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Dankwoord

Alhoewel mijn naam op de voorkant van deze kaft prijkt, is het niet alleen mijn
verdienste dat ik dit doctoraat tot een goed einde heb gebracht. Ik wil dan ook

graag een aantal mensen bedanken.

Geen doctoraat zonder promotoren... Peter, Vincent, en David, jullie hebben me
begeleid op een manier die bij me paste: met voldoende ruimte voor eigen inbreng
en voldoende ondersteuning bij het maken van keuzes en houden van focus. Be-
dankt om dit als een team te doen en bedankt voor alle kansen die ik van jullie heb
gekregen. Ik genoot ervan om met jullie samen te werken en om telkens opnieuw
te mogen ervaren hoe complementair jullie wel niet zijn. Ik ben blij dat onze wegen

nog niet hoeven te scheiden.

No PhD without a doctoral jury... Sven, bedankt om de rol van voorzitter op te
nemen en mijn traject met jouw kritische, constructieve blik te volgen. Simon,
thank you for boarding my PhD train very early and for always reminding me about
the bigger picture of daily teaching practice. Heidi, thank you for participating as a
member of the jury and for sharing your passion for teaching with me. Liisa, thank
you too, for participating as a member of the jury. As we have a common interest

in higher education research, I hope our paths will cross again in the future.

Geen doctoraat zonder data... Mr. Monash, voor jou geldt letterlijk dat dit boekje er
niet zou zijn zonder jou! Een speciale dankjewel om actief mee data te verzamelen
tijdens EuroSim 2017. Ook bedankt aan de studenten die aan dit proefschrift heb-
ben bijgedragen tijdens EuroSim 2016, AntwerpMUN 2016 en EuroSim 2017. In het
bijzonder bedankt aan 001, 002, 003 en 004 die toelieten dat 007 en M hun Euro-
Sim agenda nog drukker maakten en voor de openheid waarmee ze aan het onder-

zoek hebben bijgedragen.

Geen doctoraat zonder ‘critical friends’... en met een interdisciplinair project had ik
er heel wat! Pieter, jij had dan misschien niet de officiéle ‘titel’ van promotor maar
je was de ‘lijm’ - zoals je het zelf al noemde - in mijn promotorenteam. Je was
voor mij in het begin een belangrijke ‘sparring’ partner. Ook nadat je veranderde
van job liet je me niet in de steek. Tot het allerlaatste moment was je voor me
beschikbaar, ook wanneer ik tijdens het weekend voor het indienen van dit docto-
raat iemand nodig had om me terug te brengen tot de kern.

Aan alle collega’s van de GK10 en MM bedankt voor het delen van je werk of om
feedback te geven op mijn werk en op deze manier bij te dragen aan mijn leerpro-
ces tijdens speerpunt-overleggen, lunchseminaries, een tweedaagse of tijdens mijn

proefverdediging. Ook merci voor alle momenten van ventileren, de gezellige tijd



tijdens verschillende conferenties en het samen feesten (no better New year’s party
than the social sciences New Year’s party, right?!).

Aster, Jonas en Amy, mijn bureaugenootjes op de GK10, bedankt voor alle steun.
Ik weet dat ik de reisduif was op ons bureau die er soms heel vaak en soms ook
niet vaak was... maar jullie waren er steeds! Bedankt om te luisteren naar mijn
bekommernissen, me te ondersteunen in periodes van mistig zoeken naar een
focus of wanneer ik verloren dreigde te lopen in te veel data. Bedankt ook om me
‘binnen te roepen’ als ik te lang te weinig van me liet horen of zien en om me deel
te laten zijn van jullie dingen des levens: een verhuis, samenwonen, trouwen,
verbouwen, kinderen krijgen, opvoeden... Er zijn op die paar jaar heel wat mijlpalen
gepasseerd.

Dank aan de collega’s van de MM waar ik steeds mocht binnenvallen. Ik kreeg asiel
wanneer de verwarming op de GK10 was uitgevallen en genoot van de politieke
discussies tijdens de lunchpauzes (vooral als ik er dan achteraf thuis mee kon uit-
pakken...). Dank, Evelien en Sharon, voor de korte opvang die jullie me gaven op
jullie bureau en voor de fijne tijd in Boedapest en Denver. I believe it was not
mainly my initiative but, one way or the other, I always ended up taking large city
walks or even huge hikes that should take a whole day but which we managed in a

few hours.

Geen doctoraat zonder 'backup’.. Lieve vrienden en familie, dank om me elk op
jullie eigen manier te ondersteunen: soms door heel geinteresseerd te vragen wat
ik deed, hoe het was en waar ik mee bezig was; soms door even helemaal niet te
vragen hoe het was en me gewoon mezelf te laten zijn, een gezellige BBQ te hou-
den of een concert te bezoeken. Bedankt ook om in de bres te springen wanneer er
opvang nodig was voor Lisa en Roos omdat ik weer eens een volgende deadline
moest halen of naar een of andere meer of minder exotische bestemming mocht

voor een conferentie.

Geen doctoraat zonder onvoorwaardelijke steun... Mama en papa, bedankt om nooit
aan mij te twijfelen en altijd in mij te blijven geloven (en dan spreek ik niet alleen
over het proces van dit doctoraat...). Willy, bedankt om het beste in me naar boven
te halen en voor alle begrip en ondersteuning op alle mogelijke manieren. Dank om
te zijn wie jullie zijn en om mij te nemen zoals ik ben.

Lisa en Roos, mama haar boek is nu klaar. Het telt exact 182 bladzijdes. Bedankt
om steeds te vragen naar hoever ik al was, om me te inspireren, voor jullie
oneindig veel knuffels en om de cover te ontwerpen (met een heel klein beetje hulp

van papa). Nu is het feestje eindelijk daar!
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General introduction

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Over the past decades, higher education institutions have been promoting active
learning techniques because these are considered to be beneficial for student learn-
ing (Entwistle, McCune, & Hounsell, 2003). A substantial amount of active learning
environments are simulation-based, which are particularly valued for their authen-
ticity (Ellington, Gordon, & Fowlie, 1998). This authenticity is reflected in a learning
environment that resembles real-world complexity and limitations, including realis-
tic conditions such as environmental distractions, stress, and time pressure (Al-
drich, 2006; Beaubien & Baker, 2004; Herrington & Oliver, 2000). Role-play simu-
lations are a specific type of simulations frequently used in higher education learn-
ing contexts. They refer to non-computer-based simulations in which participants
take on the role of a specific actor in a predefined situation while following a set of
rules and interacting with others (Lean, Moizer, Towler, & Abbey, 2006). Such
simulations are often implemented to simulate underlying professional decision-
making processes and to introduce students into their complexity. For example,
they have been implemented to teach students about consultation skills in medical
and nursing education, or mediation processes in law education (Rethans et al.,
2012; Waters, 2016). This dissertation specifically focuses on role-play simulations

of decision-making used within political science teaching.

Role-play simulations of political decision-making imitate real-life decision-making
settings (e.g., the UN Security Council, or a national parliament) in which students
play the role of political actors (e.g., ministers, diplomats, civil servants, or lobby-
ists) and try to bring a particular issue (e.g., a piece of legislation) to a conclusion
(Boyer & Smith, 2015). The political science discipline stood at the cradle when
role-play simulations of decision-making were being implemented within higher
education learning contexts (Guetzkow, Alger, Brody, Noel, & Snyder, 1963). Since
then such simulations have grown to be the most commonly used active learning
method to teach about complex, dynamic political processes (Ishiyama, 2013;
Smith & Boyer, 1996). They are considered valuable learning environments by
students and lecturers (Giovanello, Kirk, & Kromer, 2013; Smith & Boyer, 1996;
Van Dyke, DeClair, & Loedel, 2000). However, we could identify three gaps in the
literature that studies effects of role-play simulations of political decision-making on
student learning: (1) profound empirical insights into if and how such simulations
contribute to student learning are still lacking, (2) little is known about which learn-

ing environment components define role-play simulations of political decision-

13



making and the extent to which these vary, and (3) research mainly focuses on
learning outcomes and not on the contribution of the simulation process to student

learning outcomes.

Before further elaborating on the gaps of role-play simulations of political decision-
making research, we would like to draw attention to why we focus on self-efficacy
for negotiating as the main learning outcome in this dissertation. Self-efficacy re-
fers to students’ individual beliefs that they are capable of learning and performing
actions on designated levels (Bandura, 1997). Higher education research has re-
peatedly pointed to its contribution for student learning processes and learning
outcomes by influencing motivation and engagement, self-regulation, persistence
and study success (Bandura, 1997; Kyndt et al., 2017; Pajares, 1996; Richardson,
Abraham, & Bond, 2012; Schunk & Pajares, 2005; van Dinther, Dochy, & Segers,
2011; Vermunt & Donche 2017; Zimmerman, 2000). We investigate the outcome
of self-efficacy for negotiating because participants cannot engage in role-play
simulations of political decision-making without their negotiating skills. Also, self-
efficacy fosters resilience, which is needed when negotiations run less smoothly
(Bandura, 1997; Mclntosh, 2001; Obendorf & Randerson, 2013; Spector, 2006).
With regard to self-efficacy research in higher education, we could identify three
drawbacks: (1) generalisation of self-efficacy research findings is limited because
the relationship between the hypothesized sources and self-efficacy is largely influ-
enced by contextual factors, (2) most empirical research is of a cross-sectional
nature with little attention for intra-individual differences in self-efficacy develop-
ment, and (3) research only recently pointed to rather complex processes in which
students consider information from multiple sources when evaluating their self-

efficacy beliefs.

In short, this dissertation focuses on the learning outcome of self-efficacy for nego-
tiating in role-play simulations of political decision-making, which is a topic that lies
at the nexus of political science teaching and educational psychology research. In
the following paragraphs, we first elaborate on investigating student learning out-
comes in role-play simulations of political decision-making, of which we also discuss
the gaps. Next, we more thoroughly underpin our choice for self-efficacy for nego-
tiating as main learning outcome in this dissertation. Further, we discuss identified
drawbacks regarding the field of self-efficacy research in higher education. Finally,

we present the contributions and outline of this dissertation.
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General introduction

Investigating student learning outcomes in role-play simulations

of political decision-making

So far, advocates of the use of role-play simulations of political decision-making
make a number of claims: simulations are argued to have a positive effect on study
results (Raymond & Usherwood, 2013), learning regarding the self (Druckman &
Ebner, 2013), skills such as critical thinking, negotiating, presenting and public
speaking (Schnurr, De Santo, & Green, 2014), affective learning in terms of empa-
thy and appreciation for the complexity of the real world (Druckman & Ebner,
2013), motivation (Raymond & Usherwood, 2013), and different types of interest
(Schnurr et al., 2014). Mariani and Glenn (2014) even argued that these simula-
tions might generate some of the same benefits similar to participating in an in-
ternship. Above all, such simulations are very much appreciated by teachers and
students exactly because of the degree of ‘real-world’-experience they provide (Van
Dyke et al., 2000). However, literature that empirically tests the impact of role-
play simulations of political decision-making on student learning outcomes is scarce
and rather underdeveloped. For example, many studies remain descriptive and
anecdotal (e.g., Jozwiak, 2013; Elias, 2014). Researchers have been experiencing
difficulties to capture simulation’s effects, which shows in findings remaining incon-
clusive regarding simulation’s benefits (e.g., Bernstein, 2008; Raymond, 2010).
More specifically, studies that investigate simulation’s effect on the level of student
perceptions conclude that simulations are highly valued and perceived as beneficial
(e.g., Andonova & Mendoza-Castro, 2008; Jozwiak, 2013). However, where re-
search using self-report measures evaluates simulations’ learning outcomes tenta-
tively positively (e.g., Biziouras, 2013; Jozwiak, 2013; Shellman & Turan, 2006),
studies about the effect of simulations on objective achievement outcomes, such as
grades on quizzes and exams, remain rather sceptical (e.g., Krain & Lantis, 2006;
Raymond, 2010). The emphasis on objective outcomes seems to result in current
research predominantly focusing on cognitive learning outcomes (e.g., knowledge),
and to a far lesser extent on affective (e.g., motivation, self-efficacy) and regula-
tive learning outcomes (e.g., self-directive behaviour) (Pintrich, 1994; Vermunt &
Vermetten, 2004).

Inconsistency of findings thus far has been approached as an issue of research
design and operationalization. For example, Baranowski and Weir (2015) advocate
including other than general education learning outcome measures (e.g., grades)
and applying more pre- and post-measurement designs, and more quasi-

experimental research designs to investigate simulations’ effectiveness. Such de-
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signs would indeed illuminate more thoroughly the final outcomes of simulations.
However, the downside of such research designs is that only a very limited set of
variables can be controlled for and a limited amount of key variables can be ad-
dressed. Moreover, alongside methodological rigour, research designs should not
ignore contextual features that might play a role in inconsistencies. The influence of
different components of the learning environment should not be underestimated
when probing into student learning processes and outcomes (Biggs, 1993; Baker &
Delacruz, 2016; Dinsmore & Alexander, 2012). For example, simulation design
could vary in size and duration, the type of participating students might differ, and
different preparatory activities might be included. So far, a comprehensive over-
view of variation in learning environment components that shape role-play
simulations of political decision-making and how these relate to student learning

outcomes is lacking.

Aiming to grasp simulations’ effects, we have to take into account that - next to a
certain real-world degree - simulations are characterised by human agency (e.g.,
actions and choices driven by participants) and dynamism (e.g., the potential simu-
lations have to flow in unscripted and unexpected directions) (Wright-Maley, 2015).
Teachers, who have been using simulations for some time, have been experiencing
that each time the same simulation is conducted participants initiate different in-
teractions and behaviour, and thus generate different processes and simulation
outcomes (Usherwood, 2015). The complex and unpredictable nature of the simu-
lation process implies that more attention should be given to how and why simu-

lation participants vary in their learning process and learning outcomes.

Educational research usually distinguishes between three general learning activities
and resulting learning outcomes: cognitive, affective, and regulative learning out-
comes (Pintrich, 1994; Vermunt & Vermetten, 2004). Cognitive learning outcomes
are results of those thinking activities that directly lead to learning in terms of
knowledge, understanding, skills and so on. Affective learning outcomes are the
results of feelings that arise during learning and that create an emotional state that
may positively, neutrally, or negatively affect the learning process. Both cognitive
and affective activities are directed by regulating activities that indirectly lead to
learning results, such as the ability to monitor and, when needed, to adjust the
learning process (Vermunt & Vermetten, 2004). Contrary to current research that
studies role-play simulations of political decision-making — which mainly focuses on
cognitive learning outcomes - this dissertation includes affective learning out-

comes to capture student learning during the simulation process for several rea-
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General introduction

sons. First, within higher education research affective learning outcomes have in-
creased in importance because they are largely associated with the learning pro-
cess and both, cognitive and regulative, learning outcomes (Vermunt & Donche,
2017). Second, research shows they are strongly related to academic achievement
(Donche, De Maeyer, Coertjens, Van Daal, & Van Petegem, 2013; Richardson et al.,
2012; Rotgans & Schmidt, 2012). Third, affective learning outcomes refer to stu-
dent’s perspective on the feelings that arise during learning, such as motivation,
interest or self-efficacy (Vermunt & Vermetten, 2004). Consequently, measuring
affective learning outcomes allows capturing the student learning process, in which
objective outcome measures fall short. Considering affective learning outcomes
encompass several related but distinguishable motivational concepts, such as moti-
vation, interest, and self-efficacy, further reducing of the learning outcome variable

is needed.

Self-efficacy for negotiating as learning outcome

Self-efficacy refers to students’ individual beliefs that they are capable of learning
and performing actions on designated levels (Bandura, 1997). Higher education
research has repeatedly pointed to its contribution for student learning processes
and learning outcomes by influencing motivation and engagement, self-regulation,
persistence and study success (Bandura, 1997; Kyndt et al., 2017; Pajares, 1996;
Richardson et al., 2012; Schunk & Pajares, 2005; van Dinther et al., 2011; Ver-
munt & Donche 2017; Zimmerman, 2000). Overall, self-efficacy is considered a key
motivation construct that improves competence and future actions (Murphy & Alex-
ander, 2000; Schunk & Pajares, 2005). More specifically, students with a higher
level of self-efficacy will persist longer and show more resilience when encountering
difficulties (Bandura, 1997; Cassidy, 2015; Lee et al., 2013; Lent, Brown, & Larkin,
1986; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991; Pajares, 1996;
Wright, Jenkins-Guarnieri, & Murdock, 2012). Less self-efficacious students, in
contrary, may procrastinate and not initiate the required effort needed to achieve
certain goals (Honicke & Broadbent, 2016; Komarraju & Nadler, 2013; Vogel &
Human-Vogel, 2016; Waschle, Allgaier, Lachner, Fink, & Nickles, 2014). Next to its
significant contribution to self-regulation (Panadero, 2017; Zimmerman, 2000),
self-efficacy relates to learning strategies students use being positively associated
with deep learning; and it is supportive for creating effective environments for
learning, such as finding effective study partners (Diseth, 2011; Honicke & Broad-
bent, 2016; Fenollar, Roman, & Cuestas, 2007; Liem, Lau, & Nie, 2008; Schunk &
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DiBenedetto, 2016; Vermunt & Donche, 2017). Findings repeatedly point to the
strong relationship between self-efficacy, motivation, and academic achievement
(Honicke & Broadbent, 2016; Kyndt et al., 2017; Richardson et al., 2012; Robbins
et al., 2004). Considering that self-efficacy relates to several generic competences
that are also beneficial for students’ future working life career (e.g., persistence,
engagement, self-regulation), higher education institutions should focus more on
fostering self-efficacy development (Strijbos, Engels, & Struyven, 2015; Granziera
& Perera, 2019; van Dinther et al., 2011).

Self-efficacy is a suitable learning outcome to investigate the context of the simula-
tion process because it is a dynamic motivational construct that is susceptible to
change and that fluctuates over time (Bandura, 1997; Cassidy & Eachus, 2002;
Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016; Tang, Addison, LaSure-Bryant, & Norman, 2004). In
this dissertation, we focus on self-efficacy for negotiating. With regard to learn-
ing outcomes of role-play simulations of political decision-making, negotiating skills
are often considered as key skills because these are essential for participants to
engage in such simulations (MclIntosh, 2001; Obendorf & Randerson, 2013). Stu-
dents wouldn’t be able to make their point or contribute to the simulation in gen-
eral without using their negotiating skills. In political science simulation literature
the following skills are implicitly connected to these negotiating skills: participants
practice oral communication skills, public speaking, and also more complex nego-
tiation skills, such as arguing and debating issues, coalition formation, and the art
of diplomacy (Crossley-Frolick, 2010; Elias, 2014; Obendorf & Randerson, 2013).
In general, negotiating can be defined as “a unique form of social interaction that
incorporates argumentation, and information exchange into reaching agreements
and working out future interdependence” (Roloff, Putnam, & Anastasiou,
2003:804). Negotiating processes can lead to positive sum outcomes but also to
situations of deadlock, in which negotiators experience difficulties - as strategies
have been attempted and rejected — and which could lead to no outcome at all. In
such cases, resilience and the ability to bounce back from impasses become crucial
(Spector, 2006). Self-efficacy contributes to persistence, resilience, and conquering
difficulties (Bandura, 1997; Cassidy, 2015; Pajares, 1996), which is needed during
negotiating (Spector, 2006). Therefore, self-efficacy for negotiating is a relevant

outcome to focus on.

Bandura (1997) hypothesized that such beliefs derive from four primary sources:
(1) students evaluating their previous experiences (successes or failures) and using

these interpretations as indicators for what they believe they can or cannot do
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General introduction

(mastery experience); (2) students observing, evaluating and comparing other
students’ performances to their own capabilities (vicarious experience); (3) stu-
dents receiving evaluative feedback, judgments, and appraisals about their perfor-
mance from significant others (social persuasion); and (4) students interpreting
their physiological arousal (e.g., heart rate) and emotional reactions (e.g., anxiety)
as informative for their perceived self-efficacy (physiological/emotional state).
These four sources provide information that influence self-efficacy development, in
conjunction with a cognitive appraisal of that information. Overall, the importance
of self-efficacy has to date not been given ample attention within the political sci-
ence teaching and learning research field. Research in the field of education and in
particular in medical and nursing education is more elaborated. Results have al-
ready shown that role play-simulations foster several sources of self-efficacy and
enhance students’ self-efficacy (Egenberg, @ian, Eggebg, Arsenovic, & Bru, 2016;
Stroben et al., 2016; Watters et al., 2015). Role-play simulations used within polit-
ical science teaching and learning might also include these sources and therefore

foster self-efficacy.

In general, for three reasons, our understanding about which aspects influence
self-efficacy development in what way can be considered as rather incipient (Usher
& Pajares, 2008). First, most higher education self-efficacy research focuses on
learning contexts of mathematics, science, or engineering, of which generalisation
of findings is limited because the relationship between the hypothesized sources
and self-efficacy is largely influenced by contextual factors (Bandura, 1997;
Klassen & Usher, 2010; Usher & Pajares, 2008). This results in a domain- or con-
text-sensitivity of self-efficacy development (Ahn, Bong, & Kim, 2017). Second,
most empirical research on self-efficacy is of a cross-sectional nature, focusing on
groups of students with little attention for intra-individual differences in self-
efficacy development. However, self-efficacy theory describes self-efficacy from an
individual perspective referring to people’s own beliefs about their capabilities
(Usher & Pajares, 2008). Third, recent research findings point to not just linear
relationships between sources and self-efficacy development but to rather com-
plex processes in which students consider information from multiple sources

when evaluating their self-efficacy beliefs (Usher, Ford, Li, & Weidner, 2018).

Contributions and outline of this dissertation

The main aim of this dissertation is twofold. First, it aims to obtain a deeper under-

standing of which learning environment components define role-play simulations of
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political decision-making. Gaining a more comprehensive understanding about
simulation’s learning environment components contributes to theory building on
this specific learning context. Also, it facilitates more accurately designing and
investigating these simulations in the future. Second, it aims to increase insights
into how the interplay of self-efficacy sources shape self-efficacy for negotiating
development, in the specific context of role-play simulations of political decision-
making. Increasing our understanding of which sources contribute to self-efficacy
development in what way is crucial for further self-efficacy theory building. Further,
it is important for our understanding of the simulation dynamics, which again con-
tributes to more accurately studying and designing role-play simulations of political

decision-making in the future.

Two overarching research questions are central in this dissertation: ‘Which learning
environment components characterise role-play simulations of political decision-
making?’ (RQ1), and ‘How do role-play simulations of political decision-making
contribute to the development of self-efficacy for negotiating as learning outcome?’
(RQ2). This dissertation includes four studies, of which each study contributes to
answering both research questions®. Figure 1 presents an overview of the four

studies.

Role-play simulation of

Study 3 & 4 political Study 3 & 4"
decision-making

Student Learning

features Outcomes

Study 2°

Y
Study 1
*Study 2 focuses on affective learning outcomes; “*study 3 & 4 focus on self-efficacy for negotiating

Figure 1. Schematic overview of studies

Study 1: Looking at role-play simulations of political decision-making in higher
education through a contextual lens: A state-of-the-art

In the first study, we present a systematic literature review to map variation in
learning environment components of already investigated role-play simulations of
political decision-making (Figure 1). Additionally, we examine the extent to which
research about the effects of such simulations on student learning outcomes al-

ready has taken learning environment components into account. The main aim is to
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General introduction

uncover variation in learning environment components and in research practices
with regard to the inclusion of learning environment components when investigat-

ing student learning outcomes.

Study 2: Student diversity in a cross-continental EU-simulation: Exploring variation
in affective learning outcomes among political science students

In study 2, we measure learning outcomes in a more encompassing way by explor-
ing student variation in the following affective learning outcomes: motivation, in-
terest, and self-efficacy. Previously in higher education learning contexts validated
questionnaires tapping motivation, interest, and self-efficacy are applied in the
context of a four-day cross-continental European Union-simulation. We also explore
the extent to which participants of such simulations vary on these affective learning
outcomes (Figure 1). Using a cross-sectional design, the first aim is to explore if
the concepts of motivation, interest, and self-efficacy can be measured validly as
separate constructs in the context of role-play simulations of political decision-
making. The second aim is to explore student variation in these affective learning

outcomes.

Study 3: Explaining self-efficacy development in an authentic higher education
learning context of role-play simulations of political decision-making

In study 3, we expand our research to the simulation process by focusing on how
self-efficacy for negotiating develops over the time period of a four-day Model Unit-
ed Nations-simulation (Figure 1). Therefore, we use a longitudinal quantitative
design. Taking into account how social sources foster self-efficacy development,
this study includes the explanatory factor of perceived student cohesiveness - i.e.,
the extent to which students know, help, and support one another -, next to other
individual characteristics. To repeatedly measure self-efficacy for negotiating, the
same scale as in study 2 is used. The aim is to not only increase insights into if but
also how role-play simulations of political decision-making contribute to the devel-

opment of self-efficacy for negotiating.

Study 4: Unravelling sources of self-efficacy for negotiating in role-play simulations
of political decision-making: A longitudinal in-depth case study

Building on the insights of study 3, study 4 focuses again on the development of
self-efficacy for negotiating throughout the simulation process but this time more
in-depth by applying a longitudinal qualitative design (Figure 1). We conduct a
single holistic case study over the time period of a four-day European Union-

simulation. We focus on the four hypothesized sources (Bandura, 1997), possible
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additional sources, contextual sources, and their interplay. This study aims to illu-
minate which sources are present and how their interplay contributes to self-

efficacy for negotiating development.

The four studies are described in separate chapters. The final chapter of this disser-
tation summarizes the main findings of the different studies and discusses this
dissertation’s outcomes. In addition, we discuss limitations of the chosen approach,

avenues for future research, and the implications for educational practice.

Notes:
[1] This dissertation is a collection of related articles. Each chapter is written to be

read on its own, and therefore overlap between chapters is inevitable.
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making in higher education through a contextual lens:

A state-of-the-art

This chapter is based on:

Duchatelet, D., Gijbels, D., Bursens, P., Donche, V, & Spooren, P. (2019).
Looking at role-play simulations of political decision-making in higher education

through a contextual lens: A state-of-the-art. Educational Research Review, 27,
126-139. doi: 10.1016/j. edurev.2019.03. 002.
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STUDY 1 Looking at role-play simulations of political decision-
making in higher education through a contextual lens: A state-of-
the-art

Abstract

Researchers have been struggling to capture the learning outcomes of role-play simulations of
political decision-making, which shows in inconsistencies in findings. In this systematic review
study we argue that research designs should not ignore the contextual features of these simu-
lations. This review aims: (1) to comprehensively map variation in learning environment com-
ponents, and (2) to increase insights into their relationship with learning outcomes. A system-
atic search in SSCI and ERIC databases yielded 36 studies that were eligible. The following
learning environment components were comprehensively mapped: simulation features (struc-
ture and agency), student characteristics, the broader learning context, and learning outcomes.
Findings reveal that more than half of the studies investigate learning outcomes without taking
any other learning environment component into account. Learning outcomes have never been
studied in relation to the simulation structure or the broader learning context. Findings are

discussed with regard to avenues for future research.
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Introduction

Simulation-based learning environments are valued because they are considered to
be rich, authentic learning environments (Ellington et al., 1998). Their authenticity
is reflected in a learning environment that resembles real-world complexity and
limitations, including realistic conditions such as environmental distractions, stress,
and time pressure (Aldrich, 2006; Beaubien & Baker, 2004; Herrington & Oliver,
2000). Role-play simulations are a specific type of simulation frequently used in
higher education learning contexts. They refer to non-computer-based simulations
in which participants take on the role of a specific actor in a predefined situation
while following a set of rules and interacting with others (Lean et al., 2006). Such
simulations are increasingly implemented in the specific learning context of political
decision-making, in which students are assigned roles within socio-political pro-
cesses and expected to act as real political actors (Boyer & Smith, 2015). Over the
past decades, such role-play simulations have become the most commonly used
active learning method to teach about complex, dynamic political processes
(Ishiyama, 2013; Smith & Boyer, 1996). They are considered valuable learning
environments and highly appreciated by students and lecturers (Giovanello et al.,
2013; Smith & Boyer, 1996; Van Dyke et al., 2000) because they are known for
being related to domain-specific skills, such as political efficacy (Mariani & Glenn,
2014), but also to more generic skills, such as oral communication skills (Obendorf
& Randerson, 2013).

To date, researchers have been struggling to capture the learning outcomes of
role-play simulations of political decision-making, as seen in research findings being
inconclusive regarding simulations’ benefits (Biziouras, 2013; Duchatelet, Bursens,
Donche, Gijbels, & Spooren, 2018; Raymond, 2010). The difficulty in capturing
learning outcomes has mostly been dealt with as an issue of research design and
operationalization. For example, Baranowski and Weir (2015) conclude their review
about the effects of role-play simulations of political decision-making with a call for
more methodological rigour. They advocate including not simply general education
learning outcome measures (e.g., grades) and applying more pre- and post-
measurement designs, and more quasi-experimental research designs to investi-

gate simulations’ effectiveness.

Alongside methodological rigour, we argue that research designs should not ignore
contextual features that might play a role in inconsistencies. The influence of dif-

ferent components of the learning environment should not be underestimated when
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probing into student learning processes and outcomes (Biggs, 1993; Baker & Dela-
cruz, 2016; Dinsmore & Alexander, 2012). Therefore, this review focuses on the
learning environment of role-play simulations of political decision-making. It wants
to comprehensively map variation in learning environment components; e.g., which
aspects of the simulation can be distinguished? Also, it wants to increase insights
into the relationships of simulations’ learning environment components with stu-
dent learning outcomes; e.g., are simulations of a certain size more or less often
reported with regard to certain learning outcomes? This review study applies a
systematic search to probe into the learning environment of already investigated
role-play simulations of political decision-making in order to answer the following

research questions:

RQ1 Which learning environment components and learning outcomes of used role-
play simulations of political decision-making can be defined?
RQ2 Which relationships between simulations’ learning environment components

and their learning outcomes can be defined?

Theoretical background

This section first clarifies what exactly characterises role-play simulations, with a
focus on role-play simulations of political decision-making. We distinguish role-play
simulations from related phenomena. In addition, we broaden the perspective from
specific simulation features to commonly accepted learning environment compo-
nents of higher education learning environments in order to be able to comprehen-

sively map role-play simulations of political decision-making.

Simulations are generally grouped into two broad categories: (1) model-based
simulations on the construction of the theoretical model of a system, mostly used
in the sciences and engineering to experiment and test hypotheses (e.g., cruise
control simulation), and (2) experiential simulations that offer environments that
simplify reality and allow learning in a risk-free environment (e.g., fire fighting
training simulations) (Landriscina, 2013; Sauvé, Renaud, & Kaufman, 2010). Role-
play simulations of political decision-making belong to the second group of simula-

tions.

The most important feature of all simulations is that they are based on the imita-
tion of a system or situation (Landriscina, 2013; Sauvé et al., 2010). Each simula-
tion includes a certain degree of verisimilitude, which implies that the simulation is

a valid representation of reality in a structured but simplified way (Ellington et al.,
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1998; Sauvé et al., 2010; Wright-Maley, 2015). Role-play simulations refer to a
particular type of simulation characterised by participants taking on the role of a
specific actor in a particular situation (Lean et al., 2006). During role-play simula-
tions of political decision-making participants experience the process of taking
decisions in the field of policy-making. They are assigned roles within these socio-
political processes and are expected to act as real political actors (Boyer & Smith,
2015).

