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Abstract 

 

Simulations have become a regular component of teaching toolkits. They provide 

teachers with a platform to take students’ knowledge and understanding of subject 

materials beyond the classroom. In doing so, simulations fulfill a critical pedagogical 

purpose in that they need to construct a learning space; one more efficacious in 

delivering learning opportunities than traditional modes of instruction. In order for 

simulations to be effective, students need to be able to place themselves in role. The 

more closely the students identify with their topic (the greater their affection for the 

subject), the closer the alignment between the exercise and the intended learning 

outcomes. This article considers how an affective learning environment can be created 

with simulations. The lens for this analysis is an international model European Union 

simulation that has been running in Hong Kong and New Zealand. Our argument is that 

the more affective the simulated environment, the more realistic it will be perceived to 

be by the participants. However, contrary to the prevailing literature, our findings 

suggest that affection does not necessarily have to be positively constructed in order for 

simulations to be effective pedagogical tools. 
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Is Affective Effective? Measuring Affective Learning in Simulations 
 

Introduction 

 

The expansion of European institutions since the 1990s has been paralleled by a growth 

in simulations that provide students with an opportunity to understand the changing 

nature of the region. These simulations provide an important pedagogical platform that 

teachers can draw upon to enhance teaching and learning spaces (Andrews 1993; Dyke, 

Declair, and Loedal 2000; Switky 2004; Kaunert 2009; Duchatelek et al. 2017). 

Frequently, these simulations focus on the intra or inter-bargaining and negotiation 

processes that are part of the daily operations of the regional bodies (Brunazzo and 

Settembri 2015). They can also focus on exploring responses to the various crises that 

have challenged Europe (Evans et al. 2016; Prorokowski 2013). Despite many 

successful iterations of these and similar activities, there is still significant space for 

deeper interrogations as to how affective simulations are in creating an affective 

learning space conducive to fostering the students’ knowledge of the chosen topic.1 

This is not a concern exclusive to EU-oriented simulations but one that is present 

in different fields. As Pratt and Hahn (2015 45, 39) noted with respect to the hospitality 

industry, “simulations have developed as a learner-centered tool and have been found 

to be particularly relevant for capstone courses” even as there has been “limited 

research…conducted on students’ perceptions of their learning through simulations.” 

The use of simulations in the sciences is a well-developed inclusion into most curricula. 

However, as Reese et. al (2010, 33) stated, although “the use of simulation in health 

care education has increased dramatically over the past several years, there is little 

empirical evidence to guide the integration of simulations into health care education.” 

A more recent state-of-the-field review by Cantrell et al. (2017, 634) still noted the need 

to have “reliable and valid measurement tools” to assess the impact of the simulation 

on student learning. 

Our paper is based upon data collected from a model European Council simulation 

– Asia Pacific Model European Union (APMEU) – that was held in successive years in 

Christchurch, New Zealand, (2018) and Hong Kong (2019).2 In developing this article 

further, we first consider the pedagogical utility of simulations for affective learning, 

then move on to outline our own exercise before exploring the methodological 

approaches and presenting our data. Here we draw upon a pre- and post-model survey 

that was conducted on-site. The analysis of the data is supplemented with feedback 

                                                      
1 Exceptions to this observation include: Silva 2012; Jones and Bursens 2015; and Shellman and Turan 

2006. 
2 It should be noted that the simulation has been run for 7 years now, with various data collected, but it 

is only in the last two years that the data has been gathered in a format that allows us to evaluate the 

affective learning environment. 



from the students. We conclude by reflecting on the pedagogical relationship between 

affective learning and simulations. 

 

Simulations and Affective Learning 

 

While some simulations lead students towards a predetermined outcome or restrict 

students to a particular set of thematic interactions (Wright-Maley 2015, Tawa 2017), 

most invert this to focus on the broader process of learning within a pseudo-real 

environment. In doing so, students are able to take on the “mantle of the expert” as they 

explore the learning opportunities afforded by the simulation (Heathcote and Bolton 

1995). In order to identify the opportunities and maximize their pedagogical value, the 

simulation needs to be scaffolded. That is, flexibly structured to allow for a set of 

intended (and unintended) learning outcomes from which students can meet the 

objectives of the activity. In such an environment, teachers and students are co-equally 

situated (Lantolf 2000), which provides students with more scope to learn 

independently (Beed, Hawkins, Roller 1991). 

If students are to be independent learners, then a key aspect in constructing the 

simulation is the construction of a learning environment that engages the students’ 

interest.  As Carini, Kuh, and Klein (2006) observed, the more students are actively 

engaged, the more they can learn. As Jones and Bursens (2015, 255) further noted, 

“active learning results in greater retention of subject matter, fosters problem solving 

skills, and has a positive influence on motivation for future learning.” This motivation 

and interest reinforces the students’ position as an “expert” and provides an intellectual 

impetus to continue their studies of the topic. As Duchatelet et al (2017, 8) observed, 

“Motivation, interest, and self-efficacy [are inherently interrelated]. Students who have 

stronger beliefs in their capabilities and thus more self-efficacy tend to be more driven 

by the activity or subject itself, which makes them more autonomously motivated.” 

Within this environment, it is critical to design activities that expose students to as 

many learning opportunities as possible. Bloom (1956) suggested that there are six 

levels of learning; ranging from knowledge, comprehension, and application at the 

lower end, to analysis, synthesis, and evaluation at the higher levels. While some 

scholarship focuses on the utility of simulations for higher order learning (Thomas et 

al. 2004), a well-designed simulation will engage students across all six levels. As 

Miller, Nentl, Zietlow (2010, 161) proposed, there is “one type of learning tool that can 

be very effective in moving students from the lower rungs of learning to the upper rungs 

where true critical analysis and understanding takes place, and that is the simulation.” 

What is missing from this proposition is the “how”. How are simulations able to create 

this learning environment? Our paper argues that the essential component for any 



simulation in being an effective learning tool is participant affection for the subject 

materials. 

The utility of affection in learning is well established; encompassing a range of 

stimuli and behaviours. Put simply, affective learning is learning that emotionally 

resonates with the students, capturing their interest and – in doing so – encouraging 

them to deepen their engagement with the learning process. Miller (2005) concluded 

that affective learning is present – to varying degrees – in all teaching strategies. The 

more effective those strategies are, the more they “promote attitude formation and 

change.” They do so by involving “the learner emotionally [and] by providing learners 

with an opportunity to express or act out the target attitude” (2005, 10).  

As to the mechanisms for how that can be achieved, Krathwohl, Bloom, and Masia 

(1964) earlier noted, affective learning draws upon “feelings, values, appreciation, 

enthusiasms, motivations, and attitudes.” Buissink-Smith, Mann, and Shephard (2011, 

105) built on Krathwohl et al. identifying a hierarchy of five attributes that students 

display when exposed to affective learning: receive (“learners are open to new 

experience and willing to listen”), respond (“learners react and participate actively”), 

value (“learners attach values and express personal opinions”), organise (“learners 

begin to develop a values system”), and internalise/characterise (“learners adopt a belief 

system and behave consistently with it”). 

