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Analysis of Judges’ Judging in Figure Skating

Tae-Koo Lee, Han-Joo Lee, Jae-Eun Chung, & Hee-won Yang*

Yonsei University

The purpose of this study was (1) to analyze judges’ evaluation on figure skating performance and
statistical analysis and (2) to make recommendation to improve judges’ performance. Data were 62 figure
skaters” scores from Senior Woman 1 Group Part at 2015 The National Figure Skating Championship in
Korea. Data of presentation part in Short Program were analyzed. Presentation part consists of skating skills,
transitions/linking footwork/movement, performance/execution, choreography/composition and interpretation.
Nine judges evaluate skater’s presentation with the score 10.0 for each factor. Generalizability theory,
descriptive statistics and ANOVA were utilized. Results showed that generalizability coefficient of presentation
part was over 0.9, therefore stable reliability was secured. The error source about players has more
significant impact to evaluation than other error sources. Generalizability coefficient was stable when
reducing the number of judges up to 2. Also, judges generally represented aspects of similar evaluation,
but different aspects appeared on a few judges’ assessment in the components of presentation. Discussions
were provided in terms of the reliability of the judging method for the presentation part of figure
skating and the effective measurement condition.

Key words: Generalizability Theory, Figure Skating, Presentation Part, Reliability, Error Source, Tendency
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Table 1. Definition of the Program Components

Factor Definition
Overall skating quality, edge control and flow over the ice surface demonstrated by a command of the skating
SS(C1) vocabulary(edges, steps, turns etc.), the clarity of technique the use of effortless power to accelerate and very speed.
Varied use of power/energy, speed and acceleration.

The varied and/or intricate footwork, positions, movements and holds that link all elements, including the entrances
and exits of those elements.

Performance: involvement of the Skater/Pair/Couple physically, emotionally and intellectually as they translate the
PE(C3) intent of the music and choreography. Execution: quality of movement and precision in delivery. This includes harmony
of movement in Pair Skating and Ice Dance.

An intentional, developed and/or original arrangement of all types of movements according to the principles of
proportion, unity, space, pattern, structure and phrasing.

IN(C5) The personal and creative translation of the rhythm, character and content of music to movement on ice.

SS=Skating Skills, TR=Transitions/Linkimg Footwork and Movement, PE=Performance/Execution, CH=Choreography/Composition
IN=Interpretation of the Music/Timing

TR(C2)

CH(C4)
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Point Meaning
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Table 4. D-study for ax(c:p) design in different measurement

conditions

no. of panels s (7) ol (8) EﬁQ
1 0.6133 0.0954 0.8654
2 0.6133 0.0477 0.9279
3 0.6133 0.0318 0.9507
4 0.6133 0.0239 0.9626
5 0.6133 0.0191 0.9698
6 0.6133 0.0159 0.9747
7 0.6133 0.0136 0.9783
8 0.6133 0.0119 0.9809
9 0.6133 0.0106 0.9830

o (7-): Estimated universe score variance
~9 ) . . .
o (5) Estimated relative error variance
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Ep . Estimated generalizability coefficient
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics and ANOVA results
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(Appendix) Control Cards for GENOVA

GSTUDY A X (C:P) DESIGN —— RANDOM MODEL
OPTIONS RECORDS 2

EFFECT *A 620

EFFECT +P 90

EFFECT + CP 55

FORMAT (5F5.0)

PROCESS

(Skip analysis data)

COMMENT

COMMENT SET OF D STUDY CONTROL CARDS
DSTUDY #1 — A X (C:P) DESIGN — C AND P RANDOM
DEFFECT $A

DEFFECT P987654321

DEFFECT C:P5

ENDDSTUDY

FINISH
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