In general, each simulation needs to be featured by dynamism and outcome varia-
bility (Ellington et al., 1998; Sauvé et al., 2010), which refers to the potential
simulations have to flow in unscripted and unexpected directions (Wright-Maley,
2015). For example, in the case of role-play simulations of political decision-
making, teachers have experienced that the simulation process as well as its out-
come varies from iteration to iteration even when the same students have partici-
pated in the same simulation more than once (Usherwood, 2015). Simulations’
dynamism and outcome variability are generated by sequential decisions that de-
termine participants’ actions; and are considered to be a product of a certain de-
gree of human agency combined with the structure provided by the simulation
environment (Chin, Dukes, & Gamson, 2009; Wright-Maley, 2015). Human agency
in a simulation-based learning environment refers to the choices that participants
make within the simulation’s boundaries. Structure refers to this simulation envi-
ronment in which participants operate, of which some elements are stable and
others can be influenced by the actions taken by participants (Chin et al., 2009).
Generally, we can define two types of decisions: (1) some decisions will relate to
participants’ individual choices (agency), while (2) other decisions will be con-
strained by the various elements of the simulation environment (structure) (Chin et
al., 2009; Leigh & Spindler, 2004; Wright-Maley, 2015). Within role-play simula-
tions of political decision-making, a participant could make decisions based on the
interest of the country or party he/she is representing (agency), or based on reali-
ty-based rules (e.g., voting rules) or procedures (e.g., minority block) (structure).
We consider voting rules - such as qualified majority voting - to be stable envi-
ronmental features, while procedural features — such as forging coalition or block-
ing minorities - to be flexible features because these are shaped by participants’

actions.
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Figure 1. Distinction between Simulations, Games, and Role-plays

Figure 1 visualises how related phenomena of simulations, role-plays and games
can be distinguished. As depicted, verisimilitude is an essential feature of simula-
tions. It also shows how a given amount of structure (X-axis) and human agency
(Y-axis) shape the degree of dynamism and outcome variability, which need to be
included in simulation-based learning environments. When designing simulations,
the greatest challenge is to find the right balance between structure and agency
(Chin et al., 2009). An inaccurate balance could hinder verisimilitude. For example,
when too much structure limits participants’ options to choose from or when too
little structure allows participants to deviate from real-world processes. Usually,
more structure means less human agency. However, when real-world features
come into play, the balance between structure and agency should always be inter-
preted in the light of less or more verisimilitude. For example, flight simulations
include a highly structured environment that fosters a high degree of human agen-
cy. This results in participants having the possibility to conduct many alternative
actions and to receive dynamic feedback, which resembles a full range of ‘real-life’
options driving participants’ decision-making (Hays, Jacobs, Prince, & Salas, 1992).
Compared to simulation outcomes, game outcomes are considered to be less dy-
namic and more quantifiable (winning - losing) as choices of participants are re-
stricted by the games’ design (Ellington et al., 1998; Wright-Maley, 2015). For
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example, the prisoner’s dilemma game includes far less structure and agency be-
cause, in its basic form, only one decision needs to be made: ‘Am I going to rat out
my partner in crime or not?’ (Asal, 2005). Including dynamism in simulation-games
often results in more complexly structured designs that are computer-based; e.g.,
computer-based leadership simulation-games that have been developed to train
leadership skills such as balance power, tension, ideas, and work (Aldrich, 2003).
Considering such skills are rather complex and difficult to concretise, simulation-
games need to invest in a structure, often computer-based, that provides partici-
pants enough agency and sufficient options for decision-making. Role-play simula-
tions do not put excessive demands on the simulation structure. To enable dyna-
mism it is usually sufficient to include reality-based rules and procedures, and let
the actors play their roles. Well-known and well-spread role-play simulations are
Model United Nations simulations, which simulate existing UN bodies (e.g., the
Security Council) and in which participants apply the rules of debating when repre-
senting a UN member or observer state (Obendorf & Randerson, 2013). Their reali-
ty-based features make them different from less structured role-plays in which
participants act from prescribed roles, such as Korean War (Krebs, 2009). Such
role-plays are usually characterised by less agency as participants should stick to
their script and not engage dynamically in events when the role-play progresses
(Wright-Maley, 2015).

To conclude, we consider it important to point out that the different phenomena are
not easy to differentiate from each other. They can appear in their ‘pure’ form but
also in many varying blended forms. The distinction between role-plays, games and
simulations should therefore be considered as a continuum rather than as complete

separate categories (Wright-Maley, 2015).

So far, we have defined structure and agency as essential features of a simulation
in order to foster verisimilitude, and a substantial amount of dynamism and out-
come variability. Probing into role-play simulations of political decision-making
through a contextual lens, these features contribute to the first learning environ-
ment component: simulation features. Similar to other learning contexts in higher
education, other components that contribute to the (simulation-based) learning
environment are: student characteristics, the broader learning context that might
embed the simulation, and the type of learning outcomes that is focused on: cogni-
tive (e.g., knowledge, understanding, skills), affective (e.g., motivation, interest,

self-efficacy, engagement), and/or regulative learning outcomes (e.g., self-
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reflection, self-regulation) (Biggs, 1993; Pintrich, 1994; Richardson et al., 2012;
Vermunt & Donche, 2017).

Method
Literature search

A literature search in the electronic databases Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI)
and ERIC (Ebsco) was carried out to identify relevant peer reviewed journal arti-
cles. In current research, the term ‘simulation’ is frequently interchanged with
others such as role-play and games (Landriscina, 2013; Wright-Maley, 2015). A
thesaurus search resulted in the use of the following keywords: ‘simulation’, ‘role-
playing’, and ‘educational games’. As role-play simulations of political decision-
making are primarily used in comparative politics and international relations (Bar-
anowski & Weir, 2015), each of the keywords was separately combined with ‘inter-
national relations’, ‘politics’, and ‘political science’. Over the past decades the use
of such simulations has specifically emerged within the field of European studies
(Brunazzo & Settembri, 2015), which is why each of the keywords were also sepa-
rately combined with ‘European studies’. The searches covered the years 1970 -
2016 in both databases, since research on the quality of simulations of political
decision-making gained importance in the 1970s (Greenblat, 1973). The final out-
comes were as follows: SSCI 1695 references and ERIC 461 references. After re-
moving doubles, 1722 unique references were subjected to initial review. An over-

view of the results of the literature search is given in Table 1.
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Table 1 Overview of literature search

Search terms SSCI ERIC (Ebsco)
Simulation & international relations 121 70
Simulation & politics 258 88
Simulation & political science 140 126
Simulation & European studies 466 3
Role-playing & international relations 91 24
Role-playing & politics 365 38
Role-playing & political science 60 50
Role-playing & European studies 156 1
Educational games & international relations 6 15
Educational games & politics 17 28
Educational games & political science 5 17
Educational games & European studies 10 1
Total 1695 461
Overall total 2156
Selection

To include studies in the synthesis relevant to the review questions, a specific set
of inclusion criteria was used. Table 2 visualises the selection procedure using the
PRISMA flow diagram (Moher, Liberati, Tetzlaff, Altman, & Group, 2009). The first
author screened all journal articles on three categories of criteria: general criteria,
simulation features and simulation content. With regard to the general criteria,
studies were included when (a) applied in higher education, (b) published in peer-

reviewed journals, and (c) published in English.

As this review focuses specifically on role-play simulations, studies were included
when (d) focusing on role-play simulations, in which participants act out their roles
either as unitary actors or as teams. Studies including educational games in which
students play ‘themselves’ were excluded (e.g., Asal, Sin, Fahrenkopf, & She,
2014). Included studies needed to (e) feature verisimilitude by simulating real-
world contexts (setting, organisation, actor), real-world processes (policy area,
decision-making process) or both. Role-plays or games that could not be consid-
ered as simulations because they include a combination of fictional countries and

non-realistic processes were excluded (e.g., Dingli, Khalfey, Leston-Bandeira,
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2013). Selected simulations needed to (f) include human agency, which for this
review is defined by face-to-face contact, and only peripheral computer use (when
applicable). Because of their discernible contextual features simulations that are
mainly computer-based or mostly take place online were excluded (e.g., Lay &
Smarick, 2006; Raymond, 2010).

Focusing on role-play simulations of political decision-making, articles were includ-
ed when simulation content is (g) focusing on decision-making processes of public
or foreign policy including permanently established political settings. Simulations
including historical enactments, election processes, or negotiations not directly
leading to public or foreign policy were excluded (e.g., Coffey, Miller, & Feuerstein,
2011; Gorton & Havercroft, 2012; Nance, Suder, & Hall, 2016). Finally, studies
needed to (i) report on student /earning outcomes. Studies including purely anec-
dotal content, vague opinions or focusing solely on perceptions about the simula-
tion environment without reporting influences on student learning were omitted
(e.g., Brunazzo & Settembri, 2015; Giovanello et al., 2013; Taylor, 1971).

The selection was conducted in several steps. In each step, all studies that clearly
did not meet one of the inclusion criteria were excluded. When in doubt about a
study, the reference was retained until the next step. Peer-debriefing sessions with
all authors involved in this study, discussing the appropriateness with regard to the
inclusion criteria, confirmed or rejected inclusion of studies. After conducting all

steps, the final selection consisted of thirty-six primary studies.

Table 2 Selection procedure using the PRISMA 2009 Flow Diagram (Moher et al.,
2009)

Identification Records identified through database searching:
SSCI (n = 1695)
ERIC (n = 461)

Records after duplicates removed: n = 1722

Screening Records screened on title and abstract: n = 1722
Records excluded: n = 1529
Eligibility Full text articles assessed for eligibility: n = 193

General criteria

Simulation features

Simulation content

Records excluded with reasons: n = 157
Inclusion Studies included in content analysis: N = 36
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Procedure and analysis

Next to the previously described systematic search, this review uses a narrative
approach to analyse publications in the field. Providing the opportunity to reveal in-
depth information a narrative review is suitable to highlight a holistic understanding
of a phenomenon (Pawson, 2002), in this case the learning environment of role-
play simulations of political decision-making. Following close reading, relevant
paragraphs were subject to content analysis with NVivo 11. Coding was both de-
ductive and inductive. Deductive coding followed the four previously mentioned
groups of simulation features, student characteristics, broader learning context,
and learning outcomes. Within these codes, paragraphs were further labelled with a
code in an inductive way, which allowed detailed mapping of the learning environ-
ment components of role-play simulations of political decision-making. In a next
step, categories were analysed beyond the individual studies in order to integrate
the different findings and specifying content of the different learning environment
components (RQ1). Third, various queries were conducted to detect patterns in
which specific learning environment components could be connected to certain
learning outcomes (RQ2). In a final step, a cross-case analysis resulted in a typolo-

gy of studies.

Results
Sample descriptive

The selected studies encompass research conducted between 1974 and 2016. Most
studies focus on simulations within US higher education learning contexts (81%).
Three studies refer to a mixed student sample of European and US students (8%).
Only four studies relate to European higher education learning contexts (11%),
which weren’t found prior to 2010. While twenty-six studies make use of role-play
simulations of political decision-making within undergraduate level courses (72%),
six studies report on a simulation with mixed level students (17%), and only one
article includes a graduate course simulation (3%). Two articles do not clarify the
educational level of participating students (6%). The number of publications that
report on learning outcomes of simulations clearly increases over the past decades,

as depicted in Table 3.

Sample characteristics show inconsistency in the operationalization of simulations’
learning outcomes, an issue that has already been addressed by Baranowski and

Weir (2015). All studies refer to empirical data collection using course elements,

33



Study 1

pre-test, post-test or a combined research design. Course elements include those
observations and assignments directly related to the course such as student feed-
back, reflection papers, and exam grades. During the 1990s the first attempt at
data triangulation emerges when combining the use of course elements with a
post-measurement. After that time research methods become scattered. Over the
years, there is no clear trend towards one specific measurement design. Even dur-
ing the last decade, over one third of the studies solely report about the analysis of
course elements (observations, assignments) and does not triangulate research

findings.
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Table 3 Overview of articles over time (Niota =36)

A state-of-the-art

Course-elements Post Pre + post C + post C + pre +
(© post
1970 - Bertsch &
1979 Feste (1974)
1980 - Foster et al.
1989 (1980)
Hazleton &
Mahurin
(1986)""°
1990 - Chernotsky
1999 (1990)
Lowry
(1999)"
2000 - Frederking Ripley et al. Bernstein Andonova & Baranowski
2009 (2005) (2009)° (2008) Mendoza- (2006)
Rackaway & Zaino & Jones Castro
Goertzen (2008)°  Mulligan (2008)™*° (2008)
Wallin (2005)" (2009)° Ciliotta-
Rubery &
Levy (2000)
Galatas
(2006)
2010 - Crossley-Frolick Baranowski Biziouras DiCicco Elias (2014)"
2016 (2010) & Weir (2013) (2014) Jozwiak
Levintova & (2010) Cowley & Kalaf-Hughes  (2013)
Mueller (2015) Stuart & Mills Levintova et
Mathews & (2015)" (2016) al. (2011)
LaTronica-Herb Jones & Osgood et al.
(2013) Bursens (2012)
Obendorf & (2015)™° Rinfret &
Randerson Mariani & Pautz (2015)
(2013)" Glenn (2014)

Rinfret (2012)
Sands & Shelton
(2010)

Taylor (2011)

Rinz
(2015)"°

Course-elements - those observations and assignments directly related to the course (C), Post
- post-test, Pre — pre-test; “ European sample; ** Mixed sample; ° Mixed student level; °° Grad-

uate student level; “ No student level reported
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Which learning environment components and learning outcomes of used

role-play simulations of political decision-making can be defined? (RQ1)

A summarized overview of reported learning environment components is presented
in Table 4. An exhaustive overview that connects these findings to each article can
be found in Appendix 1. In this section, we discuss the most important findings for
the following learning environment components: simulation features (structure and

agency), student characteristics, broader learning context, and learning outcomes.
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Simulation features: structure

With regard to simulation features, we found three aspects that contribute to simu-
lations’ structure: simulation design, simulation programme, and the amount of
teacher involvement. These aspects are ‘stable’ features of simulations’ structure
and cannot be influenced by participants’ actions. We found no aspects that re-

ferred to simulations’ ‘flexible’ structure.

Table 5 Detailed overview of variation in simulation design (Nita = 36)

Context Setting Type Size Duration
International European Union Course- <15 (n =2) 1 class (n = 5)
relations (n=6) embedded 15-35 Several classes
(n=18) United Nations (n =29) (n=17) (n =18)
EU studies (n=7) Extracurricular 35 - 70 1 day (n =4)
(n=7) US Congress (n=3) (n=3) Several days
Comparative (n=12) Mixed (n = 4) 70 - 120 (n=05)
politics National Securi- (n=1)
(n = 20) ty Council > 120 (n = 6)
Mixed (n=3)
(n=1) Urban politics

(n=4)

Other” (n = 4)

* Other = WTO (GATT negotiations), British parliamentary (chief whips), Eastern Europe (the
Warsaw treaty organisation), Mixed simulation

A detailed overview of variation found in the used simulation designs is presented
in Table 5. Results show that designs of role-play simulations of political decision-
making can vary to a great extent. Such simulations are particularly used in the
context of comparative politics, followed by international relations and European
studies. Most of the simulations are of the course-embedded type (credit-bearing
for all participants). Simulations come in various sizes with between 12 and 300
participants. The majority of the simulations are created for small groups (15-35
students). Simulations also vary in duration from lasting one class time to taking
up several days. Not all studies describe previously mentioned simulation design
features. For example, eleven studies lack information about size or duration of the

simulation.
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With regard to the simulation programme, all studies mention formal simulation
activities (e.g., committee meetings). However, studies differ in how they elaborate
on this part of the simulation. Some simulations describe an informal programme,
which is characterised by unmoderated caucuses (i.e., a format where delegates
circulate around the conference room and engage in one-on-one, or small group
conversations with fellow delegates; Ripley, Carter, & Grove, 2009), out-of-class

meetings, or even social activities, such as city tours or dinner parties.

Concerning teacher involvement, most studies describe the teacher role as a medi-
ating role, which is not to interfere but to keep the simulation on track. This is
achieved by participating in the simulation or by semi-involvement. When partici-
pating in the simulation, teachers assume the role of president, conference chair,
or conference secretariat. When being semi-involved, instructors are available for
answering questions concerning procedures, providing feedback, or initiating reflec-
tion. Few simulations are completely student-led. In such cases teachers (when
available) only interfere in situations of severe conflicts or deadlocks and are rather

considered as absent.

Simulation features: agency

Three aspects that contribute to simulations’ agency were identified: preparation,
role assignment, and the played role. Regarding simulation preparation, most stud-
ies combine activities in several ways. Meetings are most frequently reported and
often involve knowledge sharing. A pair of articles explicitly include the attendance
of a ‘real-life’ local government meeting, which they consider as helpful for stu-
dents to visualise their role for the simulation. Research activities often include
reading assignments, more or less self-directed by students. Writing assignments
are always related to students’ roles, such as position or strategy papers, and al-
ways combined with other preparation activities. Some articles add presentations

to the preparation programme, either individually or collaboratively.

A substantive amount of studies elaborates on the feature of role assignment. Four
approaches can be distinguished on a continuum from random role assignment to
an elaborated selection procedure. In between these extremes, students’ prefer-
ences are sometimes taken into account, or roles are assigned based on student

characteristics such as engagement, academic success, or personality.

With regard to the played role, a minority of studies distinguishes between power

and non-power roles, also described as more or less leadership roles. Notably, one
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study argues that assigning roles to practitioners might be beneficial for the simu-

lation process.

Student characteristics
With regard to student characteristics, all studies refer to some type of student
demographics, while only few articles report about other student characteristics

such as prior experience or motivation.

Broader learning context

We were able to identify three aspects of the broader learning context: learning
objectives, debriefing, and assessment. Most articles describe specific simulation
objectives. However, the degree of how explicitly these are addressed varies. All
studies focus on increasing students’ knowledge and understanding of concepts
related to the simulation setting and/or topic. Some studies also mention skills as
intended learning outcomes, such as negotiation skills or oral communication skills.

Few studies aim at increasing students’ confidence or motivation.

Although debriefing, which refers to sharing of or reflecting on simulation experi-
ences (Crookall, 2010), is considered an essential element when implementing
simulations, not all studies report on the content. Most studies refer to an oral
discussion and reflection, others use writing assignments. Ten studies include a

combination of both.

Fewer than half of the studies report on how they assessed student learning. Those
who did mostly used a combined assessment consisting of pre-simulation assign-

ments, simulation performance and/or post-simulation assignments.

Learning outcomes

A range of learning outcomes has been reported, of which a detailed overview can
be found in Table 6. Learning outcomes could be grouped together in the common-
ly accepted groups of cognitive, affective, and regulative learning outcomes (Ver-
munt & Donche, 2017). In general, four groups of studies can be distinguished. The
first and largest group of studies only reports on cognitive learning outcomes: ei-
ther solely referring to outcomes related to students’ knowledge and understand-
ing, or additionally including certain skills that are being fostered. The largest
amount of articles report about outcomes that relate to decision-making processes.
Most of the reported skills can be defined as generic skills such as writing, oral
communication, collaborating, or problem solving. Only few studies report about

domain-specific political skills. A second smaller group of studies additionally re-
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ports about affective learning outcomes such as motivation, or about outcomes
related to students’ self-belief such as confidence or political efficacy. The third
group consists of one single study that combines cognitive learning outcomes with
regulative learning outcomes, reported as student’s self-directing behaviour during
the simulation, or students expressing intended behavioural change after the simu-
lation when reflecting on their preparation and actual participation in the simula-
tion. The fourth group solely includes two studies that report on all different learn-

ing outcomes: cognitive, affective, and regulative.
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Which relationships between simulations’ learning environment

components and their learning outcomes can be defined? (RQ 2)

In this section we first elaborate on patterns of relationships between reported
learning environment components and their learning outcomes, after which a ty-

pology of studies is presented.

Looking for meaningful patterns, we discuss the most notable findings for each
learning environment component. With regard to simulation structure, we found
three aspects worth mentioning. (1) Related to simulation design, results showed
that studies that address regulative learning outcomes all include simulations that
are spread over time into several classes or several days (e.g., Crossley-Frolick,
2010). (2) Studies that include simulations with informal programmes report sub-
stantially more on different learning outcomes (e.g., Mariani & Glenn, 2014). (3)
Concerning teacher involvement, only studies in which teacher involvement is ab-
sent structurally report on more than only cognitive learning outcomes (e.g., Jones
& Bursens, 2015). With regard to simulations’ agency, we detected three notable
findings. (1) Concerning preparation, studies including one single preparatory activ-
ity show less variation in learning outcomes (e.g., Sands & Shelton, 2010) than
studies applying a combination of preparatory activities (e.g., Jozwiak, 2013). (2)
Notably, studies that report on knowledge and understanding learning outcomes
almost always include meetings in their preparation (e.g., Levintova & Mueller,
2015). (3) All studies that report about power and non-power roles solely report
about outcomes of knowledge and understanding (e.g., Chernotsky, 1990). Re-
garding student characteristics, studies that report on affective student characteris-
tics, such as motivational aspects, remarkably do not necessarily report on affec-
tive learning outcomes (e.g., Kalaf-Hughes & Mills, 2016). Concerning the broader
learning context, we found one striking result that relates to reported learning
objectives. One third of the studies that report certain simulations’ learning out-
comes do not mention these as previously set learning objectives (e.g., Jones,
2008), or they did define learning objectives but failed to evaluate them (e.g.,
Hazleton & Mahurin, 1986).

This leaves us with the question to what extent current research has already taken
learning environment characteristics into account when investigating the impact of
role-play simulations of political decision-making on student learning outcomes.

Table 7 depicts a typology that distinguishes three groups of studies.
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Table 7 Typology of studies

Typology of studies

OUTCOME-GROUP: Learning outcomes as main and only issue

Andonova & Mendoza-Castro (2008)

Bertsch & Feste (1974)
Ciliotta-Rubery & Levy (2000)
Cowley & Stuart (2015)
Crossley-Frolick (2010)
DiCicco (2014)

Elias (2014)

Galatas (2006)

Jozwiak (2013)

Lowry (1999)

Mathews & LaTronica-Herb (2013)
Obendorf & Randerson (2013)
Rackaway & Goertzen (2008)
Rinfret (2012)

Rinfret & Pautz (2015)

Ripley et al. (2009)

Sands & Shelton (2010)

Taylor (2011)

Wallin (2005)

Zaino & Mulligan (2009)

SINGLE-GROUP: Considering one component in relation to learning outcomes

Student characteristics

Bernstein (2008)
Foster et al. (1980)
Jones (2008)

Jones & Bursens (2015)
Levintova et al. (2011)
Mariani & Glenn (2014)

Osgood et al. (2012)

Simulation in general

Frederking (2005)

Simulation features: agency

Biziouras (2013)
Hazleton & Mahurin (1986)
Baranowski & Weir (2010)

Chernotsky (1990)

Demographics
Demographics
Demographics

Demographics

Race, gender

Major

EU/US, student level
Student level

Demographics Gender

Prior experience Political internship or job
experience

Demographics Major

YES/NO simulation group YES/NO simulation group

Preparation
Preparation
Played role

Played role

Reading content
Preparation time

Low vs. high power,
Minority vs. majority party

Primary vs. secondary actors
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MULTIPLE-GROUP: Considering multiple components in relation to learning outcomes

Student characteristics + simulation in general

Rinz (2015)

Demographics
Prior experience
Motivational aspects

Beliefs

YES/NO simulation group

Student characteristics + agency

Levintova & Mueller (2015)

Kalaf-Hughes & Mills (2016)

Demographics
Preparation

Prior experience
Motivational aspects
Played role

Student characteristics + agency + simulation in general

Baranowski (2006)

Prior experience

Preparation
Motivational aspects

Gender, age, nationality,
major

Mobility, prior knowledge
Interest in EU

Political efficacy, European
identity, national pride
YES/NO simulation group

Gender

YES/NO lecture

Prior knowledge (GPA)
Political interest

Legislative vs. executive role

Previous exposure to material
on the legislative process,
prior knowledge (exam score)
Lecture, reading

Interest in politics

YES/NO simulation group YES/NO simulation group

The first and largest group is the outcome-group, of which articles investigate
learning outcomes without taking any other learning environment component into
account. The second group is the single-group, of which articles investigate learn-
ing outcomes when considering one other learning environment component: either
student characteristics (mostly demographics), the simulation in general, or as-
pects related to the simulation feature of agency (preparation or played role). The
third multiple-group includes articles that consider more than one learning envi-
ronment component when investigating learning outcomes: a mixture of student
characteristics, the simulation in general, and/or simulation agency. While studies
from the single and multiple group attempt to take learning environment compo-
nents into account, our review results show few consistencies in which aspects are

being considered.
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Discussion and conclusion

Role-play simulations of political decision-making are the most commonly used
active learning method in political science education to teach about complex, dy-
namic political processes (Ishiyama, 2013; Smith & Boyer, 1996). They are consid-
ered valuable learning environments and highly appreciated by students and lec-
turers (Van Dyke et al., 2000). To date, the community has been struggling to
capture learning outcomes, as seen in research findings being inconclusive regard-
ing simulations’ benefits (Biziouras, 2013; Duchatelet et al., 2018; Raymond,
2010). In this review study, we advocate that, alongside recommended methodo-
logical rigour (Baranowski & Weir, 2015), research designs should not ignore con-
textual features, which have been proven to contribute to student learning (Biggs,
1993; Baker & Delacruz, 2016; Dinsmore & Alexander, 2012). To this aim, this
review first comprehensively mapped variation in learning environment components
of investigated role-play simulations of political decision-making. Second, it probed
into the relationship of different learning environment components with their re-

ported learning outcomes, which resulted in a typology of studies.

With regard to learning environment components, the following components could
be defined: simulation features (structure and agency), student characteristics,
broader learning context, and learning outcomes. However, studies substantially
differ in the extent to which they report about them. Findings identified specific
features of simulation structure and agency, such as simulation design (e.g., Os-
good, Stangl, & Bernotsky, 2012) or played role (e.g., Cowley & Stuart, 2015).
Focusing on learning outcomes, results show that half of the selected studies,
which are almost all course-embedded, mention no other learning outcomes than
knowledge and skills (e.g., Elias, 2014). Articles thus report about affective and
regulative learning outcomes to a far lesser extent (e.g., Jones, 2008). Looking for
patterns between learning environment components and their learning outcomes,
only few were found. Notably, although we found some patterns that relate fea-
tures of simulation structure (e.g., duration) to reported learning outcomes (e.g.,
Crossley-Frolick, 2010), simulation structure has not yet been included when inves-
tigating learning outcomes of role-play simulations of political decision-making.
Aspects of the broader learning context also have not yet been considered. Our
findings strikingly point out that most studies solely focus on learning outcomes
(e.g., Jozwiak, 2013).
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Although a clear set of inclusion criteria contributes to the focus of a review study,
those criteria create limitations too. First, this review focuses on a specific type of
role-play simulations of political decision-making. The comprehensive overview of
different learning environment components thus should not be considered as ex-
haustive. For example, features of other distinguishable but related contexts are
not touched upon; e.g., online role-play simulations of political decision-making
(Lay & Smarick, 2006). Second, our sample might be characterised by publication
bias and, as such, not be representative for simulation practices. For example, 81%
of our sample relates to research in US higher education learning contexts. Third,
the scope of this review was limited to focusing on contextual features of role-play
simulations of political decision-making. As such, inclusion criteria did not question
how concepts, such as motivation or engagement, were defined and measured.
However, to avoid ambiguity and inconsistency in results across studies, a coherent
research agenda based on conceptual clarity of included variables is important
(Dinsmore & Alexander, 2012). Nevertheless, this review study contributes to the

field being a stepping-stone for future research and practice.

Advancing the field that investigates role-play simulations of political decision-
making initiates a focus shift of not only looking for what students learn but also
how they learn, and how the simulation exactly contributes to student learning.
This gives rise to the challenge of illuminating which simulation configuration con-
tributes to what kind of student learning and for which types of students. Following
our typology of studies, we advice future research to move away from the outcome
group (e.g., Elias, 2014) and move toward the multiple group (e.g., Rinz, 2015).
Moving away from the outcome group could result in at least consistently investi-
gating learning outcomes in relation to some student characteristics, such as age,
gender, prior knowledge, or personality (Richardson et al., 2012), or to even move
beyond this and abundantly highlight contextual features. This review study exten-
sively contributes to the field by discussing the features of role-play simulations of
political decision-making that relate to simulations’ structure and agency. The in-
terplay of both features still remains a black box, which offers another issue to
unravel: the tangle of simulation dynamics. For example, how does the amount of
guidance that is given to restrict participants’ actions influence students’ agency
and simulation dynamics? With regard to simulation structure, this means that both
‘stable’ aspects (e.g., simulation design) and aspects that can be influenced by
participants’ actions (e.g., minority block) are of interest for future research. This

also relates to the issue of verisimilitude (i.e., to what extent do participants per-
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ceive these simulations as authentic; and how does this relate to the simulation
process and students’ learning outcomes?). Further, future research could consider
the variety of learning strategies students apply when learning in a simulation-
based learning environment. For example, by focusing on how students regulate
their actions during the simulation (Vermunt & Donche, 2017). As already suggest-
ed by Baranowski (2006), future research could also draw attention to the transfer
of learning in order to elucidate the long-term effects of role-play simulations of

political decision-making.

Each learning environment component interacts with other components, which
results in a change in one component affecting change in another component
(Biggs, 1993). This issue complicates investigating the ‘objective’ contribution of
the simulation to student learning. For example, most studies that report about
knowledge related outcomes have a risk of biased results when meetings, which
involve knowledge sharing, are part of their preparatory activities (e.g., Baranows-
ki, 2006). Future research could report in a more systematic way about which as-
pects characterise the simulation-based learning environment and which aspects
will be the focus of and included as variables in the research. This would lead to
better comparable research findings. Considering the complex interplay of different
learning environment components and the variety of learning outcomes reported,
we believe research designs should not be limited to the by Baranowski and Weir
(2015) suggested pre- and post-measurement designs, and quasi-experimental
research designs when investigating simulations’ effectiveness. For example, learn-
ing outcomes such as analytical-critical thinking skills are not that easily measured
using quantitative pre- and post-measurement designs. Also, unravelling simulation
dynamics will need more in-depth research of a qualitative nature, which allows for

capturing processes and focusing on how students learn.