The European Union (EU) is a particularly rich source for simulations. The multi-

level governance model (Hooghe and Marks 2001) allows for simulations of 

institutional/member-state/sub-state/civil society interactions (cf. Raiser, Schneider and 

Warkalla 2015; Elias 2014). At the same time, the shift from intergovernmental to neo-

functional models of organisation provides a dynamic environment wherein simulations 

of institutional formation can be developed (Saam, Thurner and Arndt 2004). Across all 

typologies, educators can also develop simulations that just focus on issues at the 

institutional level (Brunazzo and Settembri 2015, Switky 2004). 

This is where EU-based simulations come into their own as affective and effective 

pedagogical activities. As Jones and Bursens (2015, 262) concluded, the “pedagogical 

literature suggests that students benefit more in terms of affective learning when they 

are approached by an active learning paradigm instead of a traditional teaching 

paradigm.” Simulations that are narratively-centred on the EU can provide 

opportunities to both deepen students’ knowledge as well as provide them with 

opportunities to acquire new knowledge.3 In order to achieve this, it is vital that the 

                                                      
3  Here we differ from Guasti, Muno and Niemann (2015:210) who argue that EU simulations only 

provide “knowledge deepening rather than knowledge acquisition tools.” We argue that this depends on 

the foundation provided by the pre-simulation materials and the opportunities afford by the scaffold of 

the simulation to extend that knowledge into new realms. As is seen in the following section, in our 

simulation there were substantial pre-activity materials and contextual information provided to the 



learning objectives of the simulation be clearly spelt out and that the intellectual 

foundation of the activities be well established. Thus, while outcomes are important 

(negotiating a new EU treaty, for example), the focus of the simulation is on the process 

of learning, whereby knowledge is gained via interaction and personal experiences 

(Dewey, 1916). The subsequent sections provide an example as to how an EU 

simulation can successfully deliver these opportunities and outcomes. 

 

A Brief Note on Methodology and Student Profiles 

 

In evaluating the simulation, we relied upon a mixed-method approach. The aim of this 

approach was to strengthen our understanding of the impact of the simulation by 

triangulating the data, rather than relying on a single methodology. In terms of data 

sources, we developed pre and post-simulation evaluations tools: surveys, evaluations, 

reflections, and oral comments. The pre and post simulation surveys were identical in 

content, with the exception that the second phase included an affective interest exercise. 

It is important to note that the students were unaware they would be given these, and 

were unaware that they would be given them twice. In the post-simulation phase these 

evaluations were capped by a debrief. 

Two surveys were run in the pre and post-simulation phases.4 These were used to 

ascertain whether or not – at the cohort level – the simulation had an impact in the 

students’ identification towards and affinity with Europe and its institutions, 

respectively. Runz (2015) noted that EU simulations do have the potential to positively 

change participant attitudes. As Duchatelet et al (2017, 13) observed, “affective 

learning outcomes have substantially increased in importance predicting academic 

success.” In other words, the more affective the simulation, the more conducive it would 

be to fostering learning. Hence, if we were to observe a positive orientation in student 

attitudes in the pre and post-simulation periods, it would be one indicator that an 

affective learning environment had been successfully formed. Although, as Runz (2015, 

276) correctly identified, students who participate in such activities are more likely to 

be supportive of European institutions and identify with European norms, it still needed 

to be confirmed. This survey was supported by a questionnaire to gauge general student 

interest in the simulation, which Jones and Bursens (2015) suggested was an important 

part of the evaluative toolkit. 

                                                      
students. Further, the range of situations that can be adopted for simulations provides multiple 

opportunities to affectively engage students’ interest, enabling them to explore the topic and acquire new 

knowledge. 
4 A limitation of our study is that the design does not allow for causal links to be drawn between the two 

sets of findings. This is due to the anonymous nature of the surveys. That said, in tandem with the 

reflections, we are able to draw associations at the cohort level. 



In the post-simulation phase, we debrief the students to facilitate reflective 

feedback to the instructors. A debriefing is considered an essential part of any 

simulation as it allows students the chance to “explore possible connections between 

experiences they had while playing the game and experiences in real-life situations” 

(Peters and Vissers 2004, 73) or, as Crookall (2010, 907) succinctly observed “the 

learning comes from the debriefing, not from the game.” Given that most of the students 

involved in the simulation had travelled internationally, this debriefing was both oral 

and/or written depending on individual time and travel constraints. As Crossley-Frolick 

noted, “written debriefings also give students the opportunity to provide more 

comments and in a more private manner” (2010:193). This final component of our study 

also provides a discursive bridge between the earlier qualitative aspects. In adopting 

these qualitative and quantitative approaches to evaluating this simulation, we hope to 

be able to provide a method for more rigorous evaluations of similar exercises in the 

future. 

  

Table 1: Student Profiles5 

 

2018 (n=23) 2019 (n=20) 
Gender Male Female Male Female 

8 15 7 13 
Year of Studies 1 2 3 4+ 1 2 3 4+ 

1 6 7 9 2 7 3 8 
Travelled to 
Europe 

Yes No Yes No 
12 11 13 7 

Studied Europe? Yes No Yes No 
18 5 13 7 

If Yes, then how 
many courses? 

1-2 3-4 5-6 7+ 1-2 3-4 5-6 7+ 
12 2 0 4 7 3 1 2 

Participated in a 
simulation 
before? 

Yes No Yes No 
11 12 10 10 

 

As can be seen in Table 1, slightly more than half of the 2018 class had already 

travelled to Europe prior to their participation in the simulation. Most of these students 

travelled within Western European countries; in particular France, Germany, 

Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. Only two students had ventured further afield – 

with one visiting Eastern Europe and one Norway. One student had lived in the United 

Kingdom for seven years as a child. Most visits were short-term, lasting 1-2 weeks; 

although three students had longer-term exposure. Two students had lived in the UK for 

a year, and a third had lived in Germany for two years. 

                                                      
5  As will be noticed, the tables have different numbers of respondents. This is due to missing or 

incomplete responses from the students. 



In 2019, of those students who had travelled to Europe, were generally limited to 

Western European destinations (France, Germany, UK, Portugal, Belgium). Two 

indicated that they had also visited Northern Europe (Sweden and Denmark). One had 

visited the Mediterranean and two had been to Central Europe. One student had grown 

up in Portugal for 11 years before moving to New Zealand. The longest most visits 

lasted were 1-2 weeks. Only three students had been in the region for six months to a 

year. 

In 2018, eleven students had previously participated in simulations, typically 

Model European Union (MEU) and Model United Nations (MUN). One student had 

also been involved in Brexit simulations. Of the 2019 cohort who already had 

experience of simulations, almost all had been involved in MUN, MEU, and/or Model 

European Parliament. One student had also undertaken a model NATO simulation. So 

there was a range of competencies but the majority of students had minimal or no 

exposure to Europe prior to the simulation. 6  Before reviewing the results, it is 

necessary to discuss the simulation and its implementation. 

