computer science and applications, 6, 71-77.
Pastor, H., Satorre, R., Molina, R., Gallego, F. & Llorens, F. (2015) Can moodle be used for structural gamification? In: INTED 2015 Proceedings of the 9th International Technology, Education and Development Conference, IATED, (1014–1021)
Perandones, P. C., Gallego, A. A. L., & Santa Olalla, A. G. Los Debates Formales como Instrumentos de Enseñanza de Lenguas Extranjeras y de Acercamiento a Otras Culturas y Modos de Pensar. In IV International Colloquium Proceedings (135).
Pernecky, M. (1997). Debate for the economics class-and others. College Teaching, 45, 136-138. doi:10.1080/87567559709596215
Pfeffer, J. & Fong, C. T. (2002). The end of business schools? Less success than meets the eye. Academy of management learning & education, 1, 78-95.
Ramírez, C. (2014). Mecánicas de juegos en tu vida personal y profesional. España: Editorial SC libro.
Rapp, A., Hopfgartner, F., Hamari, J., Linehan, C., & Cena, F. (2019). Strengthening gamification studies: Current trends and future opportunities of gamification research.

Roberts, D. H., Newman, L. R. & Schwartzstein, R. M. (2012). Twelve tips for facilitating Millennials’ learning. Medical teacher, 34, 274-278.

Romero, M., Usart, M., Ott, M., Earp, J., de Freitas, S., & Arnab, S. (2012). Learning through playing for or against each other? Promoting collaborative learning in digital game based learning. Proceedings of the ECIS conference. Barcelona, Spain España. 
Roy, A., & Macchiette, B. (2005). Debating the issues: A tool for augmenting critical thinking skills of marketing students. Journal of Marketing Education, 3, 264-276.
Perandones, P. C., Gallego, A. A. L., & Santa Olalla, A. G. Los Debates Formales como Instrumentos de Enseñanza de Lenguas Extranjeras y de Acercamiento a Otras Culturas y Modos de Pensar. In IV International Colloquium Proceedings (135). 

Sánchez Prieto, G. (2017). El debate competitivo en el aula como técnica de aprendizaje cooperativo en la enseñanza de la asignatura de recursos humanos. Aula, 23, 303-318.
Sapitri, R. (2017). Code-switching in English debating class: case study at University of Muslim 
Roy, A., & Macchiette, B. (2005). Debating the issues: A tool for augmenting critical thinking skills of marketing students. Journal of Marketing Education, 3, 264-276.
Sauvé, L., Renaud, L., Kaufman, D. & Marquis, J. S. (2007). Distinguishing between games and simulations: A systematic review. Educational Technology & Society, 10, 247-256.
Sengupta, M. y Sengupta, N. (2015) Gamification: the new mantra for optimizing employee and organizational performance. Contemporary Research in Management Volume IV: A Special Compilation of Faculty Research. 
Shpakova, A., Dörfler, V., & MacBryde, J. (2019). Gamifying innovation and innovating through gamification. In Subsistence Entrepreneurship (Springer, Cham), 183-194.
Sobral, F. & Furtado, L. (2019). A liderança pós-heroica: Tendências atuais e desafios para o ensino de liderança. Revista de Administração de Empresas, 59, 209-214.
de Sousa Borges, S., Durelli, V. H., Reis, H. M., & Isotani, S. (2014, March). A systematic mapping on gamification applied to education. In Proceedings of the 29th annual ACM symposium on applied computing (pp. 216-222).

Takanokura, M. & Hayashi, S. (2008). Educational Effects of Practical Education Using a Debate Exercise on Engineering Ethics. Journal of JSEE, 56, 2-13.
Wagner, R. J., Baldwin, T. T. & Roland, C. C. (1991). Outdoor training: revolution or fad? Training & Development, 43, 50-58.
Wanick, V., & Bui, H. (2019). Gamification in Management: a systematic review and research directions. International Journal of Serious Games, 6, 57-74.
Yasuko, K (2013). Effects of Introduction of Debating Techniques in a Maternal Nursing Course. Bulletin of Shimane Medical University, 26, 11-17. 
Roberts, D. H., Newman, L. R. & Schwartzstein, R. M. (2012). Twelve tips for facilitating Millennials’ learning. Medical teacher, 34, 274-278.
Marcinkus Murphy, W. (2012). Reverse mentoring at work: Fostering cross‐generational learning and developing millennial leaders. Human Resource Management, 51, 549-573.


Manuscript Formatting
Conflict of Interest
The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.
Author Contributions
All three authors conceived the research, designed the article, and developed all the tables and figures used in this article.

Acknowledgments
The authors want wish to acknowledge the contributions of Victor Luis de Nicolás from Universidad Pontificia Comillas, Xavier Coller Porta from Universidad Nacional de Educación a Distancia and Juan González Alonso from Boston Trinity Academy for the observations made to on the original paper.

This is a provisional file, not the final typeset article
4

3

image1.jpeg
’ frontiers