Finally, this review contributes substantially to simulation practice in that it offers a
comprehensive overview of what is relevant to consider when designing or imple-
menting role-play simulations of political decision-making. Results point to incon-
sistency in how researchers report about the simulation-based learning environ-
ment and, therefore, call for more systematically reporting when sharing simulation
practices. Considering the variation in reported learning outcomes that not always
relate to reported learning objectives (e.g., Jones, 2008), practice could benefit
from taking constructive alignment more often into account (Biggs, 1996). This has
already been addressed by some scholars within the field of role-play simulations of

political decision-making, who emphasize the importance of defining learning goals
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in advance and to align these with assessment methods, which should reflect the
learning outcomes (Asal & Blake, 2006; Raymond & Usherwood, 2013; Smith &
Boyer, 1996).
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Student diversity in a cross-continental EU-simulation:

Exploring variation in affective learning outcomes

among political science students

This chapter is based on:
Duchatelet, D., Bursens, P., Donche, V, Gijbels, D., & Spooren, P. (2018). Student
diversity in a cross-continental EU-simulation: Exploring variation in affective

learning outcomes among political science students. European Political Science,
17(4), 601-620. doi: 10.1057/s41304-017-0116-9.
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STUDY 2 Student diversity in a cross-continental EU-
simulation: Exploring variation in affective learning outcomes

among political science students

Abstract

Current research struggles to illuminate significant learning outcomes of role play-simulations
of political decision-making, such as Model European Union (MEU) and Model United Nations
(MUN). In this study, we introduce a model for measuring simulation effects, distinguishing
between cognitive, affective, and regulative learning outcomes. More in particular, we introduce
the MISS-model (Motivation, Interest, and Self-efficacy in Simulations), which enables measur-
ing affective learning outcomes more in depth and connects these with other learning out-
comes. To increase insights into how students vary with respect to affective learning outcomes,
we apply the MISS-model in a cross-continental simulation context. Study participants included
133 students. Students’ differences were explored using independent t-tests, one-way ANOVA-,
and ANCOVA-analyses. Results show student variation for all affective learning outcomes and
thus support for applying the MISS-model to measure affective learning outcomes of simula-
tions more in depth. Findings are discussed with regard to simulation practice and future re-
search on simulation effects.
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Introduction

Teachers of political science have been using simulations as a teaching method for
quite some time. Over the past decades, the use of simulations has gradually ex-
panded from local politics and international relations to European Union (EU) poli-
tics (e.g., Davison, 1975; Elias, 2014; Mandel, 1987). While research literature has
simultaneously increased its attention for simulations studying their design, effects
and assessment (e.g., Elias, 2014; Raymond, 2010; Usherwood, 2013), a definition
of simulations has seldom been given. However, research would benefit from a
clear distinction between simulations and related constructs, such as role-plays and
games. We define simulations within political science, in line with Wright-Maley
(2015) as characterised by verisimilitude, dynamism and variability, and active
human agency. Verisimilitude is an important characteristic of simulations: they
should always represent a real situation of some sort, and thus be based on the
imitation of a system or a situation (Landriscina, 2013; Sauvé, Renaud, Kaufman,
& Marquis, 2007). In political science curricula, simulations are very much appreci-
ated by teachers and students because of the degree of ‘real world’-experience
they provide (Smith & Boyer, 1996; Van Dyke et al., 2000). Also, simulations have
to be able to flow in unexpected directions based upon the participants’ autono-
mously made decisions within the simulation’s boundaries (Leigh & Spindler, 2004;
Wright-Maley, 2015). Finally, simulations should incorporate participants in active
roles through which phenomena are revealed (Wright-Maley, 2015). These features
distinguish simulations from games, such as Diplomacy, of which outcomes are
more defined and quantifiable by winning or loosing; and from role-plays, such as
French Revolution, in which students act out prescribed roles but can not deviate
from the scripted activity (Wright-Maley, 2015). All these characteristics are pre-
sent in ‘well-known’ simulation environments such as model European Union (MEU)
simulations and one to several hour in-class simulations of, for example, the Euro-
pean Council. Because students incorporate the role of a specific actor in a prede-
fined situation, we define such simulations as role-play simulations (cf. Wright-
Maley, 2015). Each time we mention ‘simulations’ in this study, we refer to these

‘role-play simulations’.

Despite the increase of such simulations in political science curricula, research on
their effects has only recently received substantive attention. The literature that
empirically tests the impact of simulations is still scarce and rather underdevel-

oped. Many studies remain descriptive and anecdotal (e.g., Jozwiak (2013) describ-
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ing an EU-simulation of the European Parliament (EP) using the chocolate directive,
or Elias (2014) depicting a simulation of the Council). Trying to capture the effect
of simulations, current research often uses ad hoc self-composed questionnaires,
often failing to match pre- and post-test results (e.g., Andonova & Mendoza-Castro,
2008; Biziouras, 2013; Jones & Bursens, 2014). These studies show that - on the
level of student perception - simulations are highly valued and perceived as benefi-
cial (e.g., Andonova & Mendoza-Castro, 2008; Jozwiak, 2013). However, where
research using self-report measures evaluates simulations’ learning outcomes ten-
tatively positively (e.g., Biziouras, 2013; Jozwiak, 2013; Shellman & Turan, 2006),
studies about the effect of simulations on objective achievement outcomes, such as
grades on quizzes and exams, remain rather sceptical (e.g., Krain & Lantis, 2006;
Raymond, 2010). As such, research results are inconclusive regarding simulations’
benefits. In addition, measuring outcomes in various ways hinders comparability.
In short, current research struggles to illuminate significant learning outcomes and

to measure these in a methodologically sound way.

We argue that the increased popularity of simulations in political science curricula
demands more systematic knowledge about the effects of simulations on students’
learning outcomes. Moreover, we would argue that simulation effects should be
measured in a more encompassing way. However, as previous research results
substantially demonstrate the complexity of measuring simulations’ effects, what
could be an appropriate way to initiate improvement in simulations’ effects re-
search? As an answer, relying on the neighbouring discipline of education sciences
and more in particular on its extensive research on higher education, we introduce
the innovative MISS-model (Motivation, Interest and Self-efficacy in Simulations).
This framework is innovative in several ways. First, it enables capturing affective
learning outcomes more in depth by combining motivation, interest, and self-
efficacy as related but distinguishable affective learning outcomes. Second, it ena-
bles connecting them to other learning outcomes. Overall, the model highlights
affective learning outcomes, which have increased in importance within the educa-
tional sciences research field, as they are largely associated with the learning pro-
cess and both, cognitive and regulative, learning outcomes (Vermunt & Vermetten,
2004). Also, research shows they are strongly related to academic achievement
(Donche et al., 2013; Richardson et al., 2012; Rotgans & Schmidt, 2012).

Overall, this study aims to add value to current research by introducing the MISS-
model, investigating its suitability for measuring affective learning outcomes more

in depth, and applying the MISS-model to demonstrate how students vary in their
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affective learning outcomes. The MISS-model framework in combination with more
knowledge about student variation in affective learning outcomes facilitates more
accurate research design on simulation effects in the future. After defining different
learning outcomes, introducing the theoretical framework of the MISS-model, and
formulating hypotheses related to student variation, we apply the MISS-model to a

simulation-context for the first time.

Theoretical background

Educational research usually distinguishes between three general learning activities
and resulting learning outcomes: cognitive, affective and regulative (Pintrich, 1994;
Vermunt & Vermetten, 2004). These outcomes have indeed been implicitly
acknowledged in political science studies that focus on teaching and learning, in-
cluding in the literature on simulations, but they have so far rarely been addressed

as such.

Cognitive learning outcomes are results of those thinking activities that directly
lead to learning in terms of knowledge, understanding, skills and so on (Vermunt &
Vermetten, 2004). Within the research field of political science teaching and learn-
ing such learning outcomes are mostly specified as better understanding of theoret-
ical concepts and/or theories (e.g., Andonova & Mendoza-Castro, 2008; Bridge &
Radford, 2014; Elias, 2014), increased knowledge (e.g., Obendorf & Randerson,
2013; Zaino & Mulligan, 2009) and developed skills such as communicating (e.g.,
DiCicco, 2014; Elias, 2014). More in general, Usherwood (2013) defines substan-
tive knowledge and skills development as possible learning outcomes of simula-
tions, hence considering these as part of the previously described cognitive learning

outcomes.

Affective learning outcomes are the results of feelings that arise during learning
and that create an emotional state that may positively, neutrally, or negatively
affect the learning process (Vermunt & Vermetten, 2004). Research on the use of
active learning within political science mostly defines these outcomes as interest
(e.g., Bridge & Radford, 2014; Zaino & Mulligan, 2009) or motivation (e.g., DiCic-
co, 2014; Jones & Bursens, 2015). Both cognitive and affective activities are di-
rected by regulating activities that indirectly lead to learning results, such as the
ability to monitor and, when needed, to adjust the learning process (Vermunt &
Vermetten, 2004). This process of learning has thus far not directly been studied in
the field of political science teaching and learning. However, studies on simulations

often report about the importance of reflective assignments and debriefing sessions
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(e.g., Elias, 2014; Jozwiak, 2013; Usherwood, 2013). These can be seen as activi-
ties that stimulate students to use their reflective skills and therefore foster regula-
tive learning outcomes (Vermunt & Vermetten, 2004). An example of a regulative
learning outcome is that - following a debriefing session - students realise that
they should be more diplomatic in their negotiating behaviour. This insight might
lead them to attend more simulations, and to watch more live negotiations on tele-
vision or the Internet. Inherently, they thus engage in regulating their own learning

process by adjusting their learning activities to achieve their predetermined goals.

Within teaching political science literature, Usherwood (2013) suggests an addi-
tional learning outcome of simulations, which he defines as group socialisation. This
outcome refers to the opportunities simulations provide for the development of a
group identity and for introductions to problem-solving techniques. The latter could
also be included in the previously defined learning outcomes, as collaborating with
peers promotes problem solving skills (cognitive), identifying with a group moti-
vates to attend and participate in the simulation (affective), and receiving feedback
stimulates to monitor the own learning process (regulative). This illustrates how

one contextual element may foster different learning outcomes.

Overall, defining learning outcomes in terms of being cognitive, affective, or regula-
tive results in a comprehensive model, which enables measuring simulation learn-
ing outcomes more thoroughly. Therefore, research that focuses on the effects of
simulations should aim to elucidate these accordingly. In an effort to verify this
comprehensive model of learning outcomes within simulations it is important to
take into account that all defined learning outcomes are interrelated. For example,
higher self-regulation is strongly related to a higher quality of motivation and high-
er academic achievement (Rotgans & Schmidt, 2012). Also, current research re-
peatedly confirms the importance of affective learning outcomes as these are simi-
larly known to be positively associated with cognitive and regulative learning out-
comes (Donche et al., 2013; Richardson et al., 2012). Taking all this into account,
we introduce the MISS-model, which connects affective learning outcomes with
other learning outcomes and which enables measuring affective learning outcomes

more in depth.
MISS-model: a theoretical framework

Within the MISS-model three aspects can be distinguished (Figure 1). First, student
diversity is taken into account by means of a set of student characteristics such as

gender and previous simulation experience. These student features influence differ-
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ent motivational aspects. More specifically, we introduce Motivation, Interest and
Self-efficacy as affective learning outcomes of Simulations (MISS). Finally, these
motivational outcomes are associated with other simulation outcomes, both cogni-

tive and regulative, which can be related to previously set course objectives.

/ Student \ Simulation environment ™~ Learning A\
characteristics : / \ x outcomes
1 Motivation Interest
- Gender 1 i |- Cognitive
- Location { i |- Regulative
- Simulation ; : . :
: Affective learnin :
experience [ ﬁoutcomes - >
- Higher : H
education ! .
experience :
- Class Self-efficacy
preparation \

Figure 1. MISS-model: Motivation, Interest and Self-efficacy in Simulations.

Motivation

Overall, in an educational context, motivation refers to what drives students for
learning. The distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation is well known.
Intrinsic motivation refers to ‘doing something because it is inherently interesting
or enjoyable’ while extrinsic motivation refers to ‘doing something because it leads
to a separable outcome’ (Ryan & Deci, 2000:55). Studies on motivation in political
science teaching and learning usually approach motivation as a one-dimensional
construct, i.e. in terms of how much motivation students have. When studying
effects of simulations, students are often asked how their motivation developed,
using either quantitative or qualitative measures (e.g., DiCicco, 2014; Jones &
Bursens, 2014). However, one of the leading theories about motivation in educa-
tion - the self-determination theory (SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 2000) - defines motiva-
tion as a multidimensional construct. This approach puts intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation on a continuum, which results in a distinction between autonomous

motivation, controlled motivation, and amotivation.

Autonomous motivation is characterised by a sense of choice and psychological
freedom (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Autonomously motivated students freely direct their

learning process and learning behaviour themselves. For example, it could be that
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the simulation itself is inherently satisfying and that students like attending simula-
tions and enjoy them. It could also be that students realise the importance of the
simulation for their professional development, for example when they realise it is
important to actively participate in the simulation if they want to become good at
negotiating. Controlled motivation refers to students experiencing being pressured
or coerced (Deci & Ryan, 2000). For example, students could feel pressured by
themselves when they force themselves to attend as much simulations as possible
because it boosts their CV. They could also feel forced by their environment, for
example when they attend the simulation only because it's part of the mandatory
curriculum. Finally, students could also be amotivated when they lack any intention
to learn (Ryan & Deci, 2000). For example, they do not attend a simulation, even

when it's mandatory, just because they don't feel like it.

Of all three types of motivation, autonomous motivation is positively associated
with academic achievement and has a strong relationship with the development of
adequate regulative learning outcomes (Donche et al., 2013; Kusurkar, Ten Cate,
Vos, Westers, & Croiset, 2013). Besides, previous studies reveal that female stu-
dents report higher levels of autonomous motivation than male students (Valle-
rand, Fortier, & Guay, 1997; Vecchione, Alessandri, & Marsicano, 2014). Also, au-
tonomous motivation is strongly related to the learning environment. Focusing on
students’ interests and personal goals, and guiding their learning process in an
autonomy supportive way, fosters autonomous motivation (Black & Deci, 2000;
Hall & Webb, 2014). As simulations are rich learning environments that are often
autonomously driven by students, they probably include some autonomy support-
ive elements. Furthermore, cultural context seems to be an aspect that also shapes
motivation (Guay, 2016). With regard to autonomous motivation, this results in the

following hypotheses:

H1a: Female students report higher autonomous motivation than male students.
H1b: Influenced by cultural contexts, EU-students and US-students differ in their

amount of autonomous motivation.

Interest

Interest is related to motivation because it also drives student learning. However,
an important difference is that interest is the result of an interaction between the
student and a particular content (Hidi & Renninger, 2006). This implies that interest
is, even more than motivation, related to the simulation context, topic, and con-

tent. Within political science teaching and learning, to prove effects, students are
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usually asked how the simulation influenced their interest - in general or in the
course subject - using either quantitative or qualitative measures (Bridge & Rad-
ford, 2014; Zaino & Mulligan, 2009). However, similar to motivation, interest is not
a unitary concept. It can be divided in individual interest, which is enduring and
context-general, and situational interest, which is spontaneous and context-specific
(Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Rotgans, 2015). Individual interest is a more or less sta-
ble type of interest that slowly develops over time (Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Rot-
gans, 2015). Political science students can for example have a deep-seated, indi-
vidual interest in international politics, or the European Union, or migration issues
etc. This type of interest facilitates the engagement and re-engagement with par-
ticular content over time (Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Rotgans, 2015). Hence, a strong
individual interest for international politics may lead to students frequently attend-
ing Model United Nations (MUN)-simulations all over the world. Or, if the student
has an individual interest for migration policy, this may lead to only attending

simulations that put migration-related issues on the agenda.

On the contrary, situational interest is a fleeting type of interest that is triggered by
environmental aspects (Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Rotgans, 2015). The use of games
in the classroom (e.g., Prisoner’s Dilemma game) may increase students’ situation-
al interest by presenting them a puzzling problem. However, this type of interest
varies according to situational conditions, and students’ interest often decreases
once knowledge increases (Rotgans & Schmidt, 2014). Within simulations, situa-
tional interest probably (it has not yet been empirically proven) fluctuates depend-
ing on situational circumstances; e.g., on how well negotiations go for your coun-
try, whether you can get your point across, or you feel confident speaking in public,

etc.

Similar to autonomous motivation, interest is also positively associated with aca-
demic achievement and regulative learning outcomes (Rotgans & Schmidt, 2011;
Schiefele, Wild, & Krapp, 1995). As students’ individual interest for a topic makes
them continuously re-engage in activities, the variation in individual interest can be
reflected in the amount of experiences (Renninger & Hidi, 2016). Students with
more individual interest should seek for and re-engage more often in activities that
are related to their individual interest. Gender differences in individual interest for a
specific domain have also been identified; e.g., in natural sciences (Hoffmann,
2002) and mathematics (Bong, Lee, & Woo, 2015). Furthermore, students may
differ in developing individual interest depending on their access to knowledge and

instructional support. For example, research in high school contexts shows that
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connections between content and the individual student are essential for interest
development (Renninger & Hidi, 2016; Riconscente, 2014). This might imply that
class preparation of a simulation, where content knowledge is introduced, might be
affecting students’ interest development. Previous research findings result in the

following hypotheses about interest:

H2a: Students with more simulation experience report higher individual interest for
the EU than students who attend the simulation for the first time.

H2b: EU-students have more individual interest for the EU than US-students, as
they are closer related to the EU-content.

H2c: Students who had class preparation report higher individual interest than

students who had not.

Self-efficacy

A third closely to motivation and interest related concept is that of self-efficacy.
Students’ self-efficacy is mostly related to confidence, it refers to students’ individ-
ual belief that they are capable to learn and perform actions on designated levels
(Bandura, 1997). Overall, it contributes significantly to human attainments (Ban-
dura, 1997). Within simulations it can, for example, easily be connected to the
amount of belief students have in their negotiating skills. A strong belief in one-self
generates a feeling of competence that is motivating for engagement (Zepke,
Leach, & Butler, 2010). Moreover, it promotes further skill development and helps
to engage and to persist in tasks, especially when encountering difficulties (Ban-
dura, 1997). Therefore, simulation-attending students who are more convinced of
their negotiating skills should feel more competent and probably should be more

resilient to overcome difficult times during the negotiations.

Overall, within higher education, self-efficacy plays a predicting and mediating role
in relation to academic success, also by positively influencing students’ regulative
learning outcomes (Bandura, 1997; Richardson et al., 2012; Zimmerman, 2000).
Trying to identify factors that influence students’ self-efficacy, previous research
reveals that the amount of experiences is related to students’ self-efficacy (Niemi-
virta & Tapola, 2007; Tang et al., 2004). This results in more experienced students
reporting more self-efficacy. In general, female students perform as capable as or
even better than male students in various academic domains. However, they may
report lower self-efficacy, especially at higher academic levels (Schunk & Pajares,
2008; Van Soom & Donche, 2014). Also, self-efficacy is shaped by the cultural
context (Guay, 2016). With regard to self-efficacy, hypotheses are as follows:
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H3a: Students with more simulation-experience report higher self-efficacy than
students who attend the simulation for the first time.

H3b: Female students report lower self-efficacy than male students.

H3c: Influenced by cultural contexts, EU-students and US-students differ in their

amount of self-efficacy.

Interplay between motivation, interest and self-efficacy

Motivation, interest and self-efficacy are all affective learning outcomes. Inherently,
they are 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 (Pajares, 2003). Also, autono-
mous motivation refers to doing something because it is inherently interesting
(Ryan & Deci, 2000), which makes the concept closely related to interest. However,
interest is known to be more subject- or context-specific (Hidi & Renninger, 2006).
Also, interest and self-efficacy have a reciprocal relationship (Renninger and Hidi,
2016). Finally, autonomous motivation, self-efficacy and interest are considered
dynamic motivational constructs that fluctuate over time (Kyndt et al., 2015;
Niemivirta & Tapola, 2007; Renninger & Hidi, 2016). Also, they vary across con-
texts (Pintrich, 2003), and are thus worth investigating within role play-simulation
contexts. In the empirical part of this study, we present a first exploration of the
MISS-model.

Method
EuroSim as research context

EuroSim is a four-day cross-continental simulation, which simulates around 200
actors contributing to the EU decision-making process, such as members of the
European Parliament, the European Commission, the Council of Ministers, the Eu-
ropean Council, interest groups, other concerned parties, and even the press. It
brings together students from twenty American and European universities, coming
from different fields of study, and with different simulation experience. This re-
search was conducted during the 2016 edition of EuroSim, hosted by the University
of Antwerp (Belgium) and dealing with the topic of EU asylum policies. Data were
collected after a plenary lecture on the second day of the simulation. Out of the
180 attending students, 139 students completed the questionnaire. This is a re-
sponse rate of seventy-seven per cent. Incomplete data were received from two
students (N=137; M age = 21.65; SD = 2.72). Additionally, based on the standard
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deviation of ‘Age’ four outliers were detected. As these six cases involved less than
ten per cent of the total sample, a listwise deletion (Byrne, 2010) was used (total
N=133). Descriptive statistics for all student characteristics are presented in Table
1. ‘Number of Years in Higher Education’ was divided into two groups with a cut
point on three years, based on the median (Median = 3). Sixty per cent of the
students had a class preparation, and most of the students, seventy-two per cent,

attended the simulation for the first time.

Table 1 Descriptive statistics for all student characteristics included in this study
(Ntotal = 133)

Variable Mean SD N %
Age 21.40 2.32 133 100
Gender

Male 60 45.11

Female 73 54.89
Location of the university

EU 71 53.38

us 62 46.62
Class Preparation

Yes 80 60.15

No 53 39.85
Number of Years in higher education

< 3 years 2.06 .79 79 59.40

> 4 years 4.85 1.04 54 40.60
Number of Years attending EuroSim

1 year 96 72.18

> 1 year 2.30 .62 37 27.82

Measuring motivation, interest and self-efficacy

In order to measure the constructs motivation, self-efficacy, and interest, previous-
ly validated questionnaires in higher education contexts were used: autonomous
motivation (SRQ-A; Vansteenkiste, Sierens, Soenens, Luyckx, & Lens, 2009), indi-
vidual interest (IIQ; Rotgans, 2015), situational interest (SIQ; Rotgans & Schmidt,
2011, 2014) and self-efficacy (ILS-SV; Donche, Coertjens, Vanthournout, & Van
Petegem, 2012). The items of the different scales were tuned to a specific relevant

topic (Appendix 2).
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With regard to motivation, we measured ‘autonomous motivation’, which was to be
answered in relation to students’ field of study (8 items). For ‘individual interest’ all
items were related to students’ general interest for the European Union (7 items).
‘Situational interest’ was measured with regard to negotiating, decision-making, or
refugee and asylum policy (6 items). Students were asked to choose one topic in
relation to which their situational interest was reported. Finally, ‘self-efficacy’ was
measured for negotiating because this was the core skill needed during the simula-

tion (4 items).

In order to investigate the construct validity of the used scales in a new context of
simulations a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted for all separate
scales. We used CFA because it is theory-driven and allows to test an a priori speci-
fied theoretical model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010), in this case several motiva-
tional constructs. All models show a good fit to the data (Hu & Bentler, 1999) (Ta-
ble 2). For the scale ‘autonomous motivation’ the x°test of exact fit is statistically
significant at the .05-level, whereas the objective is to achieve a non-significant p
value. However, Hatcher (1994) indicates that a statistically significant x> does not
make a confirmatory analysis model inadequate. Moreover, Schumacker and Lomax
(2010) advice to report more than one model-fit index and note that the theoretical
model is supported by the data when a majority of the fit indices indicates an ac-

ceptable model.

Overall, the results of the various validity and reliability tests are very satisfying
(Table 2). All target loadings are large (between .472 and .898) and statistically
significant (p <. 001). Also, the scale composite reliability values of the various
factors are higher than .80 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), and the extracted variances show
that each factor explains at least forty-two per cent of the variance in the posited
items. These findings support the internal consistency and the factor structure of
each scale.
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Table 2 CFA results for all separate scales

Scale Factor xX? af  p CFI RMSEA SRMR p. Variance
loadings extracted

Autonomous |.472| - 26.64 16 .05 .97 .07 .04 .85 42

motivation |.823]

Individual |.527] - 15.92 11 .14 .99 .06 .04 .85 .46

interest |.843|

Situational |.507]| - 6.22 5 .29 1.00 .04 .03 .82 .49

interest™ |.896]

Self-efficacy |.802]| - .27 2 .87 1.00 .00 .00 91 71
|.898|

*Cronbach’s alpha results were similar with a range from .80-.91; " Based on previously con-
ducted CFA-analysis (Factor loading SIS = |.384|; x? =27.75, df=9, p=.00; CFI=.93;
RMSEA=.13; SRMR=.07), item SI5 was excluded from this and further analyses.

Plan of analysis

To explore student variation one-way ANOVA-analyses' and several independent t-
tests were conducted. We compared means for each subscale in the following con-
ditions: gender, location of the university (EU/US), class preparation, number of
years attending EuroSim, and number of years in higher education. Variation
among students was explored for each of the motivational constructs separately:
autonomous motivation, self-efficacy, and interest. Also, to extract more accurate

relationships, additional ANCOVA-analyses were conducted.

Results

First, to test whether the MISS-model is suitable for a simulation context, we eval-
uate correlations and descriptive statistics for all dependent variables (Table 3).
Students score, on average, the highest on autonomous motivation for their field of
study and the lowest on individual interest for EU politics. Standard deviations
show the largest spread for self-efficacy, which means that students vary the most
in how much they believe in their negotiating skills. Students vary the least on their

situational interest.

Correlations reveal that all measured constructs are interrelated, which confirms
their relatedness as affective learning outcomes. However, all of the correlations

are low enough (r < .80; Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2011) to consider them as
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separate constructs tapping different affective learning outcomes. The variation in
student scores and the sufficient, but not too strong, relatedness of the affective

learning outcomes allow combining them in the MISS-model.

Table 3 Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations

Scale’ Mean  SD 1 2 3

1. Autonomous motivation 4.23 .58

2. Individual interest 3.22 .77 350"

3. Situational interest 3.42 .45 3207 382"

4. Self-efficacy 3.46 .84 2877 .170" 226"

Ak

°Scaled score is the mean of item-scores; “p < .05, “p < .01, *"p < .001.

Second, student variation in affective learning outcomes was investigated conduct-

ing independent t-tests, of which the results are presented in Table 4.

Regarding autonomous motivation for students’ field of study, results show that
US-students score significantly higher than EU-students. Also, students who at-
tended EuroSim for at least the second time show to have more autonomous moti-
vation for their field of study than students who attended for the first time. This
means that US-students and students who have attended EuroSim more than once
experience their field of study as more inherently satisfying. However, when con-
ducting an ANCOVA, results only reveal a significant relationship between location
(EU/US) and autonomous motivation (F (1,130) = 8.68; p < .01; n?, = .06)%.
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Table 4 Results of independent t-tests for all dependent variables

Autonomous motivation for field of study

Mean SD N df t p Cohen’s d
Location 133 131 -3.51 .001 .61
EU 4.07 .57
us 4.41 .54
Median - N U z p r
EuroSim” 133 1366 -2.07 .04 -.18
1 year 4.19
> 1 year 4.63

Situational interest™

Mean SD N df t p Cohen’s d
Gender 133 131 2.94 .004 .51
Male 3.30 44
Female 3.52 43

Individual interest for the EU

Mean SD N df t p Cohen’s d
Location 133 131 3.71 .000 .64
EU 3.44 .70
us 2.97 .77
Class preparation 133 131 -3.34 .001 .59
Yes 3.39 .72
No 2.95 .77
Higher educa- 133 131 -2.18 .031 .38
tion™™
< 3 years 3.10 77
> 4 years 3.39 .74
Self-efficacy for negotiating
Mean SD N df t p Cohen’s d
Gender’ 133 130.99 -3.49 .001 .60
Male 3.73 71
Female 3.25 .87
Location 133 131 -2.29 .024 .40
EU 3.31 .79
us 3.64 .85
EuroSim°® 133 84 -3.66 .000 .67
1 year 3.32 .85
> 1 year 3.83 .66

“Number of years attending EuroSim, reported results are only confirmed in a Mann-Whitney U
test; “* Measured with regard to negotiating, decision-making, or refugee and asylum policy; ="
Number of years in higher education; © Equal variances not assumed.
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With regard to situational interest, the only difference was found for female stu-
dents, who score significantly higher than male students. Regarding individual
interest for the EU, EU-students score significantly higher than US-students. Also,
students who had a preparation class score significantly higher than students who
didn't have class preparation. Similarly, students who already attended higher
education for four or more years score significantly higher than students who at-
tended just three years or less. A multiple model confirms the significant relation-
ship between individual interest and location (F (1,129) = 8.86; p < .01; % = .06).
Also, the relationship with class preparation remains significant (F (1,129) = 5.67;
p < .05; n’, = .04). However, there’s no longer a significant relationship for number
of years in higher education (F (1,129) = 1.90; p = .171; %, = .01). The individual
interest of US-students who had class preparation (Mean = 3.16) approaches, but
is still lower than, the individual interest of EU-students with no class preparation
(Mean = 3.22; Figure 2).

Location
of the
4,00 University
Ia
IS

3,50

Mean Individual interest

2,504 ey

2,00 T T
no you

class preparation
Error Bars: 95% CI

Figure 2. Differences in individual interest for class preparation and location

Regarding self-efficacy for negotiating, male students score significantly higher
than female students. Also, US-students score significantly higher than EU-
students. Students, who attended the simulation more than once, also report more
self-efficacy for negotiating, than students who attended for the first time. A multi-

ple model still shows a significant relationship between self-efficacy and number of
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years attending EuroSim (F (1,129) = 4.44; p < .05; n?, = .03), and self-efficacy
and gender (F (1,129) = 11.22; p = .001; n?, = .08), while the relationship with
location disappears (F (1,129) = 1.02; p = .314; n?, = .01).

Figure 3 shows a clear trend towards more confidence in one’s negotiating skills
when attending EuroSim more than once. The difference between male and female
students is most explicit when attending for the first time. Gender differences de-
crease with each simulation experience. However, results for year three and four
should be interpreted carefully as the sample size of students attending the simula-

tion for the third or fourth time was low (five and three students).

Gender

I female
I male

4,50

3,507

Mean Self-efficacy

2,507

1 T T T T
i H 3 4

Nr of years participating EuroSim

Error Bars: 95% CI

Figure 3. Differences in self-efficacy for gender and number of years attending

EuroSim

Finally, an overview of the results implemented in the MISS-model is presented in
Figure 4. Overall, results show statistically significant relationships between several
student characteristics and the presented affective learning outcomes of simula-
tions. In general, findings support the use of MISS-model to measure affective

learning outcomes of simulations more in depth.
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Figure 4. Applying MISS-model for mapping student variation in affective learning

outcomes

Discussion and conclusion

Following an increased use of role play-simulations within political science teaching
and learning, research on their effects has started to expand. However, previous
studies often suffered from being anecdotal, or methodologically poor, which hin-
ders interpretation and comparability of research outcomes. Moreover, current
research remains inconclusive regarding simulations’ benefits. Therefore, simula-
tion effects should be measured in a more encompassing way. As such, this study
introduced the MISS-model (Motivation, Interest and Self-efficacy in Simulations),
which highlights affective learning outcomes and relates them to other learning
outcomes. Also, following a trend within educational sciences research, as findings
have shown affective learning outcomes have substantially increased in importance

predicting academic success.

Investigating suitability of the MISS-model, results are definitely positive. Motiva-
tion, interest, and self-efficacy clearly are related but also distinguishable concepts.
Probing into student variation, most of our hypotheses could be confirmed. With
regard to autonomous motivation, results reveal no statistically significant differ-
ences for autonomous motivation between male and female students (H1a). How-

ever, results show a statistically significant difference for autonomous motivation,
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depending on students’ location (H1b), which could be related because motivation
seems to be shaped by cultural context (Guay, 2016). Although we could expect
that students with a higher individual interest for the EU would be more likely to
attend EuroSim more often, students with more simulation-experience report less
individual interest for the EU (H2a). Further, EU-students report higher individual
interest for the EU (H2b), which could be explained by the fact that individual in-
terest is a more deep-seated type of interest (Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Rotgans,
2015). As it develops slowly over time, the everyday environment influences inter-
est development and, therefore, living in the EU most certainly triggers students’
interest for EU politics. The positive relation of class preparation with individual
interest (H2c) confirms connections between content and the individual student
seem to be essential for interest development (Renninger & Hidi, 2016; Ricon-
scente, 2014). With regard to self-efficacy, the amount of simulation-experience is
positively related to students’ self-efficacy for negotiating (H3a), and female stu-
dents report significant lower self-efficacy than their male colleague students (H3b)
(Niemivirta & Tapola, 2007; Schunk & Pajares, 2008; Tang et al., 2004). We could
not formulate any specific hypotheses for situational interest and number of years
in higher education. Explorative results show that variation in situational interest
solely relates to gender, and that the number of years students already attend

higher education has little to no influence on all motivational outcomes.