 

The Simulation: Model European Union – ‘European Summit’ 

 

At the most general level, the APMEU seeks to familiarize students with the framework 

and procedures of international negotiations. It presents the participants with a unique 

chance of taking part in a simulated European Council (European summit) meeting 

thereby gaining ‘hands-on’ experience in preparing for and conducting multi-country 

political deliberations about current real-life issues. It follows that the pedagogical 

justifications for these types of activities lie in generating student interest beyond the 

classroom lectures, providing insight into political phenomenon and enriched learning 

environment (Galatas 2006). Indeed, Elias (2014, 407) rightly asserts that “as a form of 

active learning, simulations can recreate complex, dynamic political processes, which 

are a feature of EU politics in particular and international politics more generally.” As 

part of the process, the participants also study the political, economic and social 

backgrounds of European Union member states in comparative perspective. This helps 

to move the student from being a passive recipient of teaching to an active learner 

(Muno and Prinz 2015). 

The simulation systematically encourages peer learning. In particular, the 

negotiations include three levels of bargaining: interpersonal, national and international. 

Participants act as Heads of States or Governments of current EU member states, who 

are required to reach political consensus at the end of the simulation. This enables 

                                                      
6 We define minimal as, at most, 1-2 courses at university and only short-term (1-2 weeks) exposure in 

Europe (if at all). 



students to draw upon “real-life examples, or put certain ideas in a context that their 

peers can understand” (Shaw, 2004, 3). This type of peer-to-peer activity creates a 

positive feedback loop in the learning environment wherein students can be more 

“motivated to participate in the simulation because of the presence of their peers” 

(Raymond 2010, 56). This is important as a self-reinforcing learning environment helps 

to form the affective learning space necessary to the success of the simulation. 

Such environments are critical to the success of the APMEU given that it is both 

an intercultural and an intercontinental exercise.7  In 2018, the simulation involved 

participation from six different universities located in six different territories. These 

included students from across the region, and beyond (in alphabetical order): Australia, 

China, Hong Kong, New Zealand, Singapore, South Africa, South Korea, Taiwan, 

United Kingdom, and Vietnam. In 2019, students came from around and beyond Asia: 

China, Hong Kong, New Zealand, Singapore, Taiwan, and Ukraine.  

The 2018 APMEU tackled environmental problems and development, while the 

2019 simulation focused on European defense policy. The themes for the conferences 

were chosen purposefully to engage the participants in a dialog, intercontinental and 

intercultural, around issues not only relevant for EU policies but of global nature. As 

Jones (2008, 409) indicated, the large-scale nature of such intercontinental simulations 

calls for a formal evaluation process to ensure that the “specific learning outcomes that 

are planned are actually occurring and what and where we can improve the simulation 

both in the areas of learning outcomes as well as student enjoyment and participation”. 

In this regard, APMEU follows a familiar pattern, where students are formally 

evaluated before and after the exercise. By engaging in evaluative exercises before the 

simulation, we are able to develop benchmarks for the cohort which can then be 

compared against the post-simulation evaluation results. This is also important as the 

cohort and topic change annually but by focusing on pre and post-simulation 

evaluations we are able to introduce a comparative element into our review. 

The exercise is divided into two separate phases. Phase 1 is the preparatory stage 

where the students work in country-based teams to develop their positions for the 

conference. Phase 2 consists of a two-day conference, which is further subdivided into 

formal sessions, informal sessions and working breaks (working lunch, tea and coffee 

gatherings) that replicate the work flow of actual EU meetings of this nature.  

During the eight weeks that define Phase 1, students refine their knowledge of: 

characteristics of international negotiations and consensus finding, international law 

and the role of negotiations, the EU as an actor in international relations, institutional 

structure of the EU (‘European Summits’), negotiations theory and tactics, the nature, 

structure and function of ‘position papers’ and ‘set(s) of conclusions’ in European 

                                                      
7 Students are supported by grants from the EU. 



Union negotiations.  To do this, students are provided with a number of materials 

designed to facilitate their preparation for the conference. Among the materials 

provided are: a simulation guide, position papers guidelines, readings on EU 

governance as well as policies and materials on negotiations strategies and tactics. A 

series of webinars are also held, where staff from the universities represented in the 

exercise provide lectures on organisational and topical issues. 

The two-day conference, the second phase of the exercise, is divided into several 

distinct parts. It starts with the ‘tour de table’ whereby each team presents their position 

on the topic of the conference (which is distributed two weeks before the conference in 

a form of an invitation.) Next, a series of formal and informal sessions are held 

(informal sessions include working lunches) over which the participants work towards 

the final document called ‘Set of Conclusions’. This document reflects the bargaining 

skills and knowledge of the topic of the participants representing particular countries, 

which emulates the real ‘European Summits’. Critically, the organizers of APMEU pay 

special attention to simulate “the real thing” as closely as possible; although, as noted 

below, this is not always possible. A computer program is used to randomly allocate 

students to European countries.8  The assignments are usually followed unless the 

country is too much of an outlier to the topic. 

The midway point for both simulations involved an inflection point, where a crisis 

was introduced to disrupt the flow of discussions. It is left to the students to decide if 

the crisis will change the pathway of discussions or reinforce them. In 2018, this crisis 

involved a mass influx of two hundred and fifty thousand climate refugees along the 

EU’s borders. In 2019, Russian aircraft intruded into Lithuanian airspace during a 

Russian-Belarussian war game. Bombs were dropped on Lithuanian buildings, 

although no one was killed. The incident was classified as an act of war by Lithuania. 

During the debriefing session in both years all the students indicated that the inflection 

point added to the enjoyment and usefulness of the simulation. 

In 2018, the crisis helped to focus discussions on policy responses albeit with 

uneven impact. Even though only three countries were broadly in favour of immigration 

to Europe (Netherlands, Sweden and UK) with a further five not declaring openly their 

positions (Belgium, France, Germany, Ireland and Spain), all twelve countries 

committed to a long-term solution by the end of the simulation. However, by removing 

the issue to the future, the individual countries were able to be seen to react in a socially-

responsible manner without having to address the issue immediately. 

 In 2019, the reactions to the crisis largely followed the path established in the 

earlier discussions. Four countries (Germany, Italy, France, Spain) used the crisis to 

                                                      
8 It is important to note that there are only as many country teams as there are groups of two students. 

Hence, not all the member states are represented. 



reinforce their call for the creation of an EDC. The other countries preferred varying 

degrees of condemnation and referring the matter to the EU and NATO. Poland, due to 

its shared land border to Russia, also called for a mobilization of NATO troops to stop 

Russian aggression.  