Overall, results indicate students vary in their motivation, interest and self-efficacy.
As these affective learning outcomes are largely related to performance outcomes,
students will vary in what they take away from the simulation. Moreover, students
will also vary in their simulation performance, and hereby influence the simulation
process and its outcome. For example, motivated students would probably work
harder, and maybe even foster simulation’s verisimilitude. Therefore, it would be
interesting to measure motivation related to the simulation itself, and include all
types of motivation to distillate student variation in motivation and related student
behaviour. Similarly, interest influences student behaviour. Highly interested stu-
dents would probably prepare better, and also value simulation’s verisimilitude.
Self-efficacy could explain why students are more or less verbal and dominant
during negotiations. However, female students reporting lower self-efficacy does
not necessarily mean they perform less, as research shows that female students,
especially at higher academic levels, may report less self-efficacy while in general
they perform as good as or even better than male students (Schunk & Pajares,
2008; Van Soom & Donche, 2014).
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Results suggest the broader learning environment matters. For example, preparing
students for the simulation is positively related to students’ individual interest for
the EU. Preparing US-students brings them almost to the same level as unprepared
EU-students in this cross-continental EuroSim-simulation. Although class prepara-
tion has a positive influence on students’ individual interest for the EU, students do
not vary for self-efficacy for negotiating, when taking class preparation into ac-
count. This lacking relationship raises questions about how exactly students are
being prepared for simulations, for example whether negotiating exercises are
included or not. Also, results indicate that students who have more simulation
experience seem to benefit more from a simulation in terms of how capable they
feel themselves in negotiating. Overall, findings point into the direction of the use-
fulness of providing repeated well-prepared simulations in political science curricula

to increase affective learning outcomes.

Although a first application of the MISS-model delivered some promising results,
we need to be cautious when drawing conclusions. The cross-sectional nature of
the present study could be seen as a limitation, which hinders causal interpretation
and generalisation of the results. Baranowski and Weir (2015) emphasise quality of
future research on simulation effects has to improve, suggesting the use of control
groups, and pre- and post-test designs. Additionally, we argue research should
focus more on affective learning outcomes, because of their association with stu-
dent behaviour, and other learning outcomes. More specifically, future research
would benefit from a more longitudinal design, in which several dimensions are
measured over a longer period of time. For example, as self-efficacy and situational
interest fluctuate over time (Niemivirta & Tapola, 2007; Renninger & Hidi, 2016)
and contexts (Pintrich, 2003), their role might become clearer when using several
measurements over time as well and within specific simulation contexts. In general,
more measurements over time and larger samples would facilitate using more
advanced statistical techniques, which would be beneficial for generalisation of the
results. Also, more in-depth research would increase insights into the simulation

process and its dynamics.

To conclude, the MISS-model presents a framework, which enables investigating
different relations between crucial learning outcomes, also allowing taking various
student and simulation characteristics into account. The combination of motivation,
interest, and self-efficacy clearly enriches present findings, as they all relate to
affective learning outcomes and are also complementary by expressing students’

drive for learning, interest for the subject, and feeling of competence. Future re-
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search is needed to investigate the application of the MISS-model in other role
play-simulation contexts and also to look into the relation between affective learn-
ing outcomes and other learning outcomes. This will enable political science as well
as educational sciences to capture the full richness and effects of role play-

simulations as learning environments.

Notes

[1] Shapiro-Wilk tests and Levene’s tests were used for checking the underlying
assumptions of normal distribution and homogeneity. When one of these assump-
tions was violated, respectively a Mann-Whitney U test or ANOVA Welch’s test was
conducted. These tests revealed, in most cases, similar results. Otherwise, differ-
ences are reported in the result section.

[2] Equal variances not assumed.
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tions of political decision-making

This chapter is based on:

Duchatelet, D., Spooren, P., Bursens, P., Gijbels, D., & Donche, V. (Submitted).
Explaining self-efficacy development in an authentic higher educational learning
context of role-play simulations of political decision-making.
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STUDY 3 Explaining self-efficacy development in an authentic
higher education learning context of role-play simulations of polit-

ical decision-making

Abstract

Role-play simulations of political decision-making are authentic learning environments in which
students act out roles of real political actors. In political science education, such simulations
have become the most commonly used active learning method to teach about complex, dynam-
ic political processes. Research findings tentatively show that these simulations foster several
learning outcomes. However, to date, insights into how the simulation process contributes to
variation in student learning is lacking. To investigate the simulation process, this study focuses
on how self-efficacy for negotiating develops over the time period of one simulation and to
what extent this can be explained by students’ individual characteristics. More specifically, this
study extensively contributes to the field by including students’ perceived student cohesiveness
to measure the social aspect of the simulation. Data from 84 undergraduate and graduate
participants were collected during a four-day Model United Nations-simulation. Self-efficacy for
negotiating was measured using 12 measurement times and data were analysed by means of
multilevel growth modelling. Results point to a statistically significant linear increase of self-
efficacy for negotiating over the time period of the simulation. Compared to the factor time,
individual characteristics explain variation in self-efficacy development to a larger extent, of

which perceived student cohesiveness contributes the most in explaining variation.
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Introduction

Simulation-based learning environments are valued because they are considered to
be rich, authentic learning environments (Ellington et al., 1998). Their authenticity
is reflected in a learning environment that resembles real-world complexity and
limitations, including realistic conditions such as environmental distractions, stress,
and time pressure (Aldrich, 2006; Beaubien & Baker, 2004; Herrington & Oliver,
2000). Role-play simulations are a specific type of simulation frequently used in
higher education learning contexts. They refer to non-computer-based simulations
in which participants take on the role of a specific actor in a predefined situation
while following a set of rules and interacting with others (Lean et al., 2006). In
political science education, such simulations are increasingly implemented in the
specific learning context of political decision-making, in which students are as-
signed roles within socio-political processes and expected to act as real political
actors (Boyer & Smith, 2015). Over the past decades, such role-play simulations
have become the most commonly used active learning method to teach about
complex, dynamic political processes (Ishiyama, 2013; Smith & Boyer, 1996). They
are being highly appreciated by students and lecturers because research findings
seem to suggest that they enhance student learning (Baranowski & Weir, 2015;
Giovanello et al., 2013; Smith & Boyer, 1996; Van Dyke et al., 2000). For example,
findings on Model United Nations-simulations (MUN), which simulate existing UN
bodies such as the Security Council, show that these are beneficial in terms of
increasing knowledge and improving skills (Crossley-Frolick, 2010; Obendorf &
Randerson, 2013). However, an analysis of current research on simulations also
shows that the field of political science teaching is still struggling to capture simula-
tion effects and to measure them in a methodologically sound way (Baranowski &
Weir, 2015; Duchatelet, Gijbels, Bursens, Donche, & Spooren, 2019). Baranowski
and Weir (2015) argue for more pre- and post-test designed studies, preferably
including a control group. Such designs would indeed illuminate more thoroughly
the final outcomes of simulations. However, the downside of such research designs
is that only a very limited set of variables can be controlled for and a limited
amount of key variables can be addressed. If we aim to grasp simulations’ effects,
we have to take into account that, next to a certain real-world degree, simulations
are characterized by human agency and dynamism (Duchatelet et al., 2019;
Wright-Maley, 2015). This complicates investigating student learning as teachers,

who have been using simulations for some time, have been experiencing that each
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time the same simulation is conducted participants initiate different interactions
and behaviour, and thus generate different processes and simulation outcomes
(Usherwood, 2015). To date, knowledge about how to explain student variation in
the simulation process falls short (Duchatelet et al., 2019). This study aims to
contribute to disentangling simulation dynamics by investigating how variation in

student learning during the simulation’s process can be explained.

To this aim, this study focuses on the learning outcome of self-efficacy for negotiat-
ing. Self-efficacy is known to be a dynamic motivational construct that is suscepti-
ble to change and that fluctuates over time (Cassidy & Eachus, 2002; Schunk &
DiBenedetto, 2016; Tang et al., 2004), which makes it a suitable learning outcome
for exploring the simulation process. Within role-play simulations of political deci-
sion-making, negotiating skills are often seen as key skills, as these are essential
for participants engaging in simulations (McIntosh, 2001; Obendorf & Randerson,
2013). Negotiating processes can lead to positive sum outcomes but also to situa-
tions of deadlock, in which negotiators experience difficulties — as strategies have
been attempted and rejected - and which could lead to no outcome at all. In such
cases, resilience and the ability to bounce back from impasses become crucial
(Spector, 2006). Previous research shows that self-efficacy contributes to persis-
tence, resilience, and conquering difficulties (Bandura, 1997; Cassidy, 2015; Pajar-
es, 1996), which are needed during negotiating (Spector, 2006). This makes self-
efficacy for negotiating a relevant outcome to focus on. Inherently, students’ agen-
cy shapes the simulation dynamics, in which social processes emerge that forge
students to choose actions, such as to strive for coalition or minority block
(Duchatelet et al., 2019). Simulation’s process is thus heavily shaped by social
features, which also have been known to influence self-efficacy development (Ban-
dura, 1997). Therefore, this study brings in students’ perceived student cohesive-
ness - the extent to which students know, help, and support one another (Fraser,

1998) - as an important explanatory factor.

In short, this study innovates in several ways. First, it aims to increase insights into
the simulation process by studying how self-efficacy for negotiating develops over
the time period of a several-day role-play simulation of political decision-making.
Second, it focuses on explaining student variation in self-efficacy development for
which this study includes perceived student cohesiveness as a social feature, next
to other individual characteristics. To this end, we analyse longitudinal data using

multilevel growth models. In the next section, the outcome of self-efficacy (for
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negotiating) is more elaborately introduced, and possible contributing factors to

variation in self-efficacy (for negotiating) development are presented.

Theoretical background
Self-efficacy (for negotiating) as learning outcome

Over the past three decades, educational research on self-efficacy has substantially
increased. Researchers’ interests have been driven by findings that consistently
point to the importance of self-efficacy, which is considered an important affective
learning outcome (Pintrich, 1994; Vermunt & Vermetten, 2004). The concept of
self-efficacy can be defined as individuals’ beliefs that they are capable of learning
and performing actions on designated levels (Bandura, 1997). In an educational
context, research generally focuses on academic self-efficacy, which refers to stu-
dents’ beliefs in their academic capabilities (Zimmerman, 2000). Also, self-efficacy
can apply to specific skills, such as writing skills (e.g., Pajares, 2003), or subjects,
such as natural sciences or mathematics (e.g., Chen & Usher, 2013; Usher & Pajar-
es, 2009). As self-efficacy refers to self-evaluating one’s own abilities, it plays a
key role in motivating students to improve competence and future actions; and is
associated with students’ success by positively influencing academic achievement,
students’ motivation, and regulative learning outcomes (Bandura, 1997; Pajares,
1996; Richardson et al., 2012; Robbins et al., 2004; Schunk & Pajares, 2005; van
Dinther et al., 2011; Vermunt & Donche, 2017; Zimmerman, 2000).

In general, high self-efficacy promotes future skills development as it helps stu-
dents to engage in tasks, to work harder, and to persist longer, especially when
encountering difficulties (Bandura, 1997; Bouffard-Bouchard, Parent, & Larivée,
1991; Zepke et al., 2010). Resilience has also been related to a higher amount of
self-efficacy (Cassidy, 2015; Lee et al., 2013). Such behaviour of engagement and
persistence, related to self-efficacy, additionally contributes to student’s negotiating
behaviour as resilience and the ability to bounce back from impasses during nego-
tiations is important (Spector, 2006). In political science simulation literature the
following skills are implicitly connected to negotiating: oral communication skills,
public speaking, and also more complex negotiation skills, such as arguing and
debating issues, coalition formation, and the art of diplomacy (Crossley-Frolick,
2010; Elias, 2014; Obendorf & Randerson, 2013). Regarding the importance of
self-efficacy, and the need to perform negotiation skills when engaging in the simu-
lation (Honicke & Broadbent, 2016; McIntosh, 2001; Obendorf & Randerson, 2013),
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self-efficacy for negotiating is an important learning outcome in negotiation-based

simulations, such as role-play simulations of political decision-making.
Explaining self-efficacy (for negotiating) development

According to the present knowledge base, students develop self-efficacy by inter-
preting information primarily from four sources: by evaluating previous perfor-
mances (mastery experience); by evaluating observational experiences provided by
others; e.g., fellow students (vicarious experience); by appraising verbal judge-
ments made by others; e.g., feedback (social persuasion); and by interpreting their
own emotional and physical state as a confidence signal when contemplating action
(physical and emotional state) (Bandura, 1997). Overall, the importance of self-
efficacy has to date not been given ample attention within the political science
teaching and learning research field. Research in the field of education and in par-
ticular in medical and nursing education is more elaborated. Results have already
shown that role play-simulations foster several sources of self-efficacy and enhance
students’ self-efficacy (Egenberg et al., 2016; Stroben et al. 2016; Watters et al.,
2015). Role-play simulations used within political science teaching and learning

might also include these sources and therefore foster self-efficacy.

Because simulation dynamics rely extensively on students’ agency, in which stu-
dents choose actions - e.g., forging coalitions or blocking minorities - that shape
the simulation process (Duchatelet et al., 2019), it is relevant to take into account
the social aspects of role-play simulations of political decision-making. As previous-
ly discussed, Bandura (1997) hypothesized that students derive their self-efficacy
beliefs from four primary sources, of which two are social sources. Firstly, students
evaluate observational experiences provided by others, referred to as vicarious
experiences (Bandura, 1997). These observations are being interpreted in the light
of how similar the student feels to the student that succeeds or fails to execute a
certain action; e.g., a fellow delegate presenting his/her opening statement. Per-
ceiving more similarity toward the performing student is considered to be more
powerful to alter student’s beliefs (Usher & Pajares, 2008). Secondly, students
receive judgments, appraisals, and feedback from others that influence their self-
efficacy beliefs, which Bandura (1997) defined as social persuasion; e.g., compli-
ments from a fellow delegate on a point made during the committee meeting. Mes-
sages received from significant others, such as peers and teachers, are more likely
to shape student’s self-efficacy than messages from unknown persons or persons

who are perceived to have a lack in expertise (Bandura, 1997). Applying these
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insights into social sources in role-play simulations of political decision-making,
sources’ influence on self-efficacy development will depend on how participating
students perceive their relationship with other participants. This could be defined as
student cohesiveness, i.e. the extent to which students know, help, and support
one another (Fraser, 1998). Social aspects have to date not been given much at-
tention within the field of role-play simulations of political decision-making
(Duchatelet et al., 2019).

Next to these social sources, several individual characteristics may influence the
ways in which students interpret information (Usher & Pajares, 2008). Gender is a
characteristic worth taking into account when trying to explain variation in self-
efficacy development during role-play simulations of political decision-making. For
example, female students seem to rely more on information from significant others,
whereas male students rather develop their self-efficacy beliefs based on their
accomplishments (Usher & Pajares, 2006). Female students generally report lower
self-efficacy, especially at higher academic levels (Schunk & Pajares, 2008). Previ-
ous research using data from a European Union (EU) simulation shows that male
students report statistically significant higher self-efficacy for negotiating than
female students (Duchatelet et al., 2018). Overall, gender is a characteristic worth
taking into account when focusing on negotiation skills because, within an interna-
tional negotiation simulation, female students have shown to generate significantly
different processes and outcomes than male participants (Boyer et al., 2009). With
regard to negotiating in a MUN-simulation, male MUN-participants reported signifi-
cantly more enjoyment of the individual activities of debate, passage and defeat of
resolutions than female MUN-participants, who take considerably less speaking
turns. This might suggest that female delegates are less confident about their ne-

gotiation effectiveness (Rosenthal, Rosenthal, & Jones, 2001).

Another individual characteristic relates to mastery experience (Bandura, 1997).
Previous research shows that self-efficacy usually increases over time, depending
on the amount of experiences, for example in the case of computer self-efficacy
(Cassidy & Eachus, 2002), or counselling self-efficacy (Tang et al., 2004). Due to
their real-world degree, simulations provide a certain authenticity level, which
should promote the development of self-efficacy (Tompson & Dass, 2000; van
Dinther et al., 2011). Research already has shown that simulations may generate
some of the benefits, including political efficacy, similar to participating in an in-
ternship. Results relate an increase in self-efficacy to the amount of experiences,

whether in a simulation, political internship, or job experience (Mariani & Glenn,
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2014). With regard to self-efficacy for negotiating, a cross-sectional study of
Duchatelet et al. (2018) reveals that students who have attended the same EU-
simulation more than once show significant higher self-efficacy for negotiating than
students who attend the simulation for the first time. Self-efficacy for negotiating
also, on average, seems to increase over time within one simulation experience
(Duchatelet, 2018).

The present study

This study’s aim is twofold. First, it aims to increase insights into the simulation
process by studying how self-efficacy for negotiating develops over the time period
of one several-day simulation. Second, it focuses on explaining student variation in
self-efficacy development by including perceived student cohesiveness as a social
feature, next to other individual characteristics. Two research questions (RQ) are

central in this study:

RQ1 How does self-efficacy for negotiating develop during a role-play simulation of
political decision-making?
RQ2 How can students’ variation in self-efficacy for negotiating development be

explained?

Based on previous research findings, we expect that self-efficacy for negotiating
(hypothesis 1) will increase during the simulation process because students en-
hance their amount of negotiation experience as the simulation proceeds (e.g.,
Cassidy & Eachus 2002; Duchatelet, 2018; Tang et al., 2004). Because the simula-
tion as a social learning environment includes several social sources of self-efficacy
(e.g., Egenberg et al., 2016), we also expect that students that perceive more
student cohesiveness will report higher self-efficacy than students perceiving less
student cohesiveness (hypothesis 2a). Further, we expect that male students re-
port higher self-efficacy (hypothesis 2b) than female students (e.g., Duchatelet et
al., 2018; Schunk & Pajares, 2008). Finally, we expect students with more MUN-
simulation experience to report higher self-efficacy (hypothesis 2c) than students
who attend the simulation for the first time as more experience relates to higher
self-efficacy (e.g., Cassidy & Eachus, 2002; Duchatelet et al., 2018; Tang et al.,
2004).

82



Explaining self-efficacy development

Method

Context and procedure

This research was conducted during a four-day extracurricular Model United Na-
tions-simulation, organised by students with the support of the University of Ant-
werp (Belgium). This AntwerpMUN! event included a simulation of the United Na-
tions General Assembly about the global refugee problem (UN), and a simulation of
the European Council about drug trafficking in European ports (EC). All students
voluntarily attended this extracurricular simulation, without previously defined
teaching objectives to attain, and prepared themselves for their assigned role by
writing a position paper. Students were expected to represent the position of an
assigned country, while taking its national interests into account, protecting its
national integrity, and maintaining optimal relations with the other states during
the simulation. Across 12 points in time, students were asked to fill out a question-
naire, which measured their self-efficacy for negotiating. To not interrupt the on-
going negotiations - which could hamper simulation’s real-world degree - , these
were scheduled at the end of the committee meeting sessions. The exact timing of

the measurements is shown in Appendix 3.
Participants

Data from a total sample of 84 undergraduate and graduate students were collect-
ed, which represent 93 % of all participating delegates of the 2016 edition. Sample

characteristics are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1 Sample characteristics (Niotal = 84)

Variable Mean SD N %
Age 21.21 2.62 75 89.29
Gender

Male 41 48.81

Female 35 41.67
Nationality of the student

Belgian 47 55.95

Other 29 34.52
Field of study

Law 44 52.38

Political science / International relations 6 7.15

Economics 16 19.05

Other” 8 9.52
Simulation

EC 18 21.43

UN 58 69.05
MUN-experience

1 time 51 60.71

> 1 time 3.68 2.01 25 29.76

* Other - Communication, Literature, History, Sociology, Psychology

In total 20.24 % (= 17/84) of the students, who participated in the first wave,

provided complete information at each of the 12 waves. Response rate per meas-

urement wave is presented in Table 2. We made use of all available data.

Table 2 Response rate per measurement wave (Niota = 84)

Time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
N 76 67 61 59 60 60 55 62 62 59 64 64
Missing 8 17 23 25 24 24 29 22 22 25 20 20
N% 90.5 798 726 702 714 814 655 738 73.8 702 762 76.2
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Measures

Self-efficacy was measured during twelve time points using the self-efficacy-scale
of the short version of the ‘Inventory of Learning Styles’ (ILS-SV; Donche et al.,
2012). Student cohesiveness was measured using the student cohesiveness scale
of the ‘What Is Happening In this Class’-questionnaire (WIHIC; Fraser, 1998),
which was filled out at the first time point. All scales showed good reliability, which
is represented in Table 3 accompanied by the number of items, an item example,

and used Likert-scale.

Table 3 Number of scale items, item example, Likert-scale and internal consistency

of used scales

Scale Items Example Scale1to 5 Cronbach’s a

Self-efficacy 4 I think I'm a good negotiator. Not true at all - .81 -.92
Very true for me

Student cohe- 8 I know other participating Almost never - .72

siveness students. Almost always

Plan of analysis

To answer our research questions, we conducted a series of individual growth mod-
els that were estimated via the PROC MIXED procedure in the SAS 9.4 statistical
analysis software package (Little, Milliken, Stroup, Wolfinger, & Schabenberger,
2006; Singer, 1998). Contrary to the repeated measures designs that are usually
analysed by means of ANOVA-models, analysing longitudinal data with mixed (or
multilevel) modelling techniques has a number of advantages. These include a
higher power in finding effects and contrasts in the data, the possibility to ignore
typical ANOVA assumptions such as homoscedasticity and sphericity, the flexible
way of handling with missing data, the possibility of analysing unbalanced data
sets, and the ability to simultaneously model individual (within-person) change
over time and between-persons variations in change (Hox, Moerbeek, & van de
Schoot, 2017; Kwok et al., 2008; Steele, 2008; Quené & van den Bergh, 2004).

To fit these models, we first created a person-period data set in which each partici-
pant had one record for every time period he or she was observed (i.e., 12 records

per participant). All time points were checked for outliers on the dependent varia-
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ble, self-efficacy for negotiating, in which no extreme outliers were detected. Self-
efficacy for negotiating showed to be normally distributed on each time point:
skewness and kurtosis values are within an absolute value of 1 and should be con-
sidered normal (range is an absolute value of 2.0; Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).
Multilevel growth analysis was conducted using SAS PROC MIXED procedure (Sing-
er, 1998), which applies full information maximum likelihood as missing data tech-
nique. As the sample contains 12 time periods, both linear and quadratic growth
models were tested. To avoid biased variance components, all models were run
using the restricted maximum likelihood estimation method (REML) (Raudenbush &
Bryk, 2002; Snijders & Boskers, 2012)% In each step of the analysis, the good-
ness-of-fit of all models was evaluated by means of the deviance (-2LL), AIC, and
BIC fit statistics (Singer, 1998).

In a first step, a random intercept model (with the expected mean self-efficacy
score for all participants over all time points as the only explanatory variable) test-
ed for sufficient between-person variance. In a second step, time was added to the
model (in both the fixed and the random part) to interpret the estimates of average
growth of self-efficacy throughout the four-day simulation. This enabled us to ex-
plore how self-efficacy for negotiating develops on average during the simulation
(RQ1). In the final step, a number of person-level predictors (covariates) were
added to the model (both fixed and in interaction with time). These covariates
included participant’s age, gender, nationality, field of study, type of simulation (EC
or UN), previous MUN-simulation experience, and student cohesiveness. This al-
lowed us to explore whether the variation in the intercept and the slopes are relat-

ed to any individual characteristics in our sample (RQ2).

Results

Descriptive statistics for the different self-efficacy (SE) measurements are provided
in Table 4. The results revealed that the mean for self-efficacy was the lowest for
the first measurement and the highest for the last measurement. Students’ self-
efficacy for negotiating did not vary substantially across measurements. All meas-
urements correlated moderately to highly with each other, and all of them correlat-

ed the highest with the last measurement (range Pearson’s r = .50-.92).
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Table 4 Descriptive statistics for all self-efficacy measurements

DAY 1 DAY 2 DAY 3 DAY 4

Time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

n 76 67 61 59 60 60 55 62 62 59 64 64
Mean 3.01 298 3.09 3.13 3.14 3.28 3.17 3.29 337 3.38 3.32 3.33
SD .70 .83 .77 .73 .72 .74 .78 .70 .80 .77 .78 .61

In order to explore SE development in the course of the simulation (across 12 time
points) we first plotted each participant’s individual SE-scores across all of 12 time
points. Figure 1 shows how self-efficacy changes over time for 16 randomly select-
ed participants. At first sight, these plots suggest great variation between partici-
pants in the simulation. For some participants, self-efficacy increases (see, for
instance, participants 2 and 3 in Figure 1), and for others it remains quite stable

(participant 11) or even declines (participant 12).

Figure 1. Smooth nonparametric summaries of how self-efficacy changes over
time (SE-scores for 16 randomly selected participants)

Figure 2 reveals both similarities and differences in changes in SE across all partici-
pants. The bold line in Figure 2 shows the average change trajectory for the whole

group (Singer & Willet, 2003). This line suggests a slight, almost linear increase of
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SE from a score of 3 to a score of 3.3 (on the five-point scale) throughout the
simulation. Both findings, the overall increase in self-efficacy and the variation in
individual trajectories, make a reasonable case for further investigating the data by

means of longitudinal research techniques.

Efficacy

Self

Time

Figure 2. Smooth nonparametric summaries of how self-efficacy changes over

time for all participants, including the average change trajectory for the whole

group

In the next step, we computed a random intercept model (Model 0 in Table 5) that
allowed us to calculate the intra-class correlation (ICC) as a measure of the magni-
tude of dependency between observations in our sample. The ICC was
0.45/(0.45+0.17) = .73, which suggests that 73% of the variation in self-efficacy
for negotiating is explained variance at the personal level (Level 2). The high ICC is
due to the longitudinal nature of the data (in which the same measure was repeat-
edly assessed from the same participants over time) (Kwok et al., 2008). The in-
tercept in this model equals 3.19, which is the estimated SE-score across all partic-

ipants and across all time points.

To analyse the growth trajectories, in a second step, time was added as covariate
in both the fixed and the random part of the model (Model 1 in Table 5). The re-

sults show a statistically significant estimate rate of change of 0.03 in SE-scores
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over each time point, which confirms the average change trajectory plotted in Fig-
ure 2. The intercept (i.e., the average SE-score across all participants when time =
0) drops to 3.00. The estimated variance in the intercept (¢2) and in the slope (o2)
are statistically significant, which suggests that both can be explained by person-
level covariate(s), and which shows that participants vary in their development of
self-efficacy for negotiating over time. The estimated covariance between the inter-
cept and the slope (¢,) is not statistically significant (p = .07), which means no
relation could be found between the variation in self-efficacy development and the
initial SE score (time = 0). Investigating if other than linear growth might fit the
data better, we conducted a model that included a quadratic effect of time. Results
did not reveal a statistically significant effect of time (b = -.003, SE = .001, p =
.06) and showed worse fit statistics (-2LL = 962.4, AIC = 976.4, BIC = 993.5)
compared to the linear time model (Model 1) that fitted the data best (Table 5).
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To explore the extent to which students’ variation in self-efficacy development can
be explained, we conducted a series of models in which several covariates (individ-
ual characteristics) were added by means of a step-by-step approach. Each covari-
ate was separately added as fixed effect and, when significant, in interaction with
the time variable. When the interaction effect was not statistically significant (i.e.,
there was no difference in growth rates in SE-scores between participants who
differ with respect to the specific individual feature), it was removed from the mod-
el. This was the case for all covariates in the analysis. The final model (Model 2 in
Table 5) thus only contains the fixed effects of all individual characteristics. When
turning to the random part of this final model, it was found that these covariates at
the personal level explain 17% of the variance in the intercept (average SE score
across all participants at time = 0), as the estimated variance in the intercept went
from 0.47 to 0.39. Two individual characteristics significantly contribute to partici-
pants’ development of self-efficacy for negotiating: gender and student cohesive-
ness. With regard to gender, male participants report significantly higher SE-scores
than female participants on all time points. Results also show that students who
perceive more helpfulness and supportiveness from other participants (i.e., student
cohesiveness) report significantly higher SE-scores on all time points. Other indi-
vidual characteristics do not significantly contribute to explaining variation in self-
efficacy for negotiating development; e.g., the amount of previous simulation expe-
rience. Similar to the previous model, the time aspect remains significant with an
estimate rate of change of 0.03 in SE-score over each time point. Taking slope
variation into account, results show a range of growth from .11 to .55 in SE-score
over the time period of the simulation for 95% of the participants (95% CI [.11,
.55]).

Discussion and conclusion

Role-play simulations of political decision-making are the most commonly used
active learning method to teach about complex, dynamic political processes
(Ishiyama, 2013; Smith & Boyer, 1996). To date, research has shown tentatively
that simulations, including MUN-simulations, are beneficial for student learning
(Baranowski & Weir 2015; Crossley-Frolick 2010; Obendorf & Randerson 2013).
While recent attention has been given to how the quality of research into simulation
effects can be improved (Baranowski & Weir 2015), we additionally argue that
attention should not solely be given to simulations’ objective learning outcomes but

also to the individual learner’s perspective. We consider self-efficacy to be an im-
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portant learning outcome because it plays a key role in motivating students to
improve competence and future actions; and because it is associated with students’
success by positively influencing academic achievement, students’ motivation, and
regulative learning outcomes (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 1996; Richardson et al.,
2012; Robbins et al., 2014; Schunk & Pajares, 2005; van Dinther et al., 2011;
Vermunt & Donche 2017; Zimmerman, 2000). Since self-efficacy contributes to
persistence, resilience, and conquering difficulties (Bandura, 1997; Cassidy, 2015;
Pajares, 1996), which are needed during the negotiation process (Spector, 2006),
self-efficacy for negotiating is a relevant outcome to focus on when investigating

role-play simulations of political decision-making.

Because of the complexity of factors that come into play during such simulations,
research should take the simulation process more often into account (Duchatelet et
al., 2019). This study contributes to disentangling simulation dynamics by investi-
gating how students’ variation in self-efficacy for negotiating development over the
time period of one simulation can be explained. Moreover, it innovates by including
social aspects of the simulation as explanatory factor, next to other individual char-

acteristics.

As expected, self-efficacy for negotiating increased as the simulation process con-
tinued (hypothesis 1) (Cassidy & Eachus, 2002; Duchatelet, 2018; Tang et al.,
2004). The progress can be considered small and tentative. We hereby have to
take into account that four days is a rather short period of time, and that meas-
urements follow each other on a short notice, sometimes with only two hours in
between. In any case, results point to the dynamic feature of self-efficacy devel-
opment that even can change within a few hours. Findings reveal that time did not
extensively contribute to explaining variation in self-efficacy development, while
students’ individual characteristics more substantially predicted variation in self-
efficacy development. Notably, the amount of perceived student cohesiveness sig-
nificantly explained variation in self-efficacy for negotiating, even to the largest
extent (hypothesis 2a). This confirms the importance of the social aspect for self-
efficacy development in role-play simulations (e.g., Egenberg et al., 2016). Results
also confirm that male students report higher self-efficacy (hypothesis 2b), similar
to previous research findings (e.g., Duchatelet et al., 2018; Schunk & Pajares,
2008). Surprisingly, the analysis showed that participants’ MUN-experience does

not relate to their amount of reported self-efficacy for negotiating (hypothesis 2c).

When interpreting our findings, some limitations need to be taken into account.

First, although a linear model fitted the data best, individual plots did not show a
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lot of clear linear upward trends. The concept of self-efficacy for negotiating was
measured using a five point Likert-scale. It might be beneficial for future research
to use a seven point or even nine point Likert-scale, which might allow capturing
even smaller changes when looking for trends in self-efficacy development. Second,
when measuring previous MUN experience only the quantity and not the quality of
previous experiences was taken into account. We asked for how many MUN simula-
tions students already participated in and not for how students appraised previous
experience as a failure or success. Future research should take the latter into ac-
count as not the experience itself but how students’ perceived it, may shape their
self-efficacy beliefs (Usher & Pajares, 2008).

As results point to variation in self-efficacy development over time and individuals,
it is useful to further conduct longitudinal research. As suggested before, larger
scaled Likert-scales could more accurately grasp fluctuations, which might result in
clearer trends and allow detecting groups of students that follow similar growth
trajectories in self-efficacy development, for example, by conducting latent class
growth modelling (Jung & Wickrama, 2008; Muthén & Muthén, 2000). With respect
to the large contribution of perceived student cohesiveness, it would be advised to
also measure this aspect longitudinally to increase insights into its interplay with
self-efficacy development. However, quantitative methods fall short in comprehen-
sively explaining variation in self-efficacy development because only a limited num-
ber of variables can be taken into account. A more person-centred approached is
needed to unravel the interplay of factors that influence self-efficacy development.
Since student cohesiveness predicts variation in self-efficacy development to a
great extent, sources of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997) most certainly are at play
during the simulation. For example, students may feel more competent because
they got their point across during the previous committee meeting (mastery expe-
rience), because they received a compliment from another delegate (social persua-
sion), or because they observed other delegates performing worse than themselves
(vicarious experience). As growth models are less appropriate for capturing reasons
for dynamics, more qualitative in-depth research is necessary. As a final sugges-
tion, future research could also more often address the transfer of learning. As
previously noted, previous MUN experience did not explain variation in self-efficacy
development. We already pointed to the distinction between the quantity and quali-
ty of previous experiences. However, the question also rises if and how students

transfer learning outcomes from one simulation to another.

93



Study 3

As a practical implication, our findings clearly point to the importance of the social
dimension of role-play simulations of political decision-making. Students who know
other students better, who perceive other students as more helpful and supportive
show significant larger increases in self-efficacy development. As research repeat-
edly has shown that self-efficacy strongly relates to outcomes as achievement,
motivation and self-regulation (Bandura, 1997), teachers might more often take
the student group composition into account. Student groups that are more familiar
with each other and that already have created a safe and supportive atmosphere
might be more beneficial for student learning during role-play simulations of politi-
cal decision-making.

Notes

[1] For more information: http://www.antwerpmun.be/

[2] Running the models with maximum likelihood estimation (ML) for fixed effects
analysis revealed similar results and showed only very small differences in the
parameters of the fixed effects, the variance components estimates, and the fit

statistics.

94



Unravelling the interplay of sources of self-efficacy for

negotiating in role-play simulations of political decision-
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This chapter is based on:
Duchatelet, D., Donche, V., Bursens, P., Gijbels, D., & Spooren, P. (Submitted).
Unravelling the interplay of sources of self-efficacy for negotiating in role-play

simulations of political decision-making: A longitudinal in-depth case study.

95



Study 4

STUDY 4 Unravelling the interplay of sources of self-efficacy
for negotiating in role-play simulations of political decision-

making: A longitudinal in-depth case study

Abstract

This study contributes to current self-efficacy research in two ways. First, it expands self-
efficacy research to a specific context and competence by investigating how self-efficacy for
negotiating develops in the learning context of role-play simulations of political decision-
making. Such simulations are commonly used when teaching about the complexity of socio-
political processes in political science education. Second, it follows the need for more in-depth
qualitative research by conducting a single holistic case study with a longitudinal design, inves-
tigating sources of self-efficacy and their interplay when contributing to both outcomes of self-
efficacy increase and decrease over time. Data were collected during a four-day European
Union-simulation. Three data sources contributed to data convergence, ensuring that more
than one single source of evidence supported findings. The final sample consists of 27 mean-
ingful events, provided by four information-rich and representative case students from an
elective course in a political science curriculum. Meaningful events were selected using a set of
inclusion criteria, and data were analysed by means of content analysis. Findings showed that
three groups of sources could be defined: personal sources, social sources, and contextual
sources, which include and enrich the four hypothesized sources of self-efficacy. Results point
to personal sources predominantly contributing to self-efficacy development. Where these
single-handedly contribute to self-efficacy decrease, self-efficacy increase always (at least)
additionally relates to a social source. This points to the importance of the social dimension in
the learning context of role-play simulations, especially for self-efficacy increase. Contextual
sources play a less distinct role in developing self-efficacy as they only influence self-efficacy

when combined with one or several other sources.
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Introduction

Over the past three decades, social and educational psychology research on self-
efficacy has substantially increased and has drawn more attention to investigate
which aspects contribute to self-efficacy development (Ahn et al., 2017; Usher &
Pajares, 2008). Self-efficacy refers to students’ individual beliefs that they are
capable of learning and performing actions on designated levels (Bandura, 1997).
As self-efficacy refers to self-evaluating one’s own abilities, it plays a key role in
motivating students to improve competence and future actions; and is associated
with students’ success by positively influencing academic achievement, students’
motivation, and regulative learning outcomes (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 1996;
Richardson et al., 2012; Robbins et al., 2004; Schunk & Pajares, 2005; van Dinther
et al., 2011; Vermunt & Donche, 2017; Zimmerman, 2000). Where research re-
peatedly points to the importance of self-efficacy in higher education, our under-
standing about which aspects influence self-efficacy development in what way can
be considered as rather incipient (Usher & Pajares, 2008). Several review studies
point to the need for more diverse context-specific, methodologically rigorous, in-
depth research to forge a deeper understanding about how self-efficacy is fostered
(Klassen & Usher, 2010; Usher & Pajares, 2008).

In general, most empirical research on self-efficacy is conducted quantitatively,
focusing on groups of students with little attention for intra-individual differences in
self-efficacy development although self-efficacy theory describes self-efficacy from
an individual perspective referring to people’s own beliefs about their capabilities
(Usher & Pajares, 2008). Also, the cross-sectional nature of most studies only re-
sults in snapshots of a particular point in time (Cohen et al., 2011; Usher et al.,
2018) while by definition self-efficacy is a dynamic construct, thus continually being
susceptible to change (Usher & Pajares, 2008; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016). Even
longitudinal quantitative research falls short in capturing the interplay between
information from multiple sources, which for example shows in the problem of
multicollinearity; and fails to explain change in an exhaustive way (Ahn et al.,
2017; Cohen et al., 2011; Usher & Pajares, 2008; Yin, 2018). Bandura (1997) also
argued that the relationship between the hypothesized sources and self-efficacy is
largely influenced by contextual factors, which results in a domain- or context-
sensitivity of self-efficacy development (Butz & Usher, 2015). This issue is reflected
in findings that show that self-efficacy is most predictive of outcomes, such as

achievement, when measured at a similar level of specificity (Klassen & Usher,

97



Study 4

2010). This context-sensitivity leads to a limited generalisation of available findings
and the need to expand the scope of self-efficacy research, as most higher educa-
tion self-efficacy research focuses on learning contexts of mathematics, science, or

engineering (Klassen & Usher, 2010; Usher & Pajares, 2008).

This study expands self-efficacy research to the domain of role-play simulations of
political decision-making. Such simulations are learning environments in which
students act out roles of real political actors and simulate real-world policy-making
processes; e.g., the legislative procedure of the European Union. Previous research
has already pointed to the importance of the social dimension for role-play simula-
tions, which could encompass several sources of self-efficacy (Duchatelet, 2018).
Next to the specific simulation context, this study applies a competence-specific
approach, by focusing on self-efficacy for negotiating, which is a core skill needed
to engage in such simulations (McIntosh, 2001; Obendorf & Randerson, 2013).
Tackling previous methodological issues, this study uses a longitudinal design,
which is preferred when studying change and which fits self-efficacy’s dynamic
feature (Cohen et al., 2011; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016). More specifically, this
study applies a longitudinal case study design in order to explore in-depth which
sources are present and how their interplay contributes to self-efficacy develop-
ment. Where most research uses retrospective data and focuses on how self-
efficacy can be promoted (Usher & Pajares, 2008), this study combines retrospec-
tive with real-time data, and focuses on meaningful events that promote or inhibit
self-efficacy development. This results in a person-centred approach that investi-
gates intra-individual differences in self-efficacy development (Usher & Pajares,

2008), guided by the following research questions:

RQ1 Which sources that relate to students’ self-efficacy for negotiating develop-
ment can be distinguished in the context of role-play simulations of political deci-
sion-making?

RQ2 How do self-efficacy sources contribute to students’ self-efficacy for negotiat-
ing development in the context of role-play simulations of political decision-

making?

Theoretical background

The following section first elaborates on general insights into the role self-efficacy
plays and into sources of self-efficacy within the context of higher education. Fur-

ther, we discuss in detail the context- and competence-specific outcome of self-
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efficacy that is central in this study: self-efficacy for negotiating in role-play simula-

tions of political decision-making.
Self-efficacy in higher education

Social-cognitive theory considers people’s behaviour as driven by environmental
features but also by humans’ own cognitive and self-reflective skills. The concept of
self-efficacy originates in social-cognitive theory and refers to people’s beliefs about
their capabilities to execute action required to achieve desired performances (Ban-
dura, 1997). Over the past three decades, educational psychology research on self-
efficacy has substantially increased. Researchers’ interests have been driven by
findings that consistently point to the importance of self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is
considered a key motivation construct that improves competence and future ac-
tions (Murphy & Alexander, 2000; Schunk & Pajares, 2005). Students with a higher
level of self-efficacy will persist longer and show more resilience when encountering
difficulties (Bandura, 1997; Cassidy, 2015; Lee et al., 2013; Lent et al., 1986;
Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Multon et al., 1991; Pajares, 1996; Wright et al.,
2012). Less self-efficacious students, in contrary, may procrastinate and not initiate
the required effort needed to achieve certain goals (Honicke & Broadbent, 2016;
Komarraju & Nadler, 2013; Vogel & Human-Vogel, 2016; Waschle et al., 2014).
Next to its significant contribution to self-regulation (Panadero, 2017; Zimmerman,
2000), self-efficacy relates to learning strategies students use being positively
associated with deep learning; and it is supportive for creating effective environ-
ments for learning, such as finding effective study partners (Diseth, 2011; Honicke
& Broadbent, 2016; Fenollar et al., 2007; Liem et al., 2008; Schunk & DiBenedetto,
2016; Vermunt & Donche, 2017). Findings repeatedly point to the strong relation-
ship between self-efficacy, motivation and academic achievement (Honicke &
Broadbent, 2016; Kyndt et al., 2017; Richardson et al., 2012; Robbins et al.,
2004). Considering that self-efficacy relates to several generic competences that
are also beneficial for students’ future working life career (e.g., persistence, en-
gagement, self-regulation), higher education institutions should focus more on
fostering self-efficacy development (Strijbos et al., 2015; Granziera & Perera,
2019; van Dinther et al., 2011).

Although self-efficacy has received substantial attention from researchers studying
higher education learning contexts, research about its antecedents and sources is
far less present (Usher & Pajares, 2008). Focusing on how self-efficacy develops,

Bandura (1997) hypothesized that such beliefs derive from four primary sources:
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(1) students evaluating their previous experiences (successes or failures) and using
these interpretations as indicators for what they believe they can or cannot do
(mastery experience); (2) students observing, evaluating and comparing other
students’ performances to their own capabilities (vicarious experience); (3) stu-
dents receiving evaluative feedback, judgments, and appraisals about their perfor-
mance from significant others (social persuasion); and (4) students interpreting
their physiological arousal (e.g., heart rate) and emotional reactions (e.g., anxiety)
as informative for their perceived self-efficacy (physiological/emotional state).
These four sources provide information that influence self-efficacy development, in
conjunction with a cognitive appraisal of that information. As Bandura (1997) al-
ready contended, findings repeatedly have shown that mastery experience - past
successes or failures — can be considered the most important source that contrib-
utes to self-efficacy development (Bates & Khasawneh, 2007; Lent, Brown, Gover,
& Nijjer, 1996; Metcalf & Wiener, 2018; Usher & Pajares, 2008). Also, physiologi-
cal/emotional states consistently contribute to self-efficacy development. Such
studies, however, confined themselves to focusing on negative emotions related to
fear, stress, or anxiety, which significantly hinder self-efficacy development (Bates
& Khasawneh, 2007; Metcalf & Wiener, 2018). Vicarious experience and social
persuasion are not always included in studies that investigate sources of self-
efficacy in higher education (Bates & Khasawneh, 2007; Luzzo, Hasper, Albert,
Bibby, & Martinelli, 1999). Also, findings about their contribution to self-efficacy
development are less consistent and seem to very across domains or subjects (Ahn
et al., 2017; Fong & Krause, 2014; Matsui, Matsui, & Onishi, 1990).

Several issues complicate investigating how sources of self-efficacy contribute to
self-efficacy development. For example, in middle and high school learning con-
texts, recent research findings point to complex processes in which students con-
sider information from multiple sources when evaluating their self-efficacy beliefs
(Usher et al., 2018). Complexity increases following the hypothesis that psycholog-
ical processes other than those initially hypothesized by Bandura might come into
play (Bandura, 1997; Usher & Pajares, 2006, 2008). Bandura (1997) also argued
that the relationship between the hypothesized sources and self-efficacy is largely
influenced by contextual factors, which results in a domain- or context-sensitivity of
self-efficacy development (Ahn et al., 2017). Recent research has drawn more
attention to the contribution of specific contextual sources to self-efficacy develop-
ment, such as physical environment or lesson organisation (Usher et al., 2018;
Webb-Williams, 2017).
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Self-efficacy for negotiating in role-play simulations of political decision-

making

Aiming to expand the field of sources of self-efficacy research, this study focuses
on the context- and competence-specific outcome of self-efficacy for negotiating in
role-play simulations of political decision-making. Role-play simulations are authen-
tic learning environments that contribute to self-efficacy development (Duchatelet,
2018; Stroben et al., 2016). They refer to non-computer-based simulations in
which participants take on the role of a specific actor in a predefined situation while
following a set of rules and interacting with others (Lean et al., 2006). Such simu-
lations are increasingly implemented in the specific learning context of political
decision-making, in which students are assigned roles within socio-political pro-
cesses and expected to act as real political actors (e.g., diplomats or ministers);
e.g., European Council simulation (Boyer & Smith, 2015). These simulations are
characterised by their verisimilitude or real-world degree, which implies that the
simulation is a valid representation of reality in a structured but simplified way
(Wright-Maley, 2015). Simulations’ dynamism is generated by sequential decisions
that determine participants’ actions; and is considered to be a product of a certain
degree of human agency (i.e., choices participants make) combined with the struc-
ture provided by the simulation environment (i.e., boundaries, rules) (Chin et al.,
2009; Wright-Maley, 2015). Within role-play simulations of political decision-
making, a participant could make decisions based on the interest of the country or
party he/she is representing (agency), or based on reality-based rules (e.g., voting

rules) or procedures (e.g., minority block) (structure) (Duchatelet et al., 2019).

With regard to learning outcomes, negotiating skills are often considered as key
skills because these are essential for participants to engage in role-play simulations
of political decision-making (McIntosh, 2001; Obendorf & Randerson, 2013). Stu-
dents wouldn’t be able to make their point or contribute to the simulation in gen-
eral without using their negotiating skills. In political science simulation literature
the following skills are implicitly connected to these negotiating skills: participants
practice oral communication skills, public speaking and also more complex negotia-
tion skills, such as arguing and debating issues, coalition formation and the art of
diplomacy (Crossley-Frolick, 2010; Elias, 2014; Obendorf & Randerson, 2013). In
general, negotiating can be defined as “a unique form of social interaction that
incorporates argumentation, and information exchange into reaching agreements
and working out future interdependence” (Roloff et al., 2003:804). Negotiating

processes can lead to positive sum outcomes but also to situations of deadlock, in
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which negotiators experience difficulties — as strategies have been attempted and
rejected - and which could lead to no outcome at all. In such cases, resilience and

the ability to bounce back from impasses become crucial (Spector, 2006).

Considering self-efficacy contributes to persistence, resilience, and conquering
difficulties (Bandura, 1997; Cassidy, 2015; Pajares, 1996), which is needed during
negotiating (Spector, 2006), self-efficacy for negotiating is a relevant outcome to
focus on. Previous research has already shown that self-efficacy for negotiating is
an important learning outcome of role-play simulations of political decision-making
that seems to increase over time within one simulation experience (Duchatelet,
2018; Duchatelet et al., 2018). However, results also point to individual variations
in self-efficacy development, which might relate to several sources of self-efficacy
(Duchatelet, 2018). Participants might create several chances to perform and thus
to master their negotiating skills. The social context might provide vicarious experi-
ences, as participants are continuously engaging with and observing others. Engag-
ing with others probably creates situations of social persuasion, in which partici-
pants are being coached by and receiving feedback from other delegates. How
participants interpret their physical and emotional state when speaking in public
and defending their position might also influence their self-efficacy for negotiating.
Research about the sources of self-efficacy has to date been given ample attention
within role-play simulations of political decision-making (Duchatelet, 2018). Re-
search about role-play simulations in the field of medical and nursing education is
more elaborated. Results have already shown that such role play-simulations foster
sources of self-efficacy when enhancing students’ self-efficacy (Egenberg et al.,
2016; Stroben et al., 2016; Watters et al., 2015).

Method

The following section first introduces the simulation setting and participants. Sub-
sequently, we focus on the used procedure, used measures, and analysis. Finally,
we discuss how several aspects contribute to the reliability and validity of this
study’s findings.

Participants and setting

This study expands current self-efficacy research to the specific context of role-play
simulations of political decision-making and aims to deepen the often-used survey
research designs by conducting a single holistic case study with longitudinal design

(Yin, 2018). This study focuses on one several-day role-play simulation of political

102



Unravelling the interplay of sources of self-efficacy

decision-making (EuroSim), which allows exploring self-efficacy development dur-
ing a longer period of time. EuroSim is a four-day cross-continental simulation that
simulates around 200 actors contributing to the EU decision-making process, such
as members of the European Parliament, the European Commission, the Council of
Ministers, the European Council, interest groups, other concerned parties, and even
the press. It brings together students from twenty American and European univer-
sities, coming from different fields of study and with different simulation experi-
ence. This research was conducted during the 2017 edition of EuroSim, hosted by
the SUNY college at Brockport (New York, US), and dealing with the topic of EU

energy policies.

Seeking for information richness, we applied purposive sampling (Crabtree & Miller,
1992). This case study includes a sample of a whole elective class of four students.
Those four students attend the same elective course within their master program
being political science, or international relations and diplomacy. The course pre-
pares students for participating in the EuroSim simulation at the end of the semes-
ter. All students participate in different standard negotiation settings, based on
their roles: European Council; Transport, Telecommunication and Energy Council
(TTE); Foreign Affairs Council (FAC); or European Parliament Committee on Foreign
Affairs (AFET). Three students represent the same country in the three different
Councils. As the simulation is embedded in the course, prospects are similar for all
students with regard to what is expected from them during the simulation. In
short, representing a broad range of contextual variation, the sample was chosen
aiming for participants that showed little variation in student features (e.g., same
preparation course) and large variation in contextual factors (e.g., different Council
or Committee) (Meyer, 2001).

Procedure

All participants have taken the same course that prepared them for the simulation
and were invited to contribute to the research during a course meeting. As it is
important to disclose the purpose of the study to participants (Creswell, 2007),
students received information about what would be asked from them when partici-
pating in this research. All students signed an informed consent, which emphasised
their voluntary collaboration, and their commitment to share requested information

for the time span needed.

To maximise feasibility of the data collection methods used during the simulation,

first ideas were fine-tuned after discussing them with two students who attended
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the previous edition of the simulation. Coping with a tight time schedule (Appendix
4A), involving two researchers during the simulation data collection increased flexi-
bility. Each researcher collected data for two students. Both researchers had a pre-
briefing with students discussing what was expected from them. Substantial atten-
tion was given to how this fitted into the simulation schedule, as an important
endeavour was not to intervene with the flow of the simulation. A WhatsApp group
was installed to make sure participants could prioritise the simulation progress
when needed. This resulted a few times in rescheduling interviews to maximum 15
minutes later. A detailed overview of one researcher’s and two students’ time
schedule is depicted in Appendix 4A.

Measures

To answer our research questions about how self-efficacy for negotiating develops,
we collected data during the four-day on-going simulation using the following
measures: a diary that was passed between participants and researchers (passlet),
repeated interviews, and semi-structured observation schemes and field notes.
Interviews and observations were scheduled on similar frequencies and time points
for all participants, who were expected to fill out the passlet every day (Appendix
4A).

Passlet: a special type of diary

‘Passlet’ refers to a booklet that was continuously being passed from researcher to
participant and vice versa. The passlet integrated different sources of data collected
during the simulation: repeated interview and diary data. During the day, the re-
searcher kept the passlet to be able to take notes during the interviews. After the
official simulation program had ended, at the end of each day, participants took
their passlet with them to complete it further. The passlet was structured in four
parts (one for each simulation day). Each part (day) consisted of four parts of
semi-structured forms, which were printed on different coloured paper to improve

clarity and efficiency during data collection. An overview can be found in Table 1.
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Table 1 Overview of passlet content

Cluster Focus Format Filled out by
Interviews Events positively or negatively influencing Semi- Researcher during
self-efficacy development structured interview
Diary Self-efficacy events: Events positively or Semi- Participant
negatively related to self-efficacy develop- structured
ment
Negotiation behaviour: conditions promoting Semi- Participant
or inhibiting negotiation behaviour structured

Students were prompted to describe events that influenced their self-efficacy for
negotiating. To enrich the findings, students could also share contextual conditions
that promoted or inhibited their negotiating behaviour. All semi-structured forms

followed a similar structure, of which an example is given in Appendix 4B.

Repeated interviews during simulation

Six interviews were scheduled during the simulation (Appendix 4A). Questions
always related to the time period passed between the latest and current interview;
and aimed to reveal meaningful events that positively or negatively contributed to
the development of self-efficacy for negotiating. An outline of the questions asked
is depicted in Table 2. The interviewer took notes by filling out a format as present-
ed in Appendix 4B. Next to note taking, all interviews were audio-recorded and
approximately took up 15 minutes. In that way, students still had time to engage
into the simulation and to have contact with other delegates during breaks when

necessary.
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Table 2 Repeated-interviews protocol

1. I'm asking you to focus on the time period that has passed between our latest inter-
view" and the current interview... How did it go so far?

2. Can you describe me any event that resulted in you changing how confident you feel
about your negotiating skills? (increase/decrease)”™

3. What happened? (aiming for detailed description)
Where were you?
What were you doing?
Who else was involved?

What were they doing?

4. How did this event influence your thinking about your negotiating skills?
Explain.

5. How did this make you feel?
Explain.

What were you thinking at that time?

What does this mean for your negotiation process?

* For the first interview time period started at arrival in Brockport; ““Students were subsequent-
ly prompted toward a situation of increase and decrease of their self-efficacy for negotiating

Observations and field notes

Semi-structured observation schemes were developed for mapping student’s en-
gagement and student’s physical/emotional state, based on Bandura (1997) and
Reeve, Jang, Carrell, Jeon, and Barch (2004). Appendix 4C shows how observations
were scored on a 7-point scale. Additionally, descriptions of student behaviour and
attitude were requested to give meaning to the scores. Examples of paralinguistic
descriptions were provided in a note. Observations were conducted during standard
meetings (Appendix 4A), while choosing a position with a clear view on the dele-
gate without disturbing the on-going process. One completed form covered obser-
vational data collected during a half an hour time frame. Observation schemes
were bundled in a researcher manual that allowed space for taking field notes dur-
ing the entire simulation process. Field notes included opinions shared by student’s
professor or teaching assistant, observed specific contextual issues, or program

changes.
Analysis

In the preparatory stage, interviews were transcribed verbatim by a student assis-
tant and double-checked for accuracy by the first author. All data sources were

imported into the NVivo 11 Software Program. Data was systematically analysed
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following several steps. Each step was critically discussed during peer-debriefing

sessions with all authors.

To answer our first research question, events related to self-efficacy development
were defined. The diary part of students’ passlets included fifty-five completed
semi-structured forms all together. Each form included one event that either relat-
ed to self-efficacy development (n = 36) or to negotiation conditions (n = 21). We
chronologically structured these events on a timeline in Excel. Events that not re-
lated to self-efficacy development were omitted. Two events were merged because
they discussed the same situation; in a self-efficacy development form and a nego-
tiation conditions form. This ultimately resulted in forty-nine single events. We
uploaded these in the qualitative data-analysis software package NVivo and defined
them as cases. These cases were enriched by information collected during the re-
peated interviews. Meaningful events were selected when: (a) self-selected by
students because they discussed the event during the interviews and wrote it down
in the passlet, (b) information was present about how this event related to stu-
dent’s self-efficacy for negotiating development (increase, decrease). This resulted
in twenty-seven single events that were included in further analysis, after adding
relevant information from observations and field notes. In a second step, all cases
were given an attribute value of self-efficacy increase or decrease. Coding of the
events was both deductive and inductive. Deductive coding followed previously
defined groups of hypothesized sources of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Within
these pre-defined groups, lines or paragraphs were further labelled with a code in
an inductive way. Similarly, when groups of text did not match existing codes, new
codes were added, which allowed detailed mapping of factors that come into play
with regard to self-efficacy development. The coding was conducted in an iterative
way. After each round, empty boxes were double-checked by the first author and
codes with few cases were re-evaluated and, when appropriate, merged in a top-
level code to pursue clarity. During peer-debriefing sessions, all authors discussed
the choices that had to be made. After three rounds, all authors agreed upon the
final coding scheme and conducted analysis. To answer our second research ques-
tion, several crosstabs and queries were conducted highlighting the interplay of

sources and their relation to self-efficacy for negotiating development.
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Reliability and validity

Several aspects contributed to the reliability and validity of our collected data and
related findings. Our design includes three types of triangulation: data triangula-

tion, time triangulation, and researcher triangulation.

(1) Data triangulation. Information about self-efficacy development was gathered
from three data sources (Figure 1). Data was coded using two main sources: the
passlet and repeated interviews. As third data source, we used observation
schemes and field notes. This contributed to detailed observational evidence and
grasped the simulation’s contextual complexity, also known as ‘thick description’
(Cohen et al., 2011). Observation data was useful to validate the data from the
passlet and interviews (Meyer, 2011). This interconnectivity of data sources or data
convergence ensures that more than a single source of evidence supports findings
and substantially increases validity and reliability (Yin, 2018). To assure methodo-
logical consistency and to control for reliability, the interview schedule of the re-
peated interviews was piloted, refined and used in each related interview (Cohen et
al., 2011). The semi-structured formats of the passlet that were similar to those

from the repeated interviews also contributed to this.

Passlet

TRIANGULATION

Repeated interviews + * Observations & field notes

Figure 1. Triangulation of data sources

(2) Time triangulation. The longitudinal design also contributes to triangulation
(Yin, 2018). Data were collected in real-time (e.g., observations) and retrospective
(e.g., interviews). For data collected during the simulation, time laps between
event(s) and interview were kept to a minimum. Students had to hand over their
passlet to the researcher each morning before the first session started, which pre-
vented them from completing it half-heartedly; e.g., by writing down all events at
once after the simulation had ended. This feature allowed researchers to communi-
cate with participants; e.g., by writing down questions for clarification when neces-

sary. It also contributed to a continuous member-check (Yin, 2018), in which par-
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ticipants could check what had been discussed and written down during interviews.
Used methods stay within the critical forty-eight hour time period, after which re-
call accuracy substantially diminishes (Henderson & Tallman, 2006). The longitudi-
nal aspect contributes to establishing trust between the researchers and partici-
pants, which is very important in terms of quality and trustworthiness of the data
collected (Meyer, 2001).

(3) Researcher triangulation. Investigator triangulation that combines findings of
different researchers can be considered as a corroboratory strategy (Yin, 2018).
The two researchers who collected data during the simulation elaborately discussed
the repeated-interviews protocol and observation scheme. Examples of student
cases and role-plays had been used to fine-tune the interview protocol and obser-
vation scheme. During the simulation, researchers repeatedly reflected on the
research progress. During the entire process of the study, peer-debriefing sessions
with all authors involved in this study were conducted in which the different meth-
odological choices, data collection and data analysis procedures, and interpretations

were critically examined (Cresswell & Miller, 2000).

Results

Which sources that relate to students’ self-efficacy for negotiating

development can be distinguished? (RQ1)

Probing into self-efficacy sources, three groups of sources could be defined: per-
sonal, social, and contextual sources. An overview of self-efficacy sources, their
description, number of related events, and example quotes are presented in Table
3.

The first group of personal sources refers to ‘self-oriented’ sources (Klassen, 2004)
and includes mastery experience. We can distinguish success-related and failure-
related experiences, of which most reported events relate to a success-related
experience. Personal sources also include physiological/emotional states. Each
event description includes one form of physiological/emotional state, either from a
positive (e.g., proudness) or negative (e.g., fear) nature. As the last personal
source, we can distinguish negative beliefs, which are doubt-related thoughts that
either refer to the simulation in general or to reflective thoughts on one’s own per-

formance.
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The second group of social sources refers to ‘other-oriented’ sources (Klassen,
2004), and includes vicarious experience and social persuasion. Vicarious experi-
ence refers to evaluating and interpreting other students’ performances, as defined
by Bandura (1997). Social persuasion relates to direct messages and appraisals of
significant others, also as defined by Bandura (1997). However, we could addition-
ally distinguish social aspects that broadened this source’s definition to more than
‘direct’ messages. We found aspects that relate to other delegates behaviour that
can also be considered a form of social persuasion. This behaviour either relates to
the negotiation process (e.g., being approached by other delegates) or the negotia-
tion outcome (e.g., being elected to represent the Council or Committee). Most

events include one form of social persuasion.

The third group includes contextual sources, of which all reported aspects relate to
participant’s perception of low verisimilitude (i.e., real-world degree) of the simula-
tion. This could be with regard to other students’ position (i.e., roles other students
act out), the applied procedure (i.e., rules of procedure), or simulation structure
(i.e., absent parties). Compared to other groups of sources, contextual sources are

less often reported.
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How do self-efficacy sources contribute to students’ self-efficacy for

negotiating development? (RQ2)

In the following we present different patterns of combined sources that result in an
increase or decrease of self-efficacy for negotiating. Appendix 4D presents an over-
view of how these patterns can be traced back to one or several single events. We

subsequently introduce pathways that relate to an increase or decrease of self-

efficacy.
Personal
No doubt
18 18

Physiological/emotional state
\4 8 h
18

Success-related
q

experience

18
— ¢ Self-efficacy

Social
Vicarious experience +— 5

10

Social Persuasion <

Contextual

Low verisimilitude <

Figure 2. Pathways for self-efficacy for negotiating increase, including the number

of events (n = 18)

Figure 2 depicts pathways of patterns that result in an increase of self-efficacy for
negotiating across participants. Associations that occur more often are denoted
bolder. As presented in Figure 2, each event that relates to an increase of student’s
self-efficacy for negotiating can be traced back to personal sources. With regard to
the source of mastery experience, self-efficacy increases when students interpret
their performance as successful. This is always combined with a certain physiologi-
cal/emotional state that can be both of a positive or negative nature. However,

students report feelings of having fun or proudness far more often than feelings of
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nervousness in relation to self-efficacy increase. Notably, doubt-related thoughts
are completely absent in events that positively influence self-efficacy beliefs. Next
to personal sources, findings show that social persuasion is a very important source
that repeatedly contributes to an increase in self-efficacy for negotiating. As dis-
cussed previously, this source includes direct appraisals and messages from signifi-
cant others but also social aspects related to the negotiation process and outcome.
Students mostly refer to these aspects of the negotiation process and outcome as
being beneficial for self-efficacy development, such as other delegates that ap-
proach the student during informal sessions, getting along with other delegates, or
being elected to represent their Council or Committee. The source of vicarious
experience is less reported and, if present, always combined with an aspect of
social persuasion. Students mostly refer to positive vicarious experiences of evalu-
ating their own performance as initiating fear or experiencing competitiveness in
other students’ behaviour. The contextual source of low verisimilitude does not
seem to hinder self-efficacy development. However, when participants report as-
pects of low verisimilitude, self-efficacy increase only appears if the social persua-

sion source comes into play.

Personal
—_—r Doubt
8
8 —
Negative emotions 1
9
Failure-related _
experience i 9
 — Y Self-efficacy
Social
— \Vicarious experience =«
2
3 7
Social Persuasion _
» {
1
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L— Low verisimilitude «———

Figure 3. Pathways for self-efficacy for negotiating decrease, including the number

of events (n=9)
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Figure 3 shows pathways of patterns that result in a decrease of self-efficacy for
negotiating across participants. Associations that occur more often are again de-
noted bolder. As Figure 3 depicts, personal sources contribute extensively to a
decrease in self-efficacy for negotiating. All events are characterised by failure-
related experiences (e.g., making mistakes or being dissatisfied with one’s own
performance), negative emotions (e.g., irritation or tiredness), and all but one
include thoughts of doubt. When doubt more intensely comes into play, it some-
times can even overrule experiences of positive feedback and result in self-efficacy
decrease. Findings show interplay between personal and social sources. However,
compared to the pathways of self-efficacy increase, the contribution of social
sources is more scattered. With regard to social persuasion, negative feedback
consistently relates to a decrease of self-efficacy for negotiating. Concerning vicari-
ous experience, evaluating others as being successful usually negatively influences
self-efficacy development. The contextual source of low verisimilitude only contrib-
utes to self-efficacy decrease when combined with other personal and social

sources.