These response patterns echo Sarigil’s (2015) identification of an habitual path in 

decision-making processes.  In our case, where the students were unwilling or unable 

to jettison pre-developed positions due to habit-forming behaviors exhibited in the 

earlier stages of the simulation. They also extend the bifurcated model of path 

dependency proposed by Schimmelfennig (2017), wherein different groups (aligned by 

capacity and policy orientation) will seek to either deepen integration or seek a status 

quo (or even post-functional) solution. Given the fact that exercise simulated the 

European Summit – which is a consensus driven body – the status quo response held in 

both simulations. That said, the crisis provided an ex post justification (as per Roos and 

Zaun, 2016) for the different groups to rhetorically claim policy development and 

success. Here both groups focused on different time horizons. The status quo group 

focused on the immediate lack of change to define their success whereas the integration 

group were able to defer the issue and claim it was still under active consideration. 

Again, this behavior closely mirrors real-world responses by the EU to a myriad of 

crises. 

The capstone exercise of the simulation is a formal declaration that is edited and 

formatted as a real EU document would be. After the document is formatted it is made 

public via official and online channels. First, the document is sent to the EU affairs 

office in Hong Kong for information and feedback from the EU officials. Second, the 

document is uploaded to the simulation website as well as to a dedicated Facebook page. 

This element reflects a commitment for a “high fidelity” in the simulations (Gredler 

2003, 571). The 2018 and 2019 exercises also included the involvement from EU 

officials and their ability to ground the simulation in their experiences helped to deepen 

the links between the pseudo reality of the simulation and the real world. 

This final stage of the simulation brings together all the disparate elements of the 

exercise. It requires students to have both the pre-knowledge provided in the first phase 

of the simulation as well as being able to incorporate and apply the explicit knowledge 

generated through peer-to-peer interaction during the simulation. To do so successfully 

necessitates students being autonomously motivated which, in turn, requires them to 

affectively engage with the activity. It is a cascade effect whereby the greater the level 

of affection, the more successful the simulation will be as a learning activity. As our 

data and the student feedback indicates, the structure of the simulation was able to 

create a high level of student affection. 

 



Findings 

 

In order to assess whether or not an affective learning environment a threefold strategy 

was established. First, a simple assessment was run in the debriefing period – asking 

students if they liked the simulation activity, across a number of criteria (See Appendix 

2 for the questions and scales). However, while student engagement with any 

pedagogical exercise will increase the affectiveness of the learning process (cf. 

Zilvinskis, Masseria, Pike 2017; Webber et al. 2013) by itself it is insufficient to 

demonstrate that such a learning environment was established. Second, the survey 

questions administered in the pre and post simulation period were used to assess to what 

extent the students identified with Europe across a range of economic, social, political, 

and cultural dimensions (see Table 3). Third, students in the post-simulation evaluation 

were asked how close they perceived the simulation as equating with reality. This is an 

important consideration in the creation of the affective learning environment, yet one 

rarely touched upon in academic studies. The closer the simulation comes to reality, the 

more immersive a learning environment is created (Kempston and Thomas 2019). The 

more immersive the learning environment, the greater the affective motivation students 

have to learn.  

At the first level of affective engagement, the results from the post-simulation 

survey as well as written comments provided during the debriefing period indicate a 

high level of satisfaction with the exercise. These responses asked how well the 

logistics of the simulation were organized, the design of the learning tasks assigned to 

the students, and the explanations of those tasks. Students were also asked to evaluate 

the role of the academics as President of the European Council. The last question asked 

students to evaluate the usefulness and enjoyment of the inflection point material. The 

questions for Table 2 used a 5-point Likert scale, where (5) represented the most 

positive outcome, (3) was a neutral value, and (1) was the most negative outcome. As 

the questions were slightly different in the way they phrased the scale, please see 

Appendix 1 for the questions and scales. As indicated by the results of Table 2, there 

was a demonstrably high level of affection with the simulation as a learning exercise. 

 

Table 2: Affective Engagement9 

 

Questions 1 2 3 4 5 

Q1 – Event Logistics    1 10 

Q2 – Tasks Assigned    1 10 

                                                      
9 In both years there was only partial feedback from the students on these points (2018 N=11, 2019 

N=11).  



Q3 – Explanation of Tasks   1 2 8 

Q4 – President of the European Council     11 

Q5 – Inflection Point    3 8 

 

These results are supported by comments provided in the debriefing. In terms of the 

task assigned, a student wrote that “the tasks were designed in a way that we all learnt 

a lot about the actual process.” With respect to the addition of new material at the 

inflection point, another student said that, “it made the event feel more real as it seems 

as if we were responding to a real crisis evolving in real-time.” Both of these responses 

point to the mutual inter-relationship between a flexibly-scaffolded activity and an 

affective learning environment. 

The second stage of the evaluation was a pre and post simulation measure of the 

students’ affective identification with Europe. For this, we modified Pinto and Le 

Foulon’s (2007) measure of nationalism to assess to what extent the students identified 

with Europe across a range of economic, social, political, and cultural dimensions. 

These measures are, in turn, derived from the questions used by the International Social 

Survey Programme (ISSP) on national identity in European countries.10 As Tables 1 

and 3 respectively demonstrate, even though most students were not from Europe, there 

was still an alignment with a European identity. 

 
Table 3: Pre and Post Simulation Aggregated Identification with Europe (2018 and 
2019, N=90) 
 

How proud should 
Europeans be of 
Europe’s…? 

Choice �̅� �̃� SD 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7    

Economic 
Development 

 1 2 6 27 37 17 5.6 6 1.0 

Science& Technology   1 6 28 39 16 5.7 6 0.9 

Political Institutions   8 13 16 40 13 5.4 5 1.2 

Social Security  4 8 26 24 22 6 4.8 5 1.2 

Social Fairness 
among all classes 

1 2 7 20 31 25 4 4.9 5 1.2 

International 
Influence 

 1 3 15 18 26 27 5.6 6 1.2 

Military Power 7 15 25 16 16 10 1 3.6 3 1.5 

Sports Achievement  1 12 17 29 17 14 5.0 5 1.3 

Traditional Culture  1 3 6 19 24 37 5.9 6 1.2 

Contemporary Arts & 
Literature 

  1 5 15 28 41 6.1 6 1.0 

History   3 9 14 27 37 6.0 6 1.1 

                                                      
10  Observations related to data contained on the ISSP website – see: International Social Survey 

Programme (1995, 2003, 2013), https://www.gesis.org/issp/modules/issp-modules-by-topic/national-

identity/. 



Notes: The choice of each question is 1-7. 1= “Not Proud At All,” 2=“Not Proud,” 3=“Not Very 
Proud,” 4=“Neutral,” 5=“Somewhat Proud,” 6=“Proud,” 7=“Strongly Proud.” N is the number 
of observations. �̅� = mean, rounded to the nearest tenth. �̃� = median. SD is the standard 
deviation of each item, rounded to the nearest tenth. 

 

These aggregated results highlight the generally positive student orientation towards a 

European identity. While the group’s orientation is self-selected, these perceptions 

provide a good basis for affectively grounding the students in the learning environment. 