To sum up, personal sources predominantly contribute to self-efficacy develop-
ment. Where these single-handedly can contribute to self-efficacy decrease, self-
efficacy increase always (at least) additionally relates to the social source of social
persuasion. The sources vicarious experience and perceived low verisimilitude play
a less distinct role in developing self-efficacy, which shows in only influencing self-

efficacy when combined with one or several other sources.

Discussion and conclusion

Within higher education, self-efficacy is considered a meaningful learning outcome.
Previous research has repeatedly pointed to its contribution for student learning,
motivation and engagement, self-regulation, persistence and study success (Ban-
dura, 1997; Kyndt et al., 2017; Pajares, 1996; Richardson et al., 2012; Schunk &
Pajares, 2005; van Dinther et al., 2011; Vermunt & Donche 2017; Zimmerman,
2000). This has resulted in more research trying to illuminate which aspects influ-
ence self-efficacy development in what way. However, researchers face the chal-
lenge of not only uncovering which sources are at play but also how their interplay
contributes to self-efficacy development. This process is complicated by contextual
conditions that influence self-efficacy, which hinders generalisation of findings
across domains. This study expands the self-efficacy research field with regard to

investigated contexts and competences by focusing on self-efficacy for negotiating
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development in role-play simulations of political decision-making. Conducting a
longitudinal case study that focuses on how sources of self-efficacy contribute to
outcomes of both self-efficacy increase and decrease, this study aims to increase
our understanding about which sources in the context of role-play simulations of
political decision-making come into play and how their interplay relates to self-

efficacy for negotiating development.

With regard to self-efficacy sources, three groups could be distinguished: personal
sources (mastery experience, physiological/ emotional state, negative beliefs),
social sources (vicarious experience, social persuasion), and contextual sources
(low verisimilitude). These groups expand the by Bandura (1997) four hypothesized
sources of self-efficacy. Concerning personal sources, findings confirm the im-
portance of the source of mastery experience, which includes success-related and
failure-related experiences, and which consistently contributes to self-efficacy de-
velopment (Bates & Khasawneh, 2007; Lent et al., 1996; Metcalf & Wiener, 2018;
Usher & Pajares, 2008). Also supporting previous findings, results point to physio-
logical/emotional states consistently contributing to self-efficacy development
(Bates & Khasawneh, 2007; Luzzo et al., 1999). Where previous research focuses
on negative emotions that hinder self-efficacy development (e.g., fear) (Bates &
Khasawneh, 2007; Luzzo et al., 1999), our findings show that success-related ex-
periences often relate to positive emotions (e.g., proudness). As last personal
source, we found a more general level of believing that also extensively contributes
to self-efficacy development. Negative beliefs are completely absent when an in-
crease in self-efficacy occurs and almost always present when self-efficacy de-
creases. With regard to social sources, we could distinguish vicarious experiences,
which play a role in self-efficacy development, however, in a limited way. This
source only contributes when combined with one or several other sources. Con-
cerning social persuasion, results include ‘direct’ messages (e.g., feedback) but
also more ‘indirect’ behaviour from significant others. In particular, behaviour that
relates to the negotiation process (e.g., approaching delegates) or negotiation
outcome (e.g., contribution to final amendment) defines social persuasion in role-
play simulations of political decision-making. This expands the initial definition of
social persuasion as ‘direct’ messages (Bandura, 1997). Finally, we could also de-
fine contextual sources, which always related to participant’s perceived low verisi-
militude of the simulation and only play a role in self-efficacy development when

combined with other social and/or personal sources.
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Unravelling the interplay of sources of self-efficacy

The number of four students that provide insights into their self-efficacy develop-
ment might be considered small to draw conclusions. However, analyses were con-
ducted on a total sample of twenty-seven events. Participants were selected based
on little variation in student features (e.g., same preparation) and large variation in
contextual features (e.g., different Council or Committee), which strengthens find-
ings to be strongly related to situational conditions (sources) and encompassing
maximum situational variation (Meyer, 2001). Triangulation of researchers, data,
and time also contributes to this. Usher et al. (2018) point out that qualitative self-
efficacy research can be subject of fallibility of participants’ retrospection, which in
this research is tackled by collecting data within the critical forty-eight hour time
period for recall accuracy (Henderson & Tallman, 2006), and combining retrospec-
tive with real-time data. A downside of repeated interviews, asking for events that
relate to self-efficacy development, is that these might have constitutive effects.
However, different data sources and data collection methods, spread over time,

allowed a consistency check and contributed to the reliability of our findings.

Further research is necessary, preferably also in other contexts of role-play simula-
tions of political decision-making to generalize our research findings. It would be
interesting to relate findings about sources of self-efficacy for negotiating to stu-
dent features and their negotiating performance. A next step might be to conduct a
comparative case study, in which, for example, participants could be selected
based on their student profile (e.g., motivation, preparation, experience, etc.) and
observed throughout the simulation. In the context of role-play simulations of polit-
ical decision-making, it might be interesting to also consider the role participants
act out, for example because students that represent a more prominent state (e.g.,
Germany) simply get more chance to perform their negotiating behaviour. Further
research also is needed to fine-tune current findings. For example, some patterns
only relate to one event, which mostly shows in events related to self-efficacy de-
crease. Patterns of the interplay of sources contributing to self-efficacy increase are
more consistent. As such, we consider it important for future research to not only
keep on focusing on aspects that promote self-efficacy development but to also
investigate which elements relate to a self-efficacy decrease. To date, research has
seldom included the sources of positive emotions, however, our findings show how
these are consistently related to self-efficacy increase. It would be interesting to
investigate how such positive feelings influence self-efficacy over a longer period of
time. For example, success-related experiences in which feelings of proudness are

present might have a ‘deeper’ impact on self-efficacy and, therefore, might con-
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Study 4

tribute for a great extent to a general self-belief over time. This is especially inter-
esting because our findings show that general self-belief also plays a role in self-
efficacy development: doubt-related thoughts hamper self-efficacy beliefs. Previous
research has already pointed to aspects of ‘self-talk’ that influence self-efficacy
development (Warner et al., 2014; Webb-Williams, 2017). Our findings show that
doubt-related thoughts can turn positive feedback into a failure experience. In our
view, this brings us back to the core of self-efficacy sources: individual’s cognitive
appraisal of situational aspects. Recent research also shows that not just the type
of source (e.g., vicarious experience) but also the type of significant other (e.g.,
peer, teacher) defines the source’s influence on self-efficacy development (Ahn,
Usher, Butz, & Bong, 2016; Ahn et al., 2017).

As a practical implication, students could benefit from being thoroughly prepared
for the simulation experience. Preparation might enhance the chance of success-
related experiences to occur and might diminish doubt-related thoughts and feel-
ings. For example, the preparatory activities could include practising negotiating
skills. This might result in students more extensively engaging in the simulation
process. In turn, this enhances the chance of being more visible and when doing
well experiencing that other delegates actively involve the student in negotiations,
approach the student for collaboration, or even award the student for his/her per-
formance at the end of the simulation. As such, we believe that by preparing the
student personal and (indirectly) social sources that contribute to a self-efficacy

increase can be triggered.
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General discussion and conclusion

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This dissertation deepens our understanding about which learning environment
components define role-play simulations of political decision-making. Focusing on
how such simulations contribute to the development of self-efficacy for negotiating,
this dissertation also enhances in-depth insights into how the interplay of self-
efficacy sources shape self-efficacy development, in the specific context of role-play
simulations of political decision-making. Overall, this dissertation’s topic lies at the

nexus of political science teaching and educational psychology research.

In this chapter, we first resume the need to examine the learning context of role-
play simulations of political decision-making, and to investigate self-efficacy devel-
opment more in-depth. Next, we summarize the main outcomes of this dissertation
per study and discuss the insights we take away, discuss limitations of the chosen
approach and include our suggestions for future research. Finally, we discuss the

implications for educational practice.

The need to investigate self-efficacy for negotiating development

in role-play simulations of political decision-making

Role-play simulations of political decision-making have become the most commonly
used active learning method in political science teaching to teach about complex,
dynamic political processes (Ishiyama, 2013; Smith & Boyer, 1996). Such simula-
tions are highly appreciated by students and lecturers (Van Dyke et al., 2000).
However, literature that empirically tests the impact of these simulations on stu-
dent learning outcomes is still scarce and rather underdeveloped. For example,
many studies remain descriptive and anecdotal (e.g., Jozwiak, 2013; Elias, 2014).
Researchers have been experiencing difficulties to capture simulation’s effects,
which shows in findings remaining inconclusive regarding simulation’s benefits
(e.g., Bernstein, 2008; Raymond, 2010). More specifically, studies that investigate
simulation’s effect on the level of student perceptions conclude that simulations are
highly valued and perceived as beneficial for student learning (e.g., Andonova &
Mendoza-Castro, 2008; Jozwiak, 2013). However, where research using self-report
measures evaluates simulations’ learning outcomes tentatively positively (e.g.,
Biziouras, 2013; Jozwiak, 2013; Shellman & Turan, 2006), studies about the effect
of simulations on objective achievement outcomes, such as grades on quizzes and

exams, remain rather sceptical (e.g., Krain & Lantis, 2006; Raymond, 2010). The
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emphasis on objective outcomes seems to result in current research predominantly
focusing on cognitive learning outcomes (e.g., knowledge), and to a far lesser
extent on affective (e.g., motivation, self-efficacy) and regulative learning out-
comes (e.g., self-directive behaviour) (Pintrich, 1994; Vermunt & Vermetten,
2004).

Inconsistency of findings thus far has been approached as an issue of research
design and operationalization. Alongside methodological rigour, research designs
should not ignore contextual features that might play a role in inconsistencies. The
influence of different components of the learning environment should not be under-
estimated when probing into student learning processes and outcomes (Biggs,
1993; Baker & Delacruz, 2016; Dinsmore & Alexander, 2012). For example, simu-
lation designs could vary in size and duration, the type of participating students
might differ, and different preparatory activities might be included. So far, a com-
prehensive overview of variation in learning environment components that
shape role-play simulations of political decision-making and how these relate to

student learning outcomes is lacking.

Teachers, who have been using simulations for some time, have been experiencing
that each time the same simulation is conducted participants initiate different in-
teractions and behaviour, and thus generate different processes and simulation
outcomes (Usherwood, 2015). The complex and unpredictable nature of the simu-
lation process implies that more attention should be given to how and why simu-
lation participants vary in their learning process and learning outcomes. Overall, we
could identify three needs in the literature that studies effects of role-play simula-
tions of political decision-making on student learning: (1) the need for more meth-
odological rigorous research designs, (2) the need for a better understanding of
which learning environment components define role-play simulations of decision-
making, and (3) the need for more in-depth insights into how the simulation pro-

cess contributes to student learning outcomes.

Contrary to current research that studies role-play simulations of political decision-
making - which mainly focuses on cognitive learning outcomes - this dissertation
included affective learning outcomes to capture student learning during the
simulation process for several reasons. First, within higher education research af-
fective learning outcomes have increased in importance because they are largely
associated with the learning process and both, cognitive and regulative, learning
outcomes (Vermunt & Vermetten, 2004). Second, research shows they are strongly

related to academic achievement (Donche et al., 2013; Richardson et al., 2012;
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Rotgans & Schmidt, 2012). Third, affective learning outcomes refer to student’s
perspective on the feelings that arise during learning, such as motivation, interest
or self-efficacy (Vermunt & Donche, 2017). Consequently, measuring affective
learning outcomes allows capturing the student learning process, in which objective

outcome measures fall short.

Considering affective learning outcomes encompass several related but distinguish-
able motivational concepts, such as motivation, interest, and self-efficacy, further
reducing of the main learning outcome variable was needed. Self-efficacy is a suit-
able learning outcome to investigate the simulation process because it is a dynamic
motivational construct that is susceptible to change and that fluctuates over time
(Bandura, 1997; Cassidy & Eachus, 2002; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016; Tang et
al., 2004). Moreover, higher education research has repeatedly pointed to its con-
tribution for student learning processes and learning outcomes by influencing moti-
vation and engagement, self-regulation, persistence and study success (Bandura,
1997; Kyndt et al., 2017; Pajares, 1996; Richardson et al., 2012; Schunk & Pajar-
es, 2005; van Dinther et al., 2011; Vermunt & Donche, 2017; Zimmerman, 2000).
In this dissertation, we focused on self-efficacy for negotiating because partici-
pants cannot engage in role-play simulations of political decision-making without
their negotiating skills; and because self-efficacy fosters resilience, which is needed
when negotiations run less smoothly (Bandura, 1997; MclIntosh, 2001; Obendorf &
Randerson, 2013; Spector, 2006). Bandura (1997) hypothesized that self-efficacy
beliefs derive from four main sources: mastery experience, physiological/emotional
states, vicarious experience, and social persuasion. Overall, the importance of self-
efficacy has to date not been given ample attention within the political science
teaching and learning research field. Research in the field of education and in par-
ticular in medical and nursing education is more elaborated. Results have already
shown that role play-simulations foster several sources of self-efficacy and enhance
students’ self-efficacy (Egenberg et al., 2016; Stroben et al., 2016; Watters et al.,
2015). Role-play simulations used within political science teaching and learning
might also include these sources and therefore foster self-efficacy. In general, for
three reasons, our understanding about which aspects influence self-efficacy devel-
opment in what way can be considered as rather incipient (Usher & Pajares, 2008).
First, most higher education self-efficacy research focuses on learning contexts of
mathematics, science, or engineering, of which generalisation of findings is limited
because the relationship between the hypothesized sources and self-efficacy is

largely influenced by contextual factors (Bandura, 1997; Klassen & Usher, 2010;
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Usher & Pajares, 2008). Second, most empirical research on self-efficacy is of a
cross-sectional nature, focusing on groups of students with little attention for
intra-individual differences in self-efficacy development. However, self-efficacy
theory describes self-efficacy from an individual perspective referring to people’s
own beliefs about their capabilities (Usher & Pajares, 2008). Third, recent research
findings point to not just linear relationships between sources and self-efficacy
development but to rather complex processes in which students consider infor-
mation from multiple sources when evaluating their self-efficacy beliefs (Usher et
al., 2018). In short, this dissertation responded to the need to (1) expand self-
efficacy research to other competences and learning contexts, (2) to focus on inter-
and intra-individual differences of self-efficacy (for negotiating) development, and
(3) to unravel the complexity of the interplay of sources contributing to self-efficacy

(for negotiating) development.

This dissertation applied a mixed method approach, which enabled to obtain a
more comprehensive understanding of phenomena compared to single methods
approaches (Cohen et al., 2011). In study 1 we conducted a systematic literature
review that defined learning environment components of role-play simulations of
political decision-making, and that also provided a state-of-the-art. Study 2 was of
an exploratory nature and used a cross-sectional survey design. It examined the
quality of used measures and explored student variation in different affective learn-
ing outcomes (including self-efficacy for negotiating). Study 3 and 4 specifically
focused on the outcome of self-efficacy for negotiating. Both studies focused on
several-day simulations because we strived for investigating maximum richness of
the simulation process. This contributed to capturing influential factors and their
interplay when trying to explain self-efficacy for negotiating development in the
most comprehensive way. Aiming to not only increase insights into if but also how
role-play simulations of political decision-making contribute to student learning,
study 3 and 4 applied a longitudinal design. Study 3 used a longitudinal quantita-
tive design to increase our understanding of how self-efficacy for negotiating devel-
ops over time. To unravel the interplay of factors that influence self-efficacy devel-
opment study 4 used a longitudinal qualitative approach. More specifically, we
conducted a single holistic case study with a longitudinal design. A schematic over-

view of the four studies is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Schematic overview of studies

In the following sections, we first summarize the main findings of our studies. We
subsequently elaborate on the insights we take away, and discuss limitations of the
chosen approach and include our suggestions for future research. We conclude with

the implications of our work for educational practice.

Main findings

In study 1 we argued that, alongside methodological rigour, research designs
should not ignore contextual features that might vary across different role-play
simulations of political decision-making when investigating student learning. First,
we distinguished simulation features of structure and agency. Structure refers to
aspects of the simulation environment, which could be of a stable (e.g., simulation
design) or flexible (e.g., forging coalition) nature. Agency refers to participants’
actions based on choices or decisions they make, which will depend on, for exam-
ple, student’s preparation or the assigned role. Second, next to previous simulation
features, we distinguished student characteristics (e.g., demographics), the broad-
er learning context (e.g., debriefing), and cognitive, affective, and regulative learn-
ing outcomes. Results strikingly showed that most studies only focused on learning
outcomes and took no learning environment components into account when inves-
tigating student learning. Most of the studies that took them into account included
student characteristics, mostly demographics. Where studies seldom included as-
pects of agency (e.g., preparation), none of the studies considered aspects of the
simulation structure or the broader learning context. With regard to learning out-
comes, most of the studies focused on cognitive learning outcomes, such as
knowledge and skills. Studies focused on affective and regulative learning out-
comes to a far lesser extent. In short, study 1 predominantly pointed to the com-

plexity and diversity of the learning environment of role-play simulations of political
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decision-making and the restricted view on learning outcomes. Each learning envi-
ronment component includes elements that define the learning context (e.g., de-
briefing) or that come into play during the simulation process (e.g., the amount of
teacher involvement). However, the results of study 1 showed that little is known
about the interplay of various elements as research rarely has been taking learning
environment components into account when investigating simulation’s effect on

student learning.

Arguing that simulation effects should be measured in a more comprehensive way,
study 2 investigated how students varied with regard to the affective learning
outcomes of motivation, interest, and self-efficacy. First, we evaluated used
measures, of which results of the various validity and reliability tests supported the
internal consistency and the factor structure of used scales. Motivation, interest,
and self-efficacy clearly were related but also were distinguishable concepts in the
learning context of role-play simulations of political decision-making. Second, we
investigated student variation in affective learning outcomes. Standard deviations
showed the largest spread for self-efficacy for negotiating. Regarding autonomous
motivation for students’ field of study, results showed that US-students experi-
enced their field of study as more inherently satisfying. With regard to situational
interest, female participants reported significantly higher situational interest than
male participants. Regarding individual interest for the EU, EU-students scored
significantly higher than US-students; and students who had a preparation class
scored significantly higher than students who didn't have class preparation. Re-
garding self-efficacy for negotiating, male students reported significantly higher
self-efficacy than female students; and students who attended the simulation more
than once, also reported higher self-efficacy than students who attended for the
first time. To sum up, results of study 2 confirmed construct validity and showed
that the used measures for motivation, interest, and self-efficacy were applicable in
the learning context of role-play simulations of political decision-making. Also,
findings pointed to student variation in affective learning outcomes depending on

student’s gender, location, class preparation, or previous simulation experience.

In study 3 we focused on the simulation process by investigating how self-efficacy
for negotiating developed over the time period of one several-day simulation. Tak-
ing into account how social sources foster self-efficacy development, this study
included the explanatory factor of perceived student cohesiveness - i.e., the extent
to which students know, help, and support one another —, next to other individual

characteristics. Results showed that self-efficacy for negotiating gradually increased
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as the simulation process continued. We considered the progress as being rather
small but we had to acknowledge that four days is a short period of time, and that
measurements followed each other sometimes with only two hours in between.
Time did not extensively contribute to explaining variation in self-efficacy develop-
ment, while students’ individual characteristics more considerably contributed to
variation in self-efficacy for negotiating. The amount of perceived student cohe-
siveness significantly explained variation in self-efficacy for negotiating, even to the
largest extent. This means that students who perceived more helpfulness and sup-
portiveness from other participants reported significantly higher self-efficacy on all
time points. Results confirmed that male students reported higher self-efficacy than
female students. Participants with different MUN-simulation experience did not
significantly differ in their amount of reported self-efficacy for negotiating over
time. In short, findings of study 3 pointed to the dynamic feature of self-efficacy,
which changes over time. Results also pointed to the importance of the social di-
mension, which showed in perceived student cohesiveness substantially explaining
variation in self-efficacy for negotiating development. Similar to the findings of
study 2, self-efficacy scores significantly varied depending on student’s gender. We
could not confirm the outcome of study 2 with regard to the amount of simulation

experience, which showed no statistically significant results in study 3.

Building on the insights of study 3, study 4 also focused on the development of
self-efficacy for negotiating throughout the simulation process but this time more
in-depth. This study aimed to illuminate which sources contributed to self-efficacy
for negotiating development in what way over the time period of one several-day
simulation. We focused on the four hypothesized sources (Bandura, 1997), possible
additional sources, contextual sources, and their interplay. Findings showed that
three groups of sources could be defined: personal sources (mastery experience,
physiological/emotional state, negative beliefs), social sources (vicarious experi-
ence, social persuasion), and contextual sources (low verisimilitude). Notably, find-
ings confirmed context-specificity of the self-efficacy sources. This resulted in an
expansion of the definition of ‘social persuasion’ to also encompassing ‘indirect’
messages next to ‘direct’ messages. Direct messages relate to appraisals of signifi-
cant others, which refers to social persuasion as defined by Bandura (1997). How-
ever, we could additionally distinguish social aspects that broadened this source’s
definition to more than ‘direct’ messages. We found aspects that related to other
delegates behaviour that could also be considered a form of social persuasion. This

behaviour either related to the negotiation process (e.g., being approached by
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other delegates) or the negotiation outcome (e.g., being elected to represent the
Council or Committee). Personal sources predominantly contributed to self-efficacy
development. Where these single-handedly could contribute to self-efficacy de-
crease, self-efficacy increase always (at least) additionally related to the social
source of social persuasion. The sources vicarious experience and perceived low
verisimilitude played a less distinct role in developing self-efficacy, which showed in
only influencing self-efficacy when combined with one or several other sources. To
sum up, findings confirmed but also further deepened outcomes of study 3 that
pointed to the importance of the social dimension for self-efficacy development.
However, it seems personal sources are also important as these could overrule

social sources as well as contextual sources.

General discussion

In this section, we elaborate on what we can take away from the main findings. We
will both discuss the theoretical and methodological contributions of this disserta-
tion and identify the paths forward for future research. This section is organised in
accordance with the two overarching research questions of this dissertation: ‘Which
learning environment components characterise role-play simulations of political
decision-making?’ (RQ1), and ‘How do role-play simulations of political decision-
making contribute to the development of self-efficacy for negotiating?’ (RQ2). Next,
we integrate the found concepts and relationships from empirical research into the
SimPol model (Figure 2). We constructed this model that offers a roadmap for
future research that investigates learning outcomes of role-play simulations of

political decision-making.

Which learning environment components characterise role-play

simulations of political decision-making?

Combining the insights of all studies provides a comprehensive overview of which
components characterise the learning environment of role-play simulations of polit-
ical decision-making. First, we focus on characteristics of the context of role-play
simulations of political decision-making. Second, we zoom out to characteristics of

the broader learning context that often embeds the simulation.

Zooming into the context of role-play simulations of political decision-making
The most important feature of all simulations is that they include a certain real-
world degree (Ellington et al., 1998; Sauvé et al., 2010; Wright-Maley, 2015). This

is represented in the simulation dynamics, which is shaped by the balance between
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simulation’s structure and participant’s agency (Chin et al., 2009; Leigh & Spindler,
2004; Wright-Maley, 2015). In role-play simulations of political decision-making,
agency refers to participants’ decisions made within the simulation’s boundaries.
Structure refers to the simulation environment in which participants act out their
role. Some structural elements are considered to be stable, such as voting rules.
Other structural elements are shaped by participants’ actions and, therefore, are of
a flexible nature, such as forging coalition (Chin et al., 2009). Study 1 innovated by
uncovering the features of structure and agency in already investigated role-play
simulations of political decision-making. Findings pointed to three aspects that
contribute to simulations’ structure: simulation design (context, setting, type, size,
duration), simulation programme (formal, informal), and the amount of teacher
involvement during the simulation (participating, semi-involvement, absent). These
aspects are ‘stable’ features of simulations’ structure and cannot be influenced by
participants’ actions. We found no aspects that referred to simulations’ ‘flexible’
structure. With regard to agency, we could define three aspects: preparation
(meetings, research, writing, presentations), role assignment (from random to
elaborate selection procedures), and the played role (power versus non-power
roles). Although study 1 provided a comprehensive overview of elements, findings
are not exhaustive because our findings depend on what researchers reported
about the simulation environment. So far, studies have not referred to the concepts
of ‘structure’ and ‘agency’. Results did reveal that studies reported on simulation
features in a different way. For example, eleven articles lacked information about
the size or duration of the simulation. This complicates comparison and generalisa-

tion of studies’ findings.

As the interplay of structure and agency shapes the simulation process, it also
relates to the issue of verisimilitude (Chin et al., 2009; Leigh & Spindler, 2004;
Wright-Maley, 2015). In particular study 4 points to the aspect of perceived verisi-
militude, which contributes to the simulation process and influences the learning
outcome of self-efficacy for negotiating (further discussed below). To foster learn-
ing, the simulation should be a valid representation of reality, however, in a struc-
tured but simplified way (Ellington et al., 1998; Sauvé et al., 2010; Wright-Maley,
2015). Simulation’s verisimilitude is necessarily limited because simulations inher-
ently need a certain fidelity to reality but extensively increased complexity could
confound the meaning participants get from them (Chin et al., 2009; Leigh & Spin-
dler, 2004). This results in each simulation facing the challenge of aiming for the

right balance between structure and agency. An inaccurate balance could hinder

131



verisimilitude. For example, when too much structure limits participants’ options to
choose from or when too little structure allows participants to deviate from real-

world processes.

Next to verisimilitude, the interplay of simulation structure and agency creates
social dynamics. We consider this the core element of role-play simulations of
political decision-making for several reasons. First, we see a relationship with the
previously defined simulation features of agency and ‘flexible’ structure, which
reciprocally influence one another. For example, students who opt to collaborate
with other students in order to forge a minority block will influence the ‘flexible’
structure of the simulation. This, in turn, might influence future actions and deci-
sions of all participants. Second, within the political science teaching community,
Usherwood (2013) already has introduced ‘group-building’ as part of the process of
role-play simulations of political decision-making, which originates in social dynam-
ics. Third, the aspect of social dynamics could explain why teachers have experi-
enced that the simulation process as well as its outcome varies from iteration to
iteration even when the same students have participated in the same simulation
more than once (Usherwood, 2015). Fourth, findings of study 3 and 4, which focus
on how the simulation contributes to self-efficacy for negotiating development,
point to the importance of the social dimension. For example, social dynamics in-
clude elements of student cohesiveness (i.e., the extent to which students know,
help, and support one another (Fraser, 1998)), and social persuasion (i.e., social

direct and indirect message that influence student’s self-efficacy).

Zooming out to the broader learning context

Unravelling which learning environment components characterise role-play simula-
tions of political decision-making, study 1 showed that most investigated simulation
contexts are part of a broader learning context. We could define the following com-
ponents: objectives, debriefing, and assessment. Objectives refer to desirable
outcomes to be achieved by participants (Baker & Delacruz, 2016). Debriefing
refers to sharing of and reflecting on simulation experiences to turn these into
learning. It is considered as important for learning because deeper lessons are
drawn during a debriefing session (Crookall, 2010). Assessment evaluates the
simulation, either from a formative (evaluating goals in order to improve; e.g.,
design, learning process) or summative nature (evaluating learning outcomes)
(Baker & Delacruz, 2016). Study 1 showed that most studies describe specific
simulation objectives, however, the degree of how explicitly these were addressed

varied. Although debriefing is considered an essential element when implementing
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simulations, not all studies reported on its content. Fewer than half of the studies

reported on how they assessed student learning.

How do role-play simulations of political decision-making contribute to the

development of self-efficacy for negotiating as learning outcome?

Our second research question probes into the simulation process focusing on the
competence-specific outcome of self-efficacy for negotiating. Combining the in-
sights of all studies provides an in-depth view of which factors contribute to self-
efficacy for negotiating development. We subsequently discuss (1) personal, (2)

social, and (3) contextual influential factors.

Personal influential factors

Previous research has pointed to gender as explanatory factor for variation in self-
efficacy beliefs. For example, female students seem to rely more on information
from significant others, whereas male students rather develop their self-efficacy
beliefs based on their accomplishments (Usher & Pajares, 2006). When investigat-
ing self-efficacy in academic contexts, female students generally tend to report
lower self-efficacy (Schunk & Pajares, 2008; Van Soom & Donche, 2014). Study 2
and study 3 confirmed such previous findings as in both simulation contexts male
students reported significantly higher self-efficacy than female students. In study 2
results differed depending on simulation experience, in which it differed to the
greatest extent for students who attended the simulation for the first time. Results
showed that gender differences in reporting self-efficacy decreased with each simu-
lation experience. However, because more experienced students were less present
in our sample, we took note of this trend but expressed the need for further re-
search to further explore this finding. Where study 2 applied a cross-sectional de-
sign, study 3 investigated the simulation process applying a longitudinal design. In
study 3, male participants reported significantly higher self-efficacy than female
participants on all time points. Notably, gender showed no interaction with time,
which means that student’s gender could not explain the variation in self-efficacy
development over time. Studies included in our review study (study 1) sometimes
took gender into account when investigating student learning in role-play simula-

tions of political decision-making, however, not consistently.

As second personal influential factor we investigated the contribution of cumula-
tive simulation experiences to self-efficacy development. Previous research has
shown that self-efficacy usually increases over time depending on the amount of

experiences (Cassidy & Eachus, 2002; Niemivirta & Tapola, 2007; Tang et al.,
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2004). This could only partially be confirmed in our studies. In study 2 (cross-
sectional) the amount of simulation-experience was positively related to students’
self-efficacy for negotiating. These results indicated that students who had more
simulation experience seemed to benefit more from a simulation in terms of how
capable they felt themselves in negotiating. However, in study 3 (longitudinal) the
amount of simulation experience could not explain variation in self-efficacy devel-
opment. One hypothesis that could explain different outcomes is that simulation
experience might matter for how students come into the simulation but that other
influential factors overrule it once the simulation has started. Another hypothesis is
that not the quantity but the quality of previous simulation experiences, such as
mastery experience (Bandura, 1997) discussed in the next paragraph, contributes
to self-efficacy development. In particular, how students perceive and interpret
their mastery experiences shapes their self-efficacy beliefs (Usher & Pajares,
2008). Within one simulation experience, this hypothesis is confirmed in study 4 in
which each self-efficacy increase related to a successful experience. So far, relying
on our review study 1, previous research has considered prior experience, such as
job experience or prior knowledge, but the quality of previous simulation experi-
ence has not been taken into account when investigating student learning out-
comes (Baranowski, 2006; Kalaf-Hughes & Mills, 2016; Mariani & Glenn, 2014;
Rinz, 2015)

Previous research repeatedly has shown that mastery experience - past success-
es or failures — can be considered the most important source that contributes to
self-efficacy development (Bates & Khasawneh, 2007; Lent et al., 1996; Metcalf &
Wiener, 2018; Usher & Pajares, 2008). As previously noted, this is confirmed in
study 4, in which we found that self-efficacy increase consistently related to a suc-
cess-related experience, while each self-efficacy decrease could be traced back to a
failure-related experience. Previous research also shows that physiological/ emo-
tional states consistently contribute to self-efficacy development. However, stud-
ies solely have been focusing on negative emotions related to fear, stress, or anxie-
ty, which significantly hinder self-efficacy development (Bates & Khasawneh, 2007;
Metcalf & Wiener, 2018). Study 4 included negative as well as positive emotions, of
which the latter consistently could be associated with a self-efficacy increase. Simi-
lar to previous findings, negative emotions almost always related to a self-efficacy
decrease. Study 4 additionally uncovered another personal source of negative be-
liefs, which mostly referred to doubt-related beliefs. This finding might point to

general self-beliefs that play a role in self-efficacy development. Previous re-
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search has already referred to aspects of ‘self-talk’ that influence self-efficacy de-
velopment (Warner et al., 2014; Webb-Williams, 2017). Our findings showed that
not just ‘self-talk’ but a higher order of general self-beliefs contributed to self-

efficacy development.