In other words, these findings indicated that the students were “open to new experiences 

and [were] willing to listen”; the first stage of Buissink-Smith et al.’s (2011) affective 

learning model. However, the question remains as to how strong this basis actually is. 

To ascertain that, it is useful to first compare the findings with national identity surveys 

in Europe. 

As Table 4 demonstrates successive runs of the ISSP survey (1995, 2003, and 2013) 

show that the affective identities held by our students were higher than those held by 

Europeans.11  This was an unexpected finding at the cohort level, given that only a 

minority of students had long-term personal (6 months or greater) exposure or 

significant academic commitment (seven courses or more) to Europe. Conversely, it 

could be the result of many of the participating students not having a lived experience 

in Europe; and of those who have been in Europe, most students only stayed for a short-

term. Arguably, these students held a more idealized version of Europe than those who 

lived there. This observation is supported by the fact that the students with longer 

exposure to Europe tended to be more moderated in their identification. The exceptions 

to these higher levels of national sentiment related to pride in the military, which was 

higher in the ISSP findings than in our survey. 

 

 

 

Table 4: Comparison of Aggregated Percentage Data from 1995, 2003, and 2013 

ISSP Surveys vs Aggregated Simulation Data 

 

Proud of… 

1995 2003 2013 Aggregated 
Simulation 

Data 
Proud Not 

Proud 
Proud Not 

Proud 
Proud Not 

Proud 
Proud Not 

Proud 

                                                      
11 It needs to be noted that the aggregated ISSP survey data uses a four-point Likert scale, whereas we 

utilize a seven-point scale. In order to compare the findings, we collapse all the ISSP categories that are 

positive and all those that are negative into a two-point scale (proud vs not proud) and compare the 

percentages with our results that have been similarly adjusted (not including the neutral results). Another 

difference is that the ISSP surveys are country-based, whereas ours is focused at the level of Europe. To 

work around this, we used aggregated data for each of the categories. 



Economic 
Development 

46.7 53.3 46.2 53.8 40.2 59.8 96.4 3.6 

Science and 
Technology 

73.5 26.5 74.6 25.4 81.4 18.6 98.8 1.2 

Political 
Institutions 

47.9 52.1 49.5 50.5 48.4 51.6 89.6 10.4 

Social Security 43.7 56.3 47 52.9 52.4 47.6 81.2 18.8 
Social Fairness 
among all 
classes 

43.9 56 42.5 57.5 45.7 54.3 85.7 14.3 

International 
Influence 

43.2 56.8 44.6 55.5 40.7 59.4 94.7 5.3 

Military Power 47.9 52.1 50.9 49 59 41.1 36.5 63.5 
Sports 
Achievements 

79.6 20.4 82.5 17.5 83 17 95.2 4.8 

Arts & 
Literature 

81.1 18.9 80.3 19.7 82 18.1 98.8 1.2 

History 76.6 23.4 80.2 19.9 78.6 21.4 96.3 3.7 

Notes: (1) Each category row per year for ISSP data is out of 100 percent. Rounding in each 

sub-categories means data may not add up to 100. (2) Traditional Culture is not a category in 

the ISSP surveys, so it is not included here. (3) Different ISSP survey runs used slightly different 

questions. (4) Different ISSP survey runs also used different countries and not all European 

countries were included. 

 

Of course, affection towards Europe does not automatically equate with affection 

towards the European Union. In order to understand students’ affection towards the EU, 

we drew on a second questionnaire (developed from topics covered in various 

Eurobarometer, Pew, Gallup, and online surveys). The first four questions were generic 

in nature. The last four were directly relevant to aspects of the simulations. As Table 5 

(below) indicates, the results of that survey also show a high degree of affinity for the 

European Union in most areas. The one exception to this is on the balance of power 

between member states and the EU. Here the students only indicated a neutral/slightly 

positive position across both years. In considering the year-on-year results, one issue 

that stands out for the 2018 simulation is the shift in median scores on the question of 

the EU’s role in promoting human rights from a 6 to a 7; although the mean stays the 

same at 6.1. In 2019, on the issue as to whether the EU should be involved in 

peacekeeping operations there was a jump in the mean scores from 4.4 in the pre-

simulation period to 5.4 in the post-simulation period; although the median score 

remained stable at 6. In both cases, these were the primary issue areas for the respective 

simulations. In other words, it was around these topics that most of the discussions 

revolved during the Phase 2 activities. By extension, this means that these were the 

topics around which most of the learning and engagement took place. Even though the 

shifts are only partial in both years, they can be seen as evidence of a clustering of 



affection towards the upper end of the surveyed range; a positive learning outcome of 

the simulation. 

 

Table 5: Aggregated Views on the European Union (2018 and 2019, N=90) 

 

Question 
Choice �̅� �̃� SD 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7    

The EU plays a positive role in 
European affairs   

1 1 2 3 24 29 30 
5.8 6 1.2 

The EU is a trustworthy 
organization 

1  5 9 23 26 26 
5.6 6 1.3 

It is important for all countries 
of Europe to be involved in 

EU activities 
 3 11 11 25 19 21 

5.2 5 1.4 

The EU is doing a good job in 
trying to solve the problems it 

has had to face 
 4 7 22 20 24 13 

5 5 1.3 

The EU should be involved in 
peacekeeping operations 

  8 12 19 21 30 
5.6 6 1.3 

The EU should promote 
human rights 

  1 5 20 21 43 
6.1 6 1 

The EU is more important than 
individual member states 

3 8 16 19 23 11 10 
4.4 4 1.6 

The EU should have stronger 
borders 

4 9 11 14 16 18 18 
4.7 5 1.8 

Notes: The choice of each question is 1-7. 1= “Completely Disagree,” 2= “Somewhat 
Disagree,” 3= “Slightly Disagree,” 4= “Neutral,” 5= “Slightly Agree,” 6= “Somewhat 
Agree,” 7= “Completely Agree.” N is the number of responses. �̅�= mean, rounded to 
the nearest tenth. �̃�= median. SD is the standard deviation, rounded to the nearest tenth.  

 

Collectively, these findings indicate that our students held generally robust 

identifications with Europe. In addition, these sentiments were generally in-line with 

similar national identity perceptions held within Europe. Given that not all the students 

had been to Europe (either for study or travel) and that most students had (at best) only 

studied one or two courses on Europe, we would propose that a mix of personal 

orientation and subject applicability, coupled with the immersive structure of the 

simulation, does help to create a basis for an affective learning environment. Academic 

studies and/or visits to European countries deepen the basis of knowledge and affection 

which the students then incorporate into their simulation responses. This suggestion is 

based on the perceptional alignment clearly demonstrated in Table 3. It is also in 

accordance with Keller’s (1983) expectancy value theory, which further suggests that 

“students who feel they have personal control over [the] successful completion of a 

learning task and who believe their success is related to personal ability will tend to 

persist longer” (Martin and Briggs 1986, 207). In this respect, a simulation which 

provides students with greater control over their learning pathways can be seen as a 



useful exercise to positively affect the participants’ motivation and active learning (the 

second and third stages of Buissink-Smith et al.’s (2011) model).  

In both years, what stands out was that the values that changed – both positive and 

negative – were also the ones that emerged during peer-to-peer discussions in the 

simulation (see Appendix 1). We argue that this suggests that the learning environment 

is value-neutral. Despite what some studies conclude (Zappile 2013, 9), we found that 

higher levels of student engagement do not automatically promote a more positively-

affective environment.12  Instead, what we propose is as the students become more 

immersed in the subject they learn. In doing so, their appreciation of different aspects 

of the environment shifts. In and of itself, this suggests that a simulation can provide a 

platform from which to deepen students’ affection towards the subject but that such 

affection is not expressed only in positive terms. The students alter their perceptions 

based upon the knowledge they acquire and the way such knowledge is evaluated. In 

other words, a negative shift in affection may be the result of a maturation of student 

knowledge. In both the 2018 and 2019 post-simulation surveys, excluding the 

exceptions noted above, the general trend in student responses was more moderated 

than the pre-simulation survey results. While such alterations can be shaped by the 

scaffold of the simulation, the flexible nature of this particular simulation, with its 

emphasis on student-led discussions, means that the main impetus for the perceptional 

shifts came as a result of peer-interaction and learning. 

In other words, the simulation allowed the students to combine what Polanyi (1966) 

identified as tacit and explicit knowledge – where tacit knowledge is that which the 

individual holds and explicit knowledge is that which is communally gained.  

Consequently, simulations provide an ideal learning environment as students bring both 

their own knowledge sets as well as develop new knowledge through peer learning 

processes. As de Freitas (2006, 353) highlighted, simulations where the students are 

learning in groups support “peer or collaborative learning and may even help to 

reinforce learning outcomes.” This is supported by Shellman and Turan (2006, 28) who 

also observed, a “simulation is the best method for teaching such skills, because 

students are confronted with novel problems and they are forced to experiment with 

strategies and tactics to accomplish them.”  

These observations are buttressed by feedback from our students. For example, as 

two representative sets of comments stated “I learnt a lot from other participants. From 

their negotiation skills to the wording of a draft”, and “I was able to learn a lot from 

other participants, who were patient enough to explain their country’s stance to me step-

by-step, and also brainstorm creative solutions to resolve gaps or barriers”. These 

                                                      
12 Zappile uses empathy instead of affection, however the way the term is used is interchangeable in this 

respect. 



comments highlight the utility of simulations in the co-creation of knowledge arising 

from peer-interaction located within a scaffolded learning environment. As Jean et al. 

(2018, 1021) concluded, “serious game simulations offer effective boundary objects 

that enhance the way stakeholder interactions are organized, while also being able to 

aide in crossing knowledge boundaries and facilitating the creation, transfer and 

preservation of both tacit and explicit knowledge.” 

In asking the students “how real” they thought our simulation was (on a 7-point 

Likert scale: 1= “Completely Unreal”, 2= “Unreal”, 3= “Somewhat unreal”, 4= 

“Neutral”, 5= “Somewhat Real”, 6= “Real”, 7= “Completely Real), the 2018 and 2019 

exercises returned different results but highlighted similar issues, see Table 6. 

 

Table 6: How real (close to life) was the simulation? 

 

2018 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

   3 9 10 5 1 

2019 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

    1 10 7 2 

 

As can be seen from these results, students from the 2018 simulation perceived the 

exercise to be less real than those in the 2019 version, although in both years a majority 

of students did see the simulation as closer to reality. Discussions with faculty and 

students led to a number of number of reasons being identified as to why this may be 

the case. The first was that the students in the 2018 run were simply more critical of the 

simulation, and set a correspondingly higher bar for criteria of “reality”.  A good 

example of this can be seen in one student’s comments who, after indicating that they 

viewed the simulation as being “somewhat real”, observed that “there were no 

translators, technical staff, interns, etc. I [don’t] imagine real ministers would break into 

groups and draft it [the document] themselves.” While the student was correct in their 

assessment, it does demonstrate a more demanding attitude to what can be defined as 

“real” within the limits of pedagogical activities. The second reason was that the 2019 

version of the simulation – on the need to create a European Army – was easier for the 

students to either engage with or relate to than the issue of irregular migration. Either 

or both reasons link back to the earlier observation that the immersive environment is 

altered by what the students bring to the exercise. Where students are more critical or 

when the issue is more problematic for the students to engage with, the affective nature 

of the simulation will be challenged. 

Student feedback on the reality of the 2018 simulation indicated that the distinction 

between what constituted a 4 versus a 5 or a 5 versus a 6 were largely a result of self-



perception rather than clear issues. Students who identified the simulation as being 

“somewhat unreal (3)” and “somewhat real (5)” respectively noted that they “found 

some countr[ies are] not really sticking to his/her own states’ opinion” and “As a whole, 

it is very good and close to the European Council but because we are not really 

European countries our understanding of each country is not very careful.” Equally, 

students who felt that the simulation was neither real nor unreal (4) stated that “The 

setting and environment felt very realistic but the topics were not gone into great depth”, 

which closely mirrors the sentiment of a student who felt that the activity was 

“somewhat real” (5) on the basis that “The negotiation process was realistic but the 

proposed solutions were too general because of limited time”. In contrast, students who 

felt that the simulation was either “real” (6) or “completely real” (7) respectively stated 

that “I think role playing allows us to ‘see’ with the eyes of the actual members of the 

Council.” while “the working lunch and dinner immersed [us] in the real diplomatic 

situation.” For these students there was clearly a greater alignment between the 

simulation and how they perceive reality, which increased the affection they held 

towards the exercise. 

Student feedback on this aspect in the 2019 simulation was similarly nuanced. The 

4-score noted that, “some countries seem not familiar with their countries’ positions 

regarding the topic in real life [and that] there are still participants that could not fully 

express their own ideas.” Likewise, 5-score feedback included the opinions that “not 

all the countries understood the threats and current challenges.” That “since the 

participants could not thoroughly represent each country, it could not be the same as the 

actual” [and] that “all the participants stuck to the country’s own opinion but at times 

went off character.” Students who provided a 6-score also suggested that “some 

countries didn’t hold the same aspects as in the real world,” and that “some countries 

attitudes also didn’t go according to [the] real life situation.” That said, the reflections 

from 6-score students went further, noting that “in reality the situation will be more 

intense” but that “the process is real, the structure is real.” 

The results from Table 6 coupled with the student reflections highlight a need for 

greater nuance in Keller’s expectancy theory, one where positive expectations are 

tempered by finer-grained evaluations. They also suggest that perceptions of affection 

should be similarly refined. Even though a majority of students in both years perceived 

the simulation to be close to reality, the reflections – when tied to the numerical 

assessment – indicate that students are critically cognisant of what could be termed 

“degrees of reality”. This implies that affection would be similarly distinguished by the 

students as they engaged with the simulation. If valid, this implication suggests that 

both affection for – and the utility of – simulations as pedagogical tools are co-



determinant. For a simulation to be pedagogically effective, affection must be built into 

the design rather than simply being seen as an outcome of the activity. 