To conclude, our empirical results show that individual student characteristics
should not be ignored when investigating self-efficacy for negotiating in role-play
simulations of political decision-making. Personal sources are crucial for self-
efficacy development as results of study 4 showed that these are able to overrule
social and contextual sources, especially when doubt-related thoughts come into

play.

Social influential factors

As previously noted, students’ agency shapes simulation’s ‘flexible’ structure and
vice versa, which contributes to the simulation dynamics. Social processes emerge
that forge students to choose actions, such as to strive for coalition or minority
block (Duchatelet et al., 2019). Simulation’s process is thus heavily shaped by
social features, which also have been known to influence self-efficacy development
(Bandura, 1997). Study 3 and study 4 investigated the contribution of social as-
pects to self-efficacy for negotiating development. Study 3 focused on perceived
student cohesiveness (i.e., the extent to which students know, help, and support
one another (Fraser, 1998)), which might be a condition in order for other social
sources to influence self-efficacy for negotiating development. This originates in the
central role cognitive appraisal plays when interpreting information from several
sources of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Information from social sources, such as
vicarious experience and social persuasion on which we elaborate further in this
section, are differently interpreted according to the person that delivers it (Lent et
al., 1996). For example, perceiving more similarity toward a social model (e.g.,
student who brings his/her opening statement during the first committee meeting)
is considered to be more powerful to alter student’s beliefs (Usher & Pajares,
2008). Also, messages (e.g., compliments) received from significant others, such
as peers and teachers, are more likely to shape student’s self-efficacy than mes-
sages from unknown persons or persons who are perceived to have a lack in exper-
tise (Bandura, 1997). Applying these insights into social sources in role-play simu-
lations of political decision-making, sources’ influence on self-efficacy development
should depend on how participating students perceive their relationship with other
participants. Hence, the inclusion of student cohesiveness in our model was inves-

tigated in study 3. Study 3 applied a longitudinal design and results showed that
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students who perceived more helpfulness and supportiveness from other partici-
pants (i.e., student cohesiveness) reported significantly higher self-efficacy for
negotiating on all time points. This confirms that the way students perceive their
relation with other students shapes their self-efficacy for negotiating, most certain-
ly by providing more or less meaningful social experiences. When more student
cohesiveness is perceived, social experiences more often might include social
sources that are known to promote self-efficacy, such as vicarious experiences and

social persuasion (Bandura, 1997).

Study 4 built further on the findings of study 3, which indicated that social ele-
ments matter for self-efficacy for negotiating development. Bandura (1997) defined
two social sources: vicarious experience (i.e., evaluating observational experi-
ences provided by others) and social persuasion (i.e., evaluating observational
experiences provided by others). These sources are not always included in studies
that investigate sources of self-efficacy in higher education (Bates & Khasawneh,
2007; Luzzo et al., 1999). Findings about their contribution to self-efficacy devel-
opment also seem to very across domains or subjects (Ahn et al., 2017; Fong &
Krause, 2014; Matsui et al., 1990). Probing into which sources contribute to self-
efficacy for negotiating development we could distinguish vicarious experiences and
social persuasion. Findings expanded the concept of social persuasion as initially
defined by Bandura (1997). Additional to ‘direct’ messages, we found other more
‘indirect’ messages that related to simulation participant’s behaviour and that could
also be considered a form of social persuasion. Defined aspects point to self-
efficacy sources being context-related (Ahn et al., 2017; Bandura, 1997) because
the distinguishable behaviour either related to the negotiation process (e.g., being
approached by other delegates) or the negotiation outcome (e.g., being elected to

represent the Council or Committee).

Investigating the interplay of social sources with other sources, social sources con-
tribute to a great extent. However, their role seems to be different depending on
the presence of other sources. Where social persuasion consistently positively con-
tributed to self-efficacy, the contribution of social sources to self-efficacy decrease
was more scattered. To conclude, findings of both study 3 and study 4 confirmed
that social sources substantially contribute to self-efficacy for negotiating develop-

ment and that social dynamics are at the core of the simulation process.

136



General discussion and conclusion

Contextual influential factors

Each simulation includes a certain degree of verisimilitude, which implies that the
simulation is a valid representation of reality in a structured but simplified way
(Ellington et al., 1998; Sauvé et al., 2010; Wright-Maley, 2015). The balance be-
tween structure and agency contributes to the verisimilitude of the simulation.
Investigating which influential factors contribute to self-efficacy for negotiating
development in what way, study 4 defined the aspect of perceived low verisimili-
tude. This source could be present in events that related to self-efficacy increase
or decrease. As well aspects of the simulation structure (e.g., absent parties), as
agency (e.g., roles other students act out, choices made by the chair) defined this

perceived low verisimilitude.

Study 1 uncovered constitutive elements of simulation structure and agency, of
which preparation contributes to student’s agency during the simulation. Previous
research tentatively points to the importance of preparation for simulation’s learn-
ing outcomes. Focusing on cognitive learning outcomes, research has already
shown that the amount of preparation time, preparation content or form contribute
to explaining variation in student learning (Biziouras, 2013; Hazleton & Mahurin,
1986; Levintova & Mueller, 2015). Where results of study 2 showed that students
having a class preparation reported higher individual interest for the EU, no rela-
tionship was found between preparation and self-efficacy for negotiating. This lack-
ing relationship raised questions about how exactly students are being prepared for
simulations. Findings of study 4 pointed to the possible contribution of simulation
preparation for self-efficacy development. More specifically, the advice was given to
thoroughly prepare students for the simulation experience in order to diminish
doubt-related beliefs, and increase the chance of success-related experiences to
occur. In study 2 we questioned to what extent simulation preparation included
negotiating exercises. Study 1 showed that most simulations that include prepara-
tion used a combination of activities such as meetings for knowledge sharing, re-
search activities including reading assignments, written assignments such as posi-
tion papers, and presentations. This points to negotiating exercises and skills train-
ing not explicitly being included in the simulation preparation. However, this might
be covered in other modules of the curriculum. Overall, simulation preparation as a
contextual factor might influence self-efficacy for negotiating development either
directly (by including negotiation exercises) or indirectly (by diminishing doubt-
related thoughts).
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Investigating the interplay of contextual sources with other sources, findings shows
that they play a less distinct role in developing self-efficacy for negotiating. They
only influence self-efficacy development when combined with one or several other
sources. Overall, outcomes confirm the complex processes in which students con-
sider information from multiple sources when evaluating their self-efficacy beliefs
(Usher et al., 2018).

The SimPol model for investigating learning outcomes of role-play

simulations of political decision-making

After having answered both research questions, we integrate the found concepts
and relationships from empirical research into the SimPol model, presented in
Figure 2. The model depicts the different learning environment components, of
which we see three main learning environment components: student features, the
learning context, which encompasses the role-play simulation, and learning out-
comes. Previously defined features of the role-play simulation context are at the
centre of the model: structure, agency, social dynamics, and verisimilitude. Other
aspects of the broader learning context are also included: objectives, debriefing,
and assessment. Learning outcomes could refer to cognitive, affective, or regula-
tive learning outcomes. We have adapted the model to the learning outcome of
self-efficacy for negotiating. Accordingly, we have filled in elements that give
meaning to the different learning environment components and which have shown
to matter when investigating self-efficacy for negotiating development in role-play
simulations of political decision-making. The use of the SimPol model allows tack-
ling the challenge of illuminating which simulation configuration contributes to what
kind of student learning outcomes and for which type of students. The SimPol mod-
el thus offers a roadmap for future research that studies effects of role-play simula-

tions of political decision-making.
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Figure 2. The SimPol model for investigating learning outcomes of role-play
Simulations of Political decision-making (adapted to the outcome of self-efficacy
for negotiating)

Limitations and avenues for future research

This section elaborates on concepts and relationships that need further exploring.
Following the SimPol model, we first discuss the role-play simulation context, which
is the main focus of this dissertation, and allows discussing limitations and sugges-
tions for future research. Next, we probe into studying student learning outcomes
in the context of role-play simulations of political decision-making on a more gen-
eral level. Further, we discuss possible avenues for future research with regard to
students’ individual characteristics. Finally, we shortly touch upon investigating the

broader learning context.

Diving deeper into the simulation process

Simulation’s social dynamics includes the elements of perceived student cohe-
siveness, vicarious experience and social persuasion, which seem to matter for the
learning outcome of self-efficacy for negotiating. However, the relationship between
these elements remains unclear as this dissertation studied their contribution to
self-efficacy development in two separate studies: study 3 (student cohesiveness)
and study 4 (vicarious experience and social persuasion). Recent research shows

that not just the type of source (e.g., vicarious experience) but also the type of
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significant other (e.g., peer, teacher) defines the source’s influence on self-efficacy
beliefs (Ahn et al., 2016, 2017). Therefore, we suggest to further investigate if
perceived student cohesiveness might be a condition needed in order for vicarious
experiences or social persuasion to positively influence self-efficacy beliefs. Also,
the relationship between perceived student cohesiveness and self-efficacy for nego-
tiating needs further exploring. Study 3 included perceived student cohesiveness in
the model. However, it was only measured at the beginning of the simulation. If we
want to increase our understanding about the relationship between perceived stu-
dent cohesiveness and self-efficacy for negotiating, it would be advised to measure
both aspects longitudinally. Moreover, next to a condition for learning, student
cohesiveness might also be a valuable outcome of role-play simulations of political
decision-making. Usherwood (2013) already introduced ‘group-building’ and
‘group-socialization” as important outcomes of the simulation process. Considering
our review study showed that most simulations are implemented in undergraduate
courses, this might be valuable for higher education research that focuses on the
transition to higher education. For example, research points to the importance of
social integration for student retention during the first-year in higher education
(Wilcox, Winn, & Fyvie-Gauld, 2005). If role-play simulations contribute to the
development of student cohesiveness, they might also play a role in supporting the

process of social integration when used within the first year of higher education.

The aspect of student agency contributes to simulation’s social dynamics. This
dissertation contributes limitedly to unravelling elements of student agency, only
by investigating personal sources of self-efficacy and considering the simulation
preparation. However, we belief the aspect of student’s assigned role should re-
ceive more attention in future research. Acting out his/her role, the student con-
tributes to the verisimilitude of the simulation because his/her actions and deci-
sions could relate more or less to the actual position of the assigned role. This also
shapes simulation’s ‘flexible’ structure, for example by forging a minority block.
Additionally, this contributes to the social dynamics, for example in order to forge a
minority block students need to approach other delegates (social persuasion). Pre-
vious research already endeavoured to illuminate if the aspect of acting out a more
or less power role contributed to variation in student learning outcomes (Bar-
anowski & Weir, 2010; Chernotsky, 1990; Kalaf-Hughes & Mills (2016). However,
rather than if we consider it important to increase our understanding about how
student’s assigned role contributes to variation in student learning outcomes.

Therefore, we believe future research should focus on both the individual level and
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the team level of the simulation process. Based on student’s role we can distinguish
two team levels: (1) the group of students that belong to the same Council or
Committee (e.g., Foreign Affairs Council), and (2) the group of students that repre-
sent the same country or party (e.g., European People’s Party). It could be inter-
esting to investigate if students of the same country or setting perceive the simula-
tion process more or less in the same way. Additionally, research could reveal to
what extent choices made by participants reflect realistic positions and collabora-

tions, and thus shape the simulation’s verisimilitude.

Students’ perceptions of simulation’s verisimilitude also need further exploring.
This dissertation’s findings showed that simulation’s real-world degree does not
extensively contribute to self-efficacy for negotiating development. However, our
design did only focus on the interplay of sources and did not probe into causal
relationships between sources. It could be that perceptions of low verisimilitude
trigger other sources. For example, perceived low verisimilitude could trigger doubt
(“Is this really the procedure?”) and increase the chance that self-efficacy decreas-
es, or they could trigger vicarious experience ("I know it better, that's not the pro-
cedure”) and increase the chance that self-efficacy increases. As our examples
suggest, it might be interesting to examine the interplay between perceived verisi-
militude and general self-belief, in particular when studying self-efficacy for negoti-

ating development.

It is also necessary to further investigate the differential impact of the simulation
structure on student learning outcomes, such as self-efficacy for negotiating. This
is particularly necessary to check generalisation of our findings because this disser-
tation solely focused on several-day simulations. However, our review study point-
ed to most simulation practices being characterized by smaller sizes and shorter
duration. In particular, examining structure in relation to elements of simulation’s
social dynamics might be useful. For example, simulations that take up less time
could provide less opportunities for vicarious experiences or experiences of social
persuasion to occur, or even for success-related experiences altogether. Or, it
might be that the quality of the experience contributes substantially more to self-
efficacy for negotiating beliefs than the quantity. For example, students might
perceive a higher amount of student cohesiveness in smaller groups, which might
result in a higher impact of a success-related experience on student’s self-efficacy
for negotiating. Overall, this brings us back to our first suggestion for future re-
search, which emphasized the importance of unravelling the relationship between

the elements of simulation’s social dynamics.
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Overall, future research needs to dive deeper into the simulation process in order
to increase our understanding of elements that define different simulation features,
and of their interplay that contributes to the dynamics of the simulation process

and student learning outcomes.

Studying student learning outcomes

Following our suggestions to study the simulation process more in depth, current
simulation research practices need to change in three ways. First, future research
should step away from only focusing on cognitive outcomes, such as knowledge
and understanding. This dissertation contributes considerably by confirming that
affective learning outcomes are suitable learning outcomes to focus on when exam-
ining the simulation process. In a next step, research could relate insights about
the simulation process to components of the broader learning context, or other
learning outcomes. So far, research has only limitedly studied affective learning
outcomes, such as interest in the EU, political interest, or interest in politics (Bar-
anowski, 2006; Kalaf-Hughes & Mills, 2016; Riinz, 2015).

Second, the use of objective measures such as grades add little to our under-
standing of how the simulation contributes to student learning outcomes. This dis-
sertation contributes by confirming that student’s perspectives on the learning
environment and on learning outcomes remain important to increase our under-
standing about students’ learning process. Used measures should be adapted to the
short time frame over which a simulation can unfold. For example, in study 3 re-
sults showed a significant but small contribution of time to self-efficacy for negoti-
ating development. However, larger Likert-scales might have been able to capture
change more accurately. Our study 2 applied in higher education validated
measures for the first time in the learning context of role-play simulations of politi-
cal decision-making. Results were promising, however, cross-validated research is
needed to further test validity and reliability of these and other measures in various

contexts of role-play simulations of political decision-making.

Third, putting more emphasis in research on the simulation process and student
perspectives also has its implications for used research methods. Contrary to
current research practises that often have a cross-sectional design, when studying
processes that unfold over time, research should include a longitudinal and prefer-
ably mixed method research design. For example, the quantitative longitudinal
approach of study 3 increased our understanding of how self-efficacy for negotiat-

ing developed over time. However, it fell short in comprehensively explaining varia-
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tion in self-efficacy development. Unravelling the interplay of factors that influence
self-efficacy development needed a more person-centred approach, and more in-
depth research. Therefore, study 4 used a longitudinal qualitative approach. As
such, this dissertation used a mixed method approach. With regard to the outcome
of self-efficacy research, Usher et al. (2018) already emphasized the importance of
mixed method designs to give meaning to found relationships between the sources
and self-efficacy in quantitative research. To increase validity and reliability of
findings, qualitative designs should aim for triangulation (time, researchers, data),

as applied in study 4.

Including individual characteristics

Findings of study 1 show that most simulation research only includes learning out-
comes in their design, without taking any other learning environment components
into account. However, our findings point out that future research should at least
take some student characteristics into account. Aiming to increase insights into
how role-play simulations of political decision-making contribute to student learning
outcomes for which students, future research could look for groups of students that
experience the simulation process in a similar way, for example, by looking for
student profiles that follow similar growth trajectories in self-efficacy develop-
ment. Such findings could also be investigated with regard to other learning out-

comes.

Probing into the relationship between self-efficacy sources and self-efficacy devel-
opment, findings of study 4 pointed to the personal source of general self-belief.
This needs further exploring because we were only able to define doubt-related
thoughts. However, students might also be influenced by thoughts of ‘strength’;
e.g., ‘I do not get confused easily’. This implies that sources of self-efficacy do not
necessarily relate to situational conditions. Exceeding situational ‘self-talk’ there
might be a ‘higher order’ of beliefs that influences how students interpret infor-
mation from different sources. For example, this could play a role in how students
handle issues of perceived lower verisimilitude during the on-going simulation. It
could also be that students with a general doubtful self-belief are more hindered in

their learning process during the on-going simulation.

Broadening to the broader learning context
Future research could also examine how aspects of the broader learning context,
which includes the role-play simulation, relate to the simulation process and con-

tribute to student learning outcomes. We elaborate on the aspect of debriefing
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because this allows drawing deeper lessons for learning by providing students with
the opportunity to reflect on their actions (Crookall, 2010). Particularly its relation-
ship with self-efficacy for negotiating development might be relevant to investigate,
because self-efficacy also relies on student’s reflecting skills to evaluate one’s own
beliefs (Bandura, 1997). Studies on role-play simulations of political decision-
making often report about the importance of reflective assignments and debriefing
sessions (Elias, 2014; Jozwiak, 2013; Usherwood, 2013). However, they seldom
elaborate on how to specifically conduct a debriefing. Our review study points to a
variation of methods used: oral discussion and reflection, writing assignments, or a
combination of oral and written reflecting activities. However, future research
needs to explore further how debriefing exactly contributes to student learning
outcomes, such as self-efficacy beliefs. For example, should debriefing be one sin-
gle post-simulation activity or a continuous activity that triggers students to reflect
on their behaviour throughout the simulation? In study 4 we conducted repeated
interviews in order to capture which sources influence student’s self-efficacy for
negotiating development. During interviews students were triggered to reflect on
their and other students’ behaviour performed during the on-going simulation.
Students learning process might thus be influenced by these repeated interviews,
which could have functioned as a continuous debriefing. This confirms the need to
further investigate how debriefing adequately contributes to reflective learning and

student’s learning process.

Implications for educational practice

The key findings of this dissertation enable us to formulate several implications for

practice.

By unravelling the simulation process and its dynamics, findings in this dissertation
do not only confirm variation in the simulation process (Usherwood, 2015) but also
innovate by pointing to which elements contribute to the simulation dynamics and
how some elements relate to student learning outcomes. Simulation features of
structure, agency, verisimilitude, and social dynamics provide a more detailed
perspective of aspects to consider when designing a simulation. However, the only
feature that teachers really have control over is the aspect of ‘stable’ structure. For
example, teachers can choose simulation’s size or duration. Other features are
predominantly dependent on the way the simulation unfolds, which even could
result in unintended processes that could hamper simulation’s verisimilitude. Next

to structure, student agency shapes simulation’s verisimilitude and social dynamics.
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Although this feature is mainly out of teacher’s control, we see two ways in which

teachers could indirectly influence and support student agency.

First, student agency could be influenced by generally giving more attention to the
self-efficacy for negotiating outcome. By definition, self-efficacy includes the skill to
self-evaluate one’s own abilities (Bandura, 1997), which allows students to moni-
tor and evaluate their own progress. One way to support the development of self-
efficacy skills is self-assessment, which refers to students assessing their own work
(Panadero, Jonsson, & Botalla, 2017). Having students assess their progress pro-
vides them insights into their own performance and competences, which in turn
strengthens their self-efficacy (Schunk, 1996). Next to having a positive influence
on students’ self-efficacy skills, self-assessment also positively influences academic
performance and students’ self-regulating strategies (Brown & Harris, 2013; Pa-
nadero et al., 2017), of which the latter includes self-reflection skills. As such,
expecting students to self-assess their negotiating skills would contribute to their
negotiating performance, and to self-directing and - if necessary — adapting their
negotiating behaviour. This contributes to the simulation process but also to skills
that exceed the simulation activity. Our findings pointed to the ambivalent relation-
ship between cumulative simulation experiences and self-efficacy for negotiating.
The ability to monitor one’s own learning process most certainly also facilitates the

transfer of learning across simulations.

Second, our findings showed that most simulations include preparatory activities
that focus on outcomes of knowledge and understanding (e.g., writing position
papers). Training negotiating skills is not explicitly mentioned, although it might be
covered in other modules of the curriculum. Considering that preparation contrib-
utes to student’s agency during the simulation, we recognize the importance of
preparing students with the skills and knowledge needed to perform in the simula-
tion-based learning environment. We advise to focus more explicitly on skill train-
ing. Negotiating skills include those skills that are specifically related to the simula-
tion context such as arguing, debating, coalition formation, and the art of diploma-
cy. However, these also include more generic skills, oral communication skills, and
public speaking (Crossley-Frolick, 2010; Elias, 2014; Obendorf & Randerson,
2013). Training such skills could be especially important for students with a doubt-
ful general self-belief, as it would provide them with important opportunities for
success-related experiences that could boost their self-efficacy beliefs. Unintended

simulation dynamics, and thus unintended learning processes and outcomes, prob-
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ably could be avoided when students feel better prepared and more confident to

participate in the simulation.

Our last suggestion is related to the importance of the social dynamics of role-play
simulations of political decision-making. Students who know other students better,
who perceive other students as more helpful and supportive show significant larger
increases in self-efficacy development. Teachers should be aware that the group
composition most certainly contributes to students’ learning outcomes. Student
groups that are more familiar with each other and that have already created a safe
and supportive atmosphere seem to be beneficial for developing self-efficacy beliefs

during role-play simulations of political decision-making.

146



147






References

Ahn, H. S., Bong, M., & Kim, S.-L. (2017). Social models in the cognitive appraisal of self-
efficacy information. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 48, 149-166. doi: 10.1016
/j.cedpsych.2016.08.002.

Ahn, H. S., Usher, E., Butz, A., & Bong, M. (2016). Cultural differences in the understanding of
modelling and feedback as sources of self-efficacy information. British Journal of Educa-
tional Psychology, 86(1), 112-136. doi: 10.1111/bjep.12093.

Aldrich, C. (2003). The new core of leadership. Training and Development, 57(3), 32-37.

Aldrich, C. (2006). 1996-2006 E-learning in the workplace. Training and Development, 60(9),
54-57.

Andonova, L. B., & Mendoza-Castro, R. (2008). The next climate treaty? Pedagogical and policy
lessons of classroom negotiations. International Studies Perspectives, 9(3), 331-347. doi:
10.1111/j.1528-3585.2008.00339.x.

Asal, V. (2005). Playing games with international relations. International Studies Perspectives,
6(3), 359-373. doi: 10.1111/j.1528-3577.2005.00213.x.

Asal, V., & Blake, E. L. (2006). Creating simulations for political science. Journal of Political
Science Education, 2(1), 1-18. doi: 10.1080/15512160500484119.

Asal, V., Sin, S. S., Fahrenkopf, N. P., & She, X. (2014). The comparative politics game show:
Using games to teach comparative politics theories. International Studies Perspectives,
15(3), 347-358. doi: 10.1111/insp.12010.

Bagozzi, R. P., & Yi, Y. (1988). On the evaluation of structural equation models, Academy of
Marketing Science, 16(1), 74-94. doi: 10.1007/BF02723327.

Baker, E. L., & Delacruz, G. C. (2016). A framework to create effective learning games and
simulations. In H. F. O’Neil, E. L. Baker & R. S. Perez (Eds.), Using Games and Simulations
for Teaching and Assessment: Key issues (pp. 3-20). New York, NY: Routledge.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York, NY: Freeman.

Baranowski, M. K. (2006). Single session simulations: The effectiveness of short congressional
simulations in introductory American government classes. Journal of Political Science Edu-
cation, 2(1), 33-49. doi: 10.1080/15512160500484135.

Baranowski, M. K., & Weir, K. A. (2010). Power and politics in the classroom: The effect of
student roles in simulations. Journal of Political Science Education, 6(3), 217-226. doi:
10.1080/15512169.2010.494465.

Baranowski, M. K., & Weir, K. A. (2015). Political simulations: What we know, what we think
we know, and what we still need to know. Journal of Political Science Education, 11(4),
391-403. doi: 10.1080/15512169.2015.1065748

Bates, R., & Khasawneh, S., (2007). Self-efficacy and college students’ perceptions and use of
online learning systems. Computers in Human Behaviour, 23(1), 175-191. doi:
10.1016/j.chb.2004.04.004.

Beaubien, J. M., & Baker, D. P. (2004). The use of simulation for training teamwork skills in
health care: How long can you go? Quality and Safety in Health Care, 13(1), i51-i56. doi:
10.1136/gshc.2004.009845.

149



Bernstein, J. L. (2008). Cultivating civic competence: Simulations and skill-building in an intro-
ductory government class. Journal of Political Science Education, 4(1), 1-20. doi:
10.1080/15512160701815996.

Bertsch, G. K., & Feste, K. A. (1974). Simulation and teaching in East-European studies. East
European Quarterly, 7(4), 351-378.

Biggs, J. (1993). From theory to practice: A cognitive systems approach. Higher Education
Research and Development, 12(1), 73-85. doi: 10.1080/0729436930120107.

Biggs, J. (1996). Enhancing teaching trough constructive alignment. Higher Education, 32(3),
347-364. doi: 10.1007/BF00138871.

Biziouras, N. (2013). Bureaucratic politics and decision-making under uncertainty in a national
security crisis: Assessing the effects of international relations theory and the learning im-
pact of role-play simulation at the U.S. naval academy. Journal of Political Science Educa-
tion, 9(2), 184-196. doi: 10.1080/15512169.2013.770987.

Black, A. E., & Deci, E. L. (2000). The effect of instructor’s autonomy support and students’
autonomous motivation on learning organic chemistry: A self-determination theory per-
spective. Science Education, 84(6), 740-756. doi: 10.1002/1098-237X(200011)84:6<
740::AID-SCE4>3.0.CO;2-3.

Bong, M., Lee, S. K., & Woo, Y.-K. (2015). The role of interest and self-efficacy in pursuing
mathematics and science. In K .A. Renninger, M. Nieswand & S. Hidi (Eds.), Interest in
mathematics and science learning (pp. 33-48). Washington, DC: American Educational Re-
search Association.

Bouffard-Bouchard, T., Parent, S., & Larivée, S. (1991). Influence of self-efficacy on self-
regulation and performance among junior and senior high-school age students. Interna-
tional Journal of Behavioral Development, 14(2), 153-164. doi: 10.1177/016502549
101400203.

Boyer, M. A., & Smith, E. T. (2015). Developing your own in-class simulations: Design, advice
and a ‘commons’ simulation example. In J. Ishiyama, W. J. Miller & E. Simon (Eds.), Hand-
book on Teaching and Learning in Political Science and International Relations (pp. 315-
326). Cheltanham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Boyer, M. A., Urlacher, B., Hudson, N. F., Niv-Solomon, A., Janik, L. L., Butler, M. J., Brown, S.
W., & Ioannou, A. (2009). Gender and negotiation: Some experimental findings from an in-
ternational negotiation simulation. International Studies Quarterly, 53(1), 23-47. doi:
10.1111/j.1468-2478.2008.01522.x.

Bridge, D., & Radford, S. (2014). Teaching diplomacy by other means: Using an outside-of-
class simulation to teach international relations theory. International Studies Perspectives,
15(4), 423-437. doi: 10.2139/ssrn.2203120.

Brown, G. T. L., & Harris, L. R. (2013). Student self-assessment. In J. McMillan (Ed.), The
SAGE handbook of research on classroom assessment (pp. 367-393). Thousand Oaks, CA:
SAGE.

Brunazzo, M., & Settembri, P. (2015). Teaching the European Union: A simulation of council’s
negotiations. European Political Science, 14(1), 1-14. doi: 10.1057/eps.2014.34.

150



References

Butz, A. R., & Usher, E. (2015). Salient sources of early adolescents’ self-efficacy in two do-
mains. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 42, 49-61. doi: 10.1016/j.cedpsych.
2015.04.001.

Byrne, B. M. (2010). Structural Equation Modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts, applications,
and programming. London/New York: Routledge.

Cassidy, S. (2015). Resilience building in students: The role of academic self-efficacy. Frontiers
in psychology, 6(1781). doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01781.

Cassidy, S., & Eachus, P. (2002). Developing the computer user self-efficacy (CUSE) scale:
Investigating the relationship between computer self-efficacy, gender and experience with
computers. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 26(2), 133-153. doi:
10.2190/JGIR-0KVL-HRF7-GCNV.

Chen, J. A., & Usher, E. L. (2013). Profiles of the sources of science self-efficacy. Learning and
Individual Differences, 24, 11-21. doi: 10.1016/j.lindif.2012.11.002

Chernotsky, H. I. (1990). Teaching crisis management: A National Security Council simulation.
International Studies Notes, 15(3), 79-82.

Chin, J., Dukes, R., & Gamson, W. (2009). Assessment in simulation and gaming: A review of
the last 40 years. Simulation and Gaming, 40(4), 553-568. doi: 10.1177/104687810
9332955.

Ciliotta-Rubery, A., & Levy, D. (2000). Congressional committee simulation: An active learning
experiment. PS: Political Science and Politics, 33(4), 847-852. doi: 10.2307/42 0928.

Coffey, D. J., Miller, W. J., & Feuerstein, D. (2011). Classroom as reality: Demonstrating cam-
paign effects through live simulation. Journal of Political Science Education, 7(1), 14-33.
doi: 10.1080/15512169.2011.539906.

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2011). Research methods in education (7" edition). New
York, NY: Routledge.

Cowley, P., & Stuart, M. (2015). Whipping them in: Role-playing party cohesion with a chief
whip. Journal of Political Science Education, 11(2), 190-203. doi: 10.1080/15512169.
2015.1016035

Crabtree, B. F., & Miller, W. L. (1992). Doing qualitative research: multiple strategies. Thou-
sand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five ap-
proaches (2" edition). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Creswell, J. W., & Miller, D. L. (2000). Determining validity in qualitative inquiry. Theory into
Practice, 39(3), 124-130. doi: 10.1207/s15430421tip3903_2.

Crookall, D. (2010). Serious games, debriefing, and simulation/gaming as a discipline. Simula-
tion and Gaming, 41(6), 898-920. doi: 10.1177/1046878110390784.

Crossley-Frolick, K. A. (2010). Beyond model UN: Simulating multi-level, multi-actor diplomacy
using the millennium development goals. International Studies Perspectives, 11(2), 184-
201. doi: 10.1111/j.1528-3585.2010.00401.x.

Davison, S. E. (1975). Gaming: An annotated catalogue of law-related games and simulations.
Chicago: ABA Special Committee on Youth Education for Citizenship.

151



Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The “what” and “why” of goals pursuits: Human needs and
the self-determination behaviour. Psychological Inquiry, 11(4), 227-268. doi: 10.
1207/S15327965PLI1104_01.

DiCicco, J. M. (2014). National Security Council: Simulating decision-making dilemmas in real
time. International Studies Perspectives, 15(4), 438-458. doi: 10.1111/insp.120 18.

Dingli, S., Khalfey, S., & Leston-Bandeira, C. (2013). The effectiveness of incentive-driven role-
play. European Political Science, 12(3), 384-398. doi: 10.1057/eps.2013.19.

Dinsmore, D. L., & Alexander, P. A. (2012). A critical discussion of deep and surface pro-
cessing: What it means, how it is measured, the role of context, and model specification.
Educational Psychology Review, 24(4), 499-567. doi: 10.1007/s10648-012-9198-7.