 

Final Reflections 

 

An inherent challenge in using simulations lies in ensuring that students can write their 

own script while still achieving the intended learning objectives. To do otherwise would 

be to confine the students to a linear narrative more akin to a seminar or lecture setting. 

Given the need to find a balance between the student-generated narrative and the pre-

defined learning objectives, it is necessary to scaffold the simulation (Kempston and 

Thomas 2014). But balancing the students’ utilisation of knowledge with the 

engagement of self-directed and peer learning requires the scaffold to be flexible; one 

that promotes affection towards the exercise and encourages higher levels of learning.  

As with other MEU-type activities, these simulations were flexibly scaffolded with 

a structure designed to largely mirror the behavior of EU Council members (albeit in a 

highly condensed manner). At the same time, the students are guided in their 

discussions by faculty members in-role as the President of the European Council, the 

President of the European Commission. In 2019, we added the High Representative of 

the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, whose purpose was to add 

verisimilitude to the negotiations and act as an intellectual touchstone for students 

seeking to incorporate real-world information into the exercise. The type of guiding 

actions that faculty undertake primarily come in the form of factual reminders as well 

as encouragement to work together to achieve intended outcomes. 

Another aspect of affection is the capacity of the learning structure to foster a 

degree of cultural alignment or cohesion between the students and the pseudo-reality 

formed by the exercise. A number of studies have noted the importance of culture in 

simulations (cf. Wiggins 2012, Fowler and Pusch 2010, Hofstede and Pedersen 1999). 

A collective conclusion from these studies is that the incorporation of cultural elements 

(national or synthetic) provides students with a more immersive learning environment. 

One of the challenges for this EU-centric simulation is that most students were 

culturally removed from the social structures that underpin the institutional norms that 

govern decision-making in the Council and other institutions. This cultural disjuncture 

is addressed by the Phase 1 period; especially the webinars series. This eight-week 

period provided the students with the time to appreciate their represented-country, while 

the webinars provide them with the structure from which to ground that appreciation in 

their studies. Once the simulation commenced, students were required to consistently 

act in role in order to achieve their objectives. As Morgan (2000, 495-496) observed, 

the closer “simulations approached ‘real life’ or believable situations, the more effective 



they appeared [in overcoming cultural barriers].”13 This type of behavior underpins 

Buissink-Smith et al.’s (2011) concept of “participants beginning to develop a values 

system” that reinforces affection. 

That said, in-role behavior remains the most significant impediment to success. 

Despite assigned roles and extensive pre-exercise activities, students do find it difficult 

to accurately portray their adopted personas. The challenge remains to have the students 

themselves recognize the need provide the higher degree of verisimilitude. This would 

require the students to pursue dual objectives within the simulation. On the one hand, 

they needed to engage with the pseudo-reality of the activity in order to deepen the 

learning environment. On the other hand, the students had to engage with the narrative 

of the simulation in their assigned role. To a large extent these are mutually constituted 

role and identities. The problem is that the students’ preference the second objective 

over the first. As a result, the simulation does not necessarily approach reality but can 

be perceived to be more of academic activity.  

This gap between the reality of the activity and the reality it is designed to portray 

can have an impact on the affective learning environment. As a student wrote in the 

2018 post-simulation evaluations, “I believe that although we simulated the rules 

effectively, I don’t think the discussions were as close to what they would be in real 

life.” This was echoed by another student who concluded that “although similar 

procedures were undertaken as in real-life council meetings, many crucial factors that 

would have come up in real-life were ignored (dates, deadlines, figures, etc).” A counter 

example, where the students narrowed the gap between the real world and the 

simulation, could be seen in 2019 when Denmark was unwilling to join a European 

Army as to do so would antagonize Russia. Both sets of actions positively shaped the 

affective learning environment and provided the students with additional opportunities 

to acquire and utilize their knowledge. 

 

Conclusion 

 

This study has highlighted a number of ways by which simulations support higher (and 

lower) order learning in affective environments. In doing so, it reinforces the 

conclusions reached in other studies (Abend 2018, Colter and Ulatowski 2017) that it 
is essential to scaffold the exercise. This is particularly evidenced when the students 

drew upon the materials provided in the first phase to develop their negotiating 

positions to resolve impasses and draft the final document. Pedagogically, there is great 

depth in such behavior. Not only were the students combining what Polanyi described 

as implicit and explicit knowledge, but in blurring the lines between the real world and 

                                                      
13 Text in […] added to clarify context in article. 



the simulation they also deepened the affective learning environment in which they 

operated.  

Indeed, it is telling that students identified those who did not fully commit to this 

process as being impediments to their learning. Here the issue was not that these 

students were free-riding on the work of others per se but that, in doing so, they were 

not behaving as their real-world counterparts would. This awareness also indicates that 

most of the students were able to “adopt” the belief system presented by the simulation 

“and behave consistently with it”; the final stage of Buissink-Smith et. al’s (2011) 

affective learning model. The fact that some students did not behave in-role suggests, 

however, that the simulation’s scaffold and underlying knowledge transfer platform can 

still be improved; although it is debatable if it would ever be possible to have all the 

students completely immersed in the pseudo-reality of the simulation. 

Nevertheless, this level of engagement draws attention to the link between the 

simulation and the affective learning environment it creates. As our study indicates, 

affection is not only generated by what takes place in the simulation but what has 

happened before the exercise. As noted above, this simulation relies upon eight weeks 

of webinars designed to supplement students’ knowledge with more detailed 

information on how the Council functions decision-making processes in international 

institutions work. This is particularly necessary given that most of the students did not 

have a detailed knowledge of these issues. Although, as our student profile data indicate, 

a majority of students have visited Europe; albeit for a short time and mostly in a narrow 

band of Western European countries. This pre-existing orientation coupled with the 

immersive environment of the simulation helps to engender higher levels of affection – 

as shown in the European identity results. 

For others designing simulations, these findings warrant two, inter-related issues 

for consideration. First, it is useful to ground simulations within existing curriculum 

materials. The further removed the subject matter is from the students’ studies, the 

harder it will be to create an affective learning environment. Second, it is also necessary 

to consider the cultural and experiential bases that exist within the student population. 

This is not to argue that simulations cannot (or should not) go beyond such foundations 

but recognizes that the further afield the exercise is from the lived reality of the 

participants, the greater the need to pre-figure a scaffolded learning environment in 

order to embed the students in the pseudo-reality. 

Finally, there is an assumption within the literature that affective learning can be 

identified via a positive change in students’ behavior or responses. Our findings suggest 

that this conclusion needs to be reconsidered. On the one hand, we have three different 

types of data that support our contention that the simulation successfully established an 

affective learning environment. On the other hand, the most complex of these data sets 



shows that cumulative affection (as measured by identification) slightly decreased in 

the pre- and post-simulation periods. Buttressed by our observations and student 

feedback, we would conclude that this implies our students did learn but that the 

learning that took place represented a maturation of their affection towards the subject 

matter. In other words, before Phase 2, the students were positively-oriented towards 

the simulation topic; arising from a combination of their personal experiences, previous 

studies, and the intensive Phase 1 learning. At the end of Phase 2 they were still 

positively-oriented but – as a result of their participation in the exercise – the students 

had developed a greater appreciation of the issues as well as having been exposed to 

new learning opportunities; hence their affection moderated. The simulation was 

therefore successful in fostering an affective environment with the students developing 

a more complex awareness of the topic as a result. 

This study is not without its limitations. A key issue is the challenge of immersing 

students from diverse cultural and educational backgrounds into an unfamiliar social 

and political environment. A range of strategies can be considered to deepen the 

students’ learning experience in the future. By drawing on different exercises from 

drama and theatre studies to “warm up” the students to their task, it is possible that a 

more affective learning environment could be established. In line with the EU focus of 

the activity, these exercises could encompass a country-team Eurovision song 

competition on the night before the start of the simulation as well as similarly 

constituted quiz and bingo games on the first night. In order to help get the students 

more “in-role”, one strategy being considered for future exercises is to have them 

develop a one-page biographical sheet of their real-world counterpart. This could 

encompass not only the counterpart’s personal details but also their main policy 

positions and political affiliations. These sheets could then be shared amongst the 

students before the simulation, so that they would then relate more “in-role” to the other 

teams once the exercise commenced.  

Drawing students from diverse backgrounds together for an intense burst of 

learning takes more effort than developing regular lectures and associated learning 

activities. While this particular exercise involves an international simulation, the 

implications with respect to the development of affective learning environments are 

generalizable and transferable. What emerged from these exercises was a highly 

creative, highly affective learning environment, one that was able to fully support the 

students’ knowledge development and intended learning outcomes. 

 

Appendix 1 – Students’ Views on Europe 

2018 and 2019 Pre and Post Simulation Results 

 



2018 Pre-simulation results (N=23) 

How proud should 
Europeans be of 

Europe’s…? 

Choice Mean Median SD 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7    

Economic 
Development 

 1  2 9 8 3 
5.4 5 1.9 

Science& Technology   1  6 10 6 5.9 6 0.9 

Political Institutions   2 3 2 12 4 5.6 6 1.4 

Social Security   3 7 5 7 1 4.8 5 1.1 

Social Fairness among 
all classes 

 2 1 1 8 10 1 
5.1 5 1.3 

International Influence   2 4 4 7 6 5.5 6 1.3 

Military Power 2 3 5 3 4 5 1 4 4 1.7 

Sports Achievement  1 4 3 9 3 3 4.8 5 1.3 

Traditional Culture   2 2 3 9 7 5.7 6 1.2 

Contemporary Arts & 
Literature 

   2 3 8 10 
6.1 6 0.9 

History    3 6 9 5 5.7 6 1.0 

 

2018 Post-simulation results (N=28) 

How proud should 
Europeans be of 

Europe’s…? 

Choice 
Mean Media

n 
SD 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7    

Economic 
Development 

  1 2 11 12 2 
5.4 6 0.9 

Science& Technology    1 9 13 5 5.8 6 0.8 

Political Institutions   2 6 5 11 4 5.3 6 1.2 

Social Security   1 10 6 9 2 5 5 1.1 

Social Fairness among 
all classes 

  1 10 11 4 2 
4.9 5 1.0 

International Influence    6 9 8 5 5.4 5 1.0 

Military Power 4 4 5 4 7 4  3.6 4 1.7 

Sports Achievement   5 6 7 7 3 4.9 5 1.3 

Traditional Culture   1 3 7 6 
1
1 

5.8 6 1.2 

Contemporary Arts & 
Literature 

   3 5 9 
1
1 

6 6 1.0 

History   2 5 4 11 6 5.5 6 1.2 

 

2019 Pre-simulation results (N=20) 

How proud should 
Europeans be of 

Europe’s…? 

Choice 
Mean Media

n 
SD 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7    

Economic Development   1  3 9 7 6.05 6 1.0 

Science& Technology    3 7 7 3 5.5 5.5 0.9 

Political Institutions   3  5 8 4 5.5 6 1.2 

Social Security  3 3 3 7 4  4.3 5 1.3 



Social Fairness among 
all classes 

  1 4 6 7 2 
5.25 5 1.0 

International Influence  1  2 3 6 8 5.85 6 1.3 

Military Power 1 5 7 3 4   3.7 3.2 1.2 

Sports Achievement   1 5 4 5 5 5.4 5.5 1.2 

Traditional Culture  1  1 3 3 12 6.15 7 1.3 

Contemporary Arts & 
Literature 

    1 8 11 
6.5 7 0.6 

History   1  1 3 15 6.55 7 1.0 

 

2019 Post-simulation results (N=19) 

How proud should 
Europeans be of 

Europe’s…? 

Choice 
Mean Media

n 
SD 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7    

Economic Development    2 4 8 5 5.6 6 0.8 

Science& Technology    2 6 9 2 5.6 6 0.8 

Political Institutions   1 4 4 9 1 5.3 6 1.0 

Social Security  1 1 6 6 2 3 4.8 5 1.3 

Social Fairness among 
all classes 

1  3 5 6 4  
4.4 5 1.3 

International Influence   1 3 2 5 8 5.8 6 1.3 

Military Power  3 8 6 1 1  3.4 3 1.0 

Sports Achievement   2 3 9 2 3 5.1 5 1.1 

Traditional Culture     6 6 7 6.1 6 0.8 

Contemporary Arts & 
Literature 

  1  6 3 9 
6 6 1.1 

History    1 3 4 11 6.3 7 0.9 

 

 

Appendix 2 

 

Question 1. On a scale of 1 to 5, would you say that the event logistics were: 

5. Very well-organized   4. Well-organized   3. Neutral 

2. Poorly organized   1. Very poorly-organized 

 

Question 2. On a scale of 1 to 5, would you say that the tasks you were assigned in 

blocs during the event were: 

5. Very well-designed  4. Well-designed  3. Neutral 

2. Poorly designed   1. Very poorly designed 

 

Question 3. On a scale of 1 to 5, was the explanation of the tasks you were assigned: 

5. Very clear 4. Clear 3. Neutral 2. Unclear 1. Very unclear   

 



Question 4. The President of the European Council did: 

5. A very good job 4. A good job  3. Neutral  2. A poor job 1. A very poor job  

 

Question 5. On the Saturday evening, the organizers introduced some new 

information, which changed the nature of the negotiations on the second day. Did 

you feel that this introduction of new information: 

5. Added significantly to the enjoyment / usefulness of the event 

4. Added slightly to the enjoyment / usefulness of the event   

3. Neutral  

2. Detracted from the enjoyment / usefulness of the event 

1. Detracted significantly from the enjoyment / usefulness of the event 
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