Diseth, R. (2011). Self-efficacy, goal orientations and learning strategies as mediators between
preceding and subsequent academic achievement. Learning and Individual Differences,
21(2), 191-195. doi: 10.1016/j.lindif.2011.01.003.

Donche, V., Coertjens, L., Vanthournout, G., & Van Petegem, P. (2012). Providing constructive
feedback on learning patterns: An individual learner’'s perspective. Reflecting Education,
8(1), 114-132.

Donche, V., De Maeyer, S., Coertjens, L., Van Daal, T., & Van Petegem, P. (2013). Differential
use of learning strategies in first-year higher education: The impact of personality, aca-
demic motivation, and teaching strategies. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 83(2),
238-251. doi: 10.1111/bjep.12016.

Druckman, D., & Ebner, N. (2013). Games, claims, and new frames: Rethinking the use of
simulation in negotiation education. Negotiation Journal, 29(1), 61-92. doi: 10.1111/ ne-
jo.12005

Duchatelet, D. (2018). Simulations are no ‘one-for-all’ experience: How participants vary in
their development of self-efficacy for negotiating. In P. Bursens, V. Donche, D. Gijbels & P.
Spooren (Eds.), Simulations of decision-making as active learning tools: Design and effects
of political science simulations (pp. 183-199). Cham: Springer.

Duchatelet, D., Bursens, P., Donche, V., Gijbels, D., & Spooren, P. (2018). Student diversity in
a cross-continental EU-simulation: Exploring variation in affective learning outcomes
among political science students. European Political Science, 17(4), 601-620. doi:
10.1057/s41304-017-0116-9.

Duchatelet, D., Gijbels, D., Bursens, P., Donche, V., & Spooren, P. (2019). Looking at role-play
simulations of political decision-making through a contextual lens: A state-of-the-art. Edu-
cational Research Review, 27, 126-139. doi: 10.1016/j.edurev.2019.03.002.

Egenberg, S., @ian, P., Eggebg, T. M., Arsenovic, M. G., & Bru, L. E. (2016). Changes in self-
efficacy, collective efficacy, and patient outcome following interprofessional simulation
training on postpartum haemorrhage. Journal of Clinical Nursing. doi:10.1111/ jocn.13666.

Elias, A. (2014). Simulating the European Union: Reflections on module design. International
Studies Perspectives, 15(4), 407-422. doi: 10.1111/insp.12009.

Ellington, H., Gordon, M., & Fowlie, J. (1998). Using games and simulations in the classroom.

London, UK: Kogan Page Limited.

152



References

Entwistle, N., McCune, V., & Hounsell, J. (2003). Investigating ways of enhancing university
teaching-learning environments: Measuring students’ approaches to studying and percep-
tions of teaching. In E. De Corte Verschaffel L, N. Entwistle & van J. Merriénboer (Eds.),
Powerful learning environments: Unravelling basic components and dimensions (pp. 89-
107). Oxford, UK: Elsevier Science Ltd.

Fenollar, P., Roman, S., & Cuestas, P. J. (2007). University students’ academic performance:
An integrative conceptual framework and empirical analysis. British Journal of Educational
Psychology, 77(4), 873-891. doi: 10.1348/000709907X189118.

Fong, C. J., & Krause, J. M. (2014). Lost confidence and potential: A mixed methods study of
underachieving college students’ sources of self-efficacy. Social Psychology of Education,
17(2), 249-268. doi: 10.1007/s11218-013-9239-1.

Foster, J. L., Lachman, A. C., & Mason, R. M. (1980). Verstehen, cognition, and the impact of
political simulations: It is not as simple as it seems. Simulation and Games, 11(2), 223-
241. doi: 10.1177/0037550080112007.

Fraser, B. (1998). Classroom environment instruments: Development, validity, and applica-
tions. Learning Environments Research, 1(1), 7-33. doi: 10.1023/A:1009932514731.

Frederking, B. (2005). Simulations and student learning. Journal of Political Science Education,
1(3) 385-393. doi: 10.1080/15512160500261236.

Galatas, S. E. (2006). A simulation of the council of the European Union: Assessment of the
impact on student learning. PS: Political Science and Politics, 39(1), 147-151. doi:
10.1017/S104909650606029X.

Giovanello, S. P., Kirk, J. A., & Kromer, M. K. (2013). Student perceptions of a role-playing
simulation in an introductory international relations course. Journal of Political Science Edu-
cation, 9(2), 197-208. doi: 10.1080/15512169.2013.770989.

Gorton, W., & Havercroft, J. (2012). Using historical simulations to teach political theory. Jour-
nal of Political Science Education, 8(1), 50-68. doi: 10.1080/15512169.2012.6413 99.

Granziera, H., & Perera, H. N. (2019). Relations among teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs, engage-
ment, and work satisfaction: A social cognitive view. Contemporary Educational Psycholo-
gy, 58, 75-84. doi: 10.1016/j.cedpsych.2019.02.003.

Greenblat, C. S. (1973). Teaching with simulation games: A review of claims and evidence.
Teaching Sociology, 1(1), 62-83. doi: 10.2307/1317334.

Guay, F. (2016) The virtue of culture in understanding motivation at school: Commentary on
the special issue on culture and motivation. British Journal of Educational Psychology,
86(1), 154-160. doi: 10.1111/bjep.12105.

Guetzkow, H. S., Alger, C. F., Brody, R. A., Noel, R. C., & Snyder, R. C. (1963). Simulation in
international relations: Developments for research and teaching. Englewood Cliffs, NIJ:
Prentice-Hall.

Hall, N., & Webb, D. (2014). Instructor’s support of student autonomy in an introductory phys-
ics course. Physical Review Special Topics — Physics Education Research, 10(2), 1-22. doi:
10.1103/PhysRevSTPER.10.020116.

Hatcher, L. (1994). A step-by-step approach to using the SAS system for factor analysis and

structural equation modelling. Cary, NC: SAS Institute.

153



Hays, R. T., Jacobs, J. W., Prince, C., & Salas, E. (1992). Flight simulator training effective-
ness: A meta-analysis. Military Psychology, 4(2), 63-74. doi: 10.1207/s15327876mp
0402_1.

Hazleton, W. A., & Mahurin, R. P. (1986). External simulations as teaching devices: The model
united nations. Simulation and Games, 17(2), 149-171. doi: 10.1177/00375500 86172002.

Henderson, L., & Tallman, J. (2006). Stimulated Recalls and Mental Models: Tools for Teaching
and Learning Computer Information Literacy. Lanham, MD: Scarecrow Press.

Herrington, J., & Oliver, R. (2000). An instructional design framework for authentic learning
environments. Educational Technology Research and Development, 48(3), 23-48. doi:
10.1007/ BF02319856.

Hidi, S. E., & Renninger, K. A. (2006). The four-phase model of interest development. Educa-
tional psychologist, 41(2), 111-127. doi: 10.1207/s15326985ep4102_4.

Hoffmann, L. (2002). Promoting girls’ interest and achievement in physics classes for begin-
ners. Learning and Instruction, 12(4), 447-465. doi: 10.1016/S0959-4752(01)000 10-X.
Honicke, T., & Broadbent, J. (2016). The influence of academic self-efficacy on academic per-
formance: A systematic review. Educational Research Review, 17, 63-84. doi:

10.1016/j.edurev.2015.11.002.

Hox, J. J., Moerbeek, M., & van de Schoot, R. (2017). Multilevel analysis: Techniques and
applications. New York, NY: Routledge.

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55.
doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118.

Ishiyama, J. (2013). Frequently used active learning techniques and their impact: A critical
review of existing journal literature in the United States. European Political Science, 12(1),
116-126. doi: 10.1057/eps.2012.3.

Jones, R. (2008). Evaluating a cross-continent EU simulation. Journal of Political Science Educa-
tion, 4(4), 404-434. doi: 10.1080/15512160802413790.

Jones, R., & Bursens, P. (2014). Assessing EU simulations: Evidence from the Trans-Atlantic
EuroSim. In S. Baroncelli, R. Farneti, I. Horga & S. Vanhoonacker (Eds.), Teaching and
learning the European Union: Traditional and Innovative Methods (pp. 157-185). New York,
NY: Springer.

Jones, R., & Bursens, P. (2015). The effects of active learning environments: How simulations
trigger affective learning. European Political Science, 14(3), 254-265. doi:
10.1057/eps.2015.22

Jozwiak, J. (2013). ‘Vegelate’ and Greece: Teaching the EU through simulations. European
Political Science, 12(2), 215-230. doi: 10.1057/eps.2012.26.

Jung, T., & Wickrama, K. A. S. (2008). An introduction to latent class growth analysis and
growth mixture modeling. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2(1), 302-317. doi:
10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00054.x.

Kalaf-Hughes, N., & Mills, R. W. (2016). Working together: An empirical analysis of a multiclass
legislative-executive branch simulation. Journal of Political Science Education, 12(3), 335-
352. doi: 10.1080/15512169.2015.1111801.

154



References

Klassen, R. M. (2004). A Cross-Cultural Investigation of the Efficacy Beliefs of South Asian
Immigrant and Anglo Canadian Nonimmigrant Early Adolescents. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 96(4), 731-742. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.96.4.731.

Klassen, R. M., & Usher, E. L. (2010). Self-efficacy in educational settings: Recent research and
emerging directions. In T. C. Urdan & S. A. Karabenick (Eds.), The Decade Ahead: Theoret-
ical Perspectives on Motivation and Achievement (Advances in Motivation and Achievement,
Volume 16 Part A) (pp.1-33). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Komarraju, M., & Nadler, D. (2013). Self-efficacy and academic achievement: Why do implicit
beliefs, goals, and effort regulation matter? Learning and Individual Differences, 25, 67-72.
doi: 10.1016/j.lindif.2013.01.005.

Krain, M., & Lantis, J. S. (2006). Building knowledge? Evaluating the effectiveness of the global
problems summit simulation. International Studies Perspectives, 7(4), 395-407. doi:
10.1111/j.1528-3585.2006.00261.x.

Krebs, M. M. (2009). The Korean War: A role-play to remember. The Social Studies, 100(6),
273-278. doi: 10.1080/00377990903284120.

Kusurkar, R. A., Ten Cate, T. J., Vos, C. M., Westers, P., & Croiset, G. (2013). How motivation
affects academic performance: A structural equation modelling analysis. Advances in Health
Sciences Education: Theory and Practice, 18(1), 57-69. doi: 10.1007/s10459-012-9354-3.

Kwok, O. I., Underhill, A. T., Berry, J. W., Luo, W., Elliott, T. R., & Yoon, M. (2008). Analyzing
longitudinal data with multilevel models: an example with individuals living with lower ex-
tremity intra-articular fractures. Rehabilitation Psychology, 53, 370-386 doi:
10.1037/a001765.

Kyndt, E., Coertjens, L., van Daal, T., Donche, V., Gijbels, D., & Van Petegem, P. (2015). The
development of students’ motivation in the transition from secondary to higher education:
A longitudinal study. Learning and Individual Differences, 39, 114-123. doi:
10.1016/j.1indif.2015.03.001.

Kyndt, E., Donche, V., Coertjens, L., Van Daal, T., Gijbels, D., & Van Petegem, P. (2017). Does
self-efficacy contribute to the development of students’ motivation across the transition
from secondary to higher education? European Journal of Psychology of Education, 34(2),
457-478. doi: 10.1007/s10212-018-0389-6.

Landriscina, F. (2013). Simulation and learning: A model-centered approach. New York, NY:
Springer-Verlag.

Lay, J. C., & Smarick, K. J. (2006). Simulating a senate office: The impact on student
knowledge and attitudes. Journal of Political Science Education, 2(2), 131-146. doi:
10.1080/15512160600 668967.

Lean, J., Moizer, J., Towler, M., & Abbey, C. (2006). Simulations and games: Use and barriers
in higher education. Active Learning in Higher Education, 7(3), 227-242. doi:
10.1177/146978740 6069056.

Lee. J. H., Nam, S. K., Kim, A. R., Kim, B., Lee, M. Y, & Lee, S. M. (2013). Resilience: A meta-
analytic approach. Journal of Counseling and Development, 91(3), 269-279. doi:
10.1002/j.1556-6676.2013.00095.x.

155



Leigh, E., & Spindler, L. (2004). Simulations and games as chaordic learning contexts. Simula-
tion and Gaming, 35(1), 53-69. doi: 10.1177/1046878103252886.

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., Gover, M. R., & Nijjer, S. K. (1996). Cognitive assessment of the
sources of mathematics self-efficacy: A thought-listing analysis. Journal of Career Assess-
ment, 4(1), 33-46. doi: 10.1177/106907279600400102.

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Larkin, K. C. (1986). Relation of self-efficacy expectations to
academic achievement and persistence. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 31(3), 356-362.
doi: 10.1037//0022-0167.31.3.356.

Levintova, E. M., Johnson, T., Scheberle, D., & Vonck, K. (2011). Global citizens are made, not
born: Multiclass role-playing simulation of global decision-making. Journal of Political Sci-
ence Education, 7(3), 245-274. doi: 10.1080/15512169.2011.590075.

Levintova, E. M., & Mueller, D. W. (2015). Sustainability: Teaching an interdisciplinary thresh-
old concept through traditional lecture and active learning. Canadian Journal of the Schol-
arship of Teaching and Learning, 6(1). doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.5206/cjsotl-
rcacea.2015.1.3.

Liem, A. D., Lau, S., & Nie, Y. (2008). The role of self-efficacy, task value, and achievement
goals in predicting learning strategies, task disengagement, peer relationship, and
achievement outcome. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 33(4), 486-512. doi:
10.1016/j.cedpsych.2007.08.001.

Linnenbrink, E. A., & Pintrich, P. R. (2003). The Role of Self-Efficacy Beliefs in Student En-
gagement and Learning in the Classroom. Reading and Writing Quarterly, 19(2), 119-137.
doi: 10.1080/10573560308223.

Little, R. C., Milliken, G. A., Stroup, W. W., Wolfinger, R. D., & Schabenberger, O. (2006). SAS
for Mixed Models. Cary, NC: SAS Institute.

Lomax, R. G., & Hahs-Vaughn, D. L. (2012). An introduction to statistical concepts: Third
edition. New York, NY: Routledge.

Lowry, P. E. (1999). Model GATT: A role-playing simulation course. Journal of Economic Educa-
tion, 30(2), 119-126. doi: 10.1080/00220489909595948.

Luzzo, D. A., Hasper, P., Albert, K. A., Bibby, M. A., & Martinelli, E. A. (1999). Effects of self-
efficacy-enhancing interventions on the math/science self-efficacy and career interests,
goals, and actions of career undecided college students. Journal of Counseling Psychology,
46(2), 233-243. doi: 10.1037/0022-0167.46.2.233.

Mandel, R. (1987). An evaluation of the “Balance of power” simulation. Journal of Conflict
Resolution, 31(2), 333-345. doi: 10.1177/0022002787031002006.

Mariani, M., & Glenn, B. J. (2014). Simulations build efficacy: Empirical results from a four-
week congressional simulation. Journal of Political Science Education, 10(3), 284-301. doi:
10.1080/15512169.2014.921623.

Mathews, A. L., & LaTronica-Herb, A. (2013). Using Blackboard to increase student learning
and assessment outcomes in a congressional simulation. Journal of Political Science Educa-
tion, 9(2), 168-183. doi: 10.1080/15512169.2013.770986.

156



References

Matsui, T., Matsui, K., & Ohnishi, R. (1990). Mechanisms underlying math self. efficacy learning
of college students. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 37(2), 225-238. doi: 10.1016/0001-
8791(90)90042-Z.

McIntosh, D. (2001). The uses and limits of model United Nations in an international relations
classroom. International Studies Perspectives, 2(3), 269-280. doi: 10.1111/1528-
3577.00057.

Metcalf, D. A., & Wiener, K. K. K. (2018). Academic self-efficacy in a twenty-first-century Aus-
tralian university: Strategies for first-generation students. Higher Education Research and
Development, 37(7), 1472-1488. doi: 10.1080/07294360.2018.1484705.

Meyer, C. B. (2001). A case in case study methodology. Field Methods, 13(4), 329-352. doi:
10.1177/1525822X0101300402.

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., Altman, D. G., & Group, T. P. (2009). Preferred reporting
items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: The PRISMA statement. PLOS Medicine,
6(6), 264-270. doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097.

Multon, K. D., Brown, S. D., & Lent, R. W. (1991). Relations of self-efficacy beliefs to academic
outcomes: A meta-analytic investigation. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 38(1), 30-38.
doi: 10.1037/0022-0167.38.1.30.

Murphy, P. K., & Alexander, P. A. (2000). A motivated exploration of motivation terminology.
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25(1), 3-53. doi: 10.1006/ceps.1999.1019.

Muthén, B., & Muthén, L. K. (2000). Integrating person-centered and variable-centered anal-
yses: Growth mixture modeling with latent trajectory classes. Alcoholism: clinical and ex-
perimental research, 24(6), 882-891. doi: 10.1111/j.1530-0277.2000.tb02 070.x.

Nance, M. T., Suder, G., & Hall, A. (2016). Negotiating the transatlantic relationship: An inter-
national, interdisciplinary simulation of a real-world negotiation. PS: Political Science and
Politics, 49(2), 333-337. doi: 10.1017/s1049096516000305.

Niemivirta, M., & Tapola, A. (2007). Self-efficacy, interest, and task performance. Zeitschrift
flir Pddagogische Psychologie, 21(3/4), 241-250. doi: 10.1024/1010-0652. 21.3.241.

Obendorf, S., & Randerson, C. (2013). Evaluating the model United Nations: Diplomatic simula-
tion as assessed undergraduate coursework. European Political Science, 12(3), 350-364.
doi: 10.1057/eps.2013.13.

Osgood, J. L., Stangl, C., & Bernotsky, R. L. (2012). Urban political theory and the case of the
local government simulation. Journal of Political Science Education, 8(2), 147-167. doi:
10.1080/15512169.2012.667679.

Pajares, F. (1996). Self-efficacy beliefs in academic settings. Review of Educational Research,
66(4), 543-578. doi: 10.2307/1170653.

Pajares, F. (2003). Self-efficacy beliefs, motivation, and achievement in writing: A review of
the literature. Reading and Writing Quarterly, 19(2), 139-158. doi:
10.1080/10573560390143085

Panadero, E. (2017). A review of self-regulated learning: Six models and four directions for
research. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, Article ID 422.

157



Panadero, E., Jonsson, A., & Botella, J. (2017). Effects of self-assessment on self-regulated
learning and self-efficacy: Four meta-analyses. Educational Research Review, 22, 74-98.
doi: 10.1016/j/edurev.2017.08.004.

Pawson, R. (2002). Evidence-based policy: In search of a method. Evaluation, 8(2), 157-181.
doi: 10.1177/1358902002008002512.

Pintrich, P. R. (1994). Continuities and discontinuities: Future directions for research in educa-
tional psychology. Educational Psychologist, 29(3), 137-148. doi:
10.1207/s15326985ep2903_3.

Pintrich, P.R. (2003). A motivational perspective on the role of student motivation in learning
and teaching contexts, Journal of Educational Psychology, 95(4), 667-686. doi:
10.1037/0022-0663.95.4.667.

Quené, H., & van den Bergh, H. (2004). On multi-level modeling of data from repeated
measures designs: a tutorial. Speech Communication, 43, 103-121 doi: 10.1016/j.
specom.2004.02. 004.

Rackaway, C., & Goertzen, B. J. (2008). Debating the future: A social security political leader-
ship simulation. Journal of Political Science Education, 4(3), 330-340. doi:
10.1080/1551216080220 2961.

Raudenbush, S. W., & Bryk, A. S. (2002). Hierarchical linear models: Applications and data
analysis methods (2" edition). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Raymond, C. (2010). Do role-playing simulations generate measurable and meaningful out-
comes? A simulation’s effect on exam scores and teaching evaluations. International Stud-
ies Perspectives, 11(1), 51-60. doi: 10.1111/j.1528-3585.2009.00392.x.

Raymond, C., & Usherwood, S. (2013). Assessment in simulations. Journal of Political Science
Education, 9(2), 157-167. doi: 10.1080/15512169.2013.770984.

Reeve, J., Jang, H., Carrell, D., Jeon, S., & Barch, J. (2004). Enhancing students’ engagement
by increasing teachers’ autonomy support. Motivation and Emotion, 28(2), 147-169. doi:
10.1023/B:MOEM.0000032312.95499.6f.

Renninger, K. A., & Hidi, S. E. (2016). The power of interest for motivation and engagement.
New York, NY: Routledge.

Rethans, J.-1., Grosfeld, F. J., Aper, L., Reniers, J., Westen, J. H., van Wijngaarden, J. J., & van
Weel-Baumgarten, E. M. (2012). Six formats in simulated and standardized patients use,
based on experiences of 13 undergraduate medical curricula in Belgium and the Nether-
lands. Medical Teacher, 34(9), 710-716. doi: 10.3109/0142159X.2012.7084 66.

Richardson, M., Abraham, C., & Bond, R. (2012). Psychological correlates of university stu-
dents’ academic performance: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Psychological Bulle-
tin, 138(2), 353-387. doi: 10.1037/a0026838.

Riconscente, M. M. (2014). Effects of perceived teacher practices on Latino high school stu-
dents’ interest, self-efficacy, and achievement in mathematics. The Journal of Experimental
Education, 82(1), 51-73. doi: 10.1080/00220973.2013.813358.

Rinfret, S. R. (2012). Simulating city councils: Increasing student awareness and involvement.
PS: Political Science and Politics, 45(3), 513-515. doi: 10.1017/s1049096512000 39x.

158



References

Rinfret, S. R., & Pautz, M. C. (2015). Understanding public policy making through the work of
committees: Utilizing a student-led congressional hearing simulation. Journal of Political
Science Education, 11(4), 442-454. doi: 10.1080/15512169.2015.1060886.

Ripley, B., Carter, N., & Grove, A. K. (2009). League of your own: Creating a model United
Nations scrimmage conference. Journal of Political Science Education, 5(1), 55-70. doi:
10.1080/15512160802611963.

Robbins, S. B., Lauver, K., Le, H., Davis, D., Langley, R., & Carlstrom, A. (2004). Do psychoso-
cial and study skill factors predict college outcomes? A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulle-
tin, 130(2), 261-288. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.130.2.261.

Roloff, M. E., Putnam, L. L., & Anastasiou, L. (2003). Negotiation skills. In J. O. Greene & B. R.
Burleson (Eds.), Handbook of Communication and Social Interaction Skills (pp. 801-833).
Mahway, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Rosenthal, C. S., Rosenthal, J., A., & Jones, J. (2001). Preparing for elite political participation
simulations and the political socialization of adolescents. Social Science Quarterly, 82(3),
633-646. doi: 10.1111/0038-4941.00047.

Rotgans, J. I. (2015). Validation study of general subject-matter interest measure: The individ-
ual interest questionnaire (IIQ). Health Professions Education, 1(1), 67-75. doi:
10.1016/j.hpe. 2015.11.009.

Rotgans, J. I., & Schmidt, H. G. (2011). Situational interest and academic achievement in the
active-learning classroom. Learning and Instruction, 21(1), 58-67. doi: 10.1016/j. learnin-
struc.2009.11.001.

Rotgans, J. I., & Schmidt, H. G. (2012). The intricate relationship between motivation and
achievement: Examining the mediating role of self-regulated learning and achievement-
related classroom behaviors. International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Edu-
cation, 24(2), 197-208.

Rotgans, J. I., & Schmidt, H. G. (2014). Situational interest and learning: Thirst for knowledge.
Learning and Instruction, 32, 37-50. doi: 10.1016/j.learninstruc.2014.01. 002.

Rinz, P. (2015). Beyond teaching: Measuring the effect of EU simulations on European identity
and support of the EU. European Political Science, 14(3), 266-278. doi: 10.
1057/eps.2015.23.

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations: Classic definitions and
new directions. Contemporary  Educational  Psychology, 25(1), 54-67. doi:
10.1006/ceps.1999.1020.

Sands, E. C., & Shelton, A. (2010). Learning by doing: A simulation for teaching how congress
works. PS: Political Science and Politics, 43(1), 133-138. doi: 10.1017/ s1049096
509990692.

Sauvé, L., Renaud, L., & Kaufman, D. (2010). Games, simulations, and simulation games for
learning: Definitions and distinctions. In D. Kaufman & L. Sauvé (Eds.), Educational Game-
play and Simulation Environments: Case studies and Lessons learned (pp. 1-26). Hershey,

NY: Information Science Reference.

159



Sauvé, L., Renaud, L., Kaufman, D., & Marquis, J.-S. (2007). Distinguishing between games
and simulations: A systematic review. Educational Technology and Society, 10(3), 247-
256.

Schumacker, R. E., & Lomax, R. G. (2010). A Beginner’s Guide to Structural Equation Modeling
(Third edition). New York, NY: Routledge.

Schunk, D. H. (1996). Goal and self-evaluative influences during children's cognitive skill learn-
ing. American Educational Research Journal, 33(2), 359-382. doi: 10.2307/11632 89.

Schunk, D. H., & DiBenedetto, M. K. (2016). Self-efficacy theory in education. In K. R. Wentzel
& D. B. Miele (Eds.), Handbook of Motivation at School (pp. 34-54). New York, NY:
Routledge.

Schunk, D. H., & Pajares, F. (2005). Competence perceptions and academic functioning. In A J.
Elliot & C. S. Dweck (Eds.), Handbook of Competence and Motivation (pp. 85-104). New
York, NY: The Guildford Press.

Schunk, D. H., & Pajares, F. (2008). Self-efficacy theory. In K. R. Wentzel & A. Wigfield (Eds.),
Handbook of motivation at school (pp. 35-53). New York, NY: Routledge.

Shellman, S. M., & Turan, K. (2006). Do simulations enhance student learning? An empirical
evaluation of an IR simulation. Journal of Political Science Education, 2(1), 19-32. doi:
10.1080/15512160500484168.

Schiefele, U., Wild, K.-P., & Krapp, A. (1995). Course-specific interest and extrinsic motivation
as predictors of specific learning strategies and course grades. Paper presented at the 6™
Earli conference, Nijmegen, NL.

Schnurr, M. A., De Santo, E. M., & Green, A. D. (2014). What do students learn from a role-
play simulation of an international negotiation?. Journal of Geography in Higher Education,
38(3), 401-414. doi: 10.1080/03098265.2014.933789.

Singer, J.D. (1998). Using SAS PROC MIXED to fit multilevel models, hierarchical models, and
individual growth models. Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 24, 323-355.
doi: 10.3102/10769986023004323.

Singer, J.D., & Willett, J.B. (2003). Applied Longitudinal Data Analysis: Modeling Change and
Event Occurrence. Oxford, UK: University Press.

Smith, E. T., & Boyer, M. A. (1996). Designing in-class simulations. PS: Political Science and
Politics, 29(4), 690-694. doi: 10.2307/420794.

Snijders, T. A. B., & Bosker, R. J. (2012). Multilevel analysis: An introduction to basic and
advanced multilevel modeling (2" edition). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Spector, B. I. (2006). Resiliency in negotiation: Bouncing back from impasse. International
Negotiation, 11(2), 273-286. doi: 10.1163/157180606778968317.

Steele, F. (2008). Multilevel models for longitudinal data. Journal of the Royal Statistical Socie-
ty: series A (statistics in society), 171, 5-19 doi: 10.1111/j.1467-985X.2007.005 09.x.
Strijbos, J., Engels, N., & Struyven, K. (2015). Criteria and standards of generic competences
at bachelor degree level: A review study. Educational Research Review, 14, 18-32. doi:

10.1016/j.edurev.2015.01.001.

Stroben, F., Schréder, T., Dannenberg, K. A., Thomas, A., Exadaktylos, A., & Hautz, W. E.
(2016). A simulated night shift in the emergency room increases students’ self-efficacy in-

160



References

dependent of role taking over during simulation. BMC Medical Education, 16(177),
doi:10.1186/s12909-016-0699-9.

Tang, M., Addison, K. D., LaSure-Bryant, D., & Norman, R. (2004). Factors that influence self-
efficacy of counseling students: An exploratory study. Counselor Education and Supervi-
sion, 44(1), 70-80. doi: 10.1002/j.1556-6978.2004.tb01861.x.

Taylor, C. D. (2011). Budget conflict in Banjo crossing: Using a classroom simulation to teach
the politics of budgeting. PS: Political Science and Politics, 44(3), 641-647. doi:
10.1017/s1049 096511000758.

Taylor, S. A. (1971). New directions in teaching political science. The Social Studies, 62(4),
147-154. doi: 10.1080/00220973.1942.11019116.

Tompson, G. H., & Dass, P. (2000). Improving students’ self-efficacy in strategic management:
The relative impact of cases and simulations. Simulation and Gaming, 31(1), 22-41. doi:
10.1177/104687810003100102.

Usher, E. L., Ford, C. J., Li, C. R., & Weidner, B. L. (2018). Sources of math and science self-
efficacy in rural Appalachia: A convergent mixed methods study. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 57, 32-53. doi: 10.1016/j.cedpsych.2018.10.003.

Usher, E. L., & Pajares, F. (2006). Inviting confidence in school: Invitations as a critical source
of the academic self-efficacy beliefs of entering middle school students. Journal of Invita-
tional Theory and Practice, 12, 7-16.

Usher, E. L., & Pajares, F. (2008). Sources of self-efficacy in school: critical review of the litera-
ture and future directions. Review of Educational Research, 78(4), 751-796. doi:
10.3102/0034654308321456.

Usher, E. L., & Pajares, F. (2009). Sources of self-efficacy in mathematics: A validation study.
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 34(1), 89-101. doi: 10.1016/j.cedpsych.
2008.09.002.

Usherwood, S. (2013). Constructing effective simulations of the European Union for teaching:
Realising the potential. European Political Science, 13(1), 53-60. doi: 10.1057/eps.
2013.29.

Usherwood, S. (2015). Building resources for simulations: Challenges and opportunities. Euro-
pean Political Science, 14(3), 218-227. doi: 10.1057/eps.2015.19.

Vallerand, R. J., Fortier, M. S., & Guay, F. (1997). Self-determination and persistence in a real-
life setting: Toward a motivational model of high school dropout. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 72(5), 1161-1176. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.72.5.1161.

van Dinther, M., Dochy, F., & Segers, M. (2011). Factors affecting students’ self-efficacy in
higher education. Educational Research Review, 6(2), 95-108. doi: 10.1016/j.edurev.
2010.10.003.

Van Dyke, G. J., DeClair, E. G., & Loedel, P. H. (2000). Stimulating simulations: Making the
European Union a classroom reality. International Studies Perspectives, 1(2), 145-159. doi:
10.1111/1528-3577.00014.

Van Soom, C., & Donche, V. (2014). Profiling first-year students in STEM programs based on
autonomous motivation and academic self-concept and relationship with academic

achievement. PLoS ONE, 9(11), e112489. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0112489.

161



Vansteenkiste, M., Sierens, E., Soenens, B., Luyckx, K., & Lens, W. (2009). Motivational pro-
files from a self-determination perspective: The quality of motivation matters. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 101(3), 671-688. doi: 10.1037/a0015083.

Vecchione, M., Alessandri, G., & Marsicano, G. (2014). Academic motivation predicts educa-
tional attainment: Does gender make a difference? Learning and Individual Differences, 32,
124-131. doi: 10.1016/j.1indif.2014.01.003.

Vermunt, J. D., & Donche, V. (2017). A learning patterns perspective on student learning in
higher education: State of the art and moving forward. Educational Psychology Review,
29(2), 269-299. doi: 10.1007/s10648-017-9414-6.

Vermunt, J., & Vermetten, Y. (2004). Patterns in student learning: Relationships between
learning strategies, conceptions of learning, and learning orientations. Educational Psychol-
ogy Review, 16(4), 359-384. doi: 10.1007/s10648-004-0005-y.

Vogel, F. R., & Human-Vogel, S. (2016). Academic commitment and self-efficacy as predictors
of academic achievement in additional materials science. Higher Education Research and
Development, 35(6), 1298-1310. doi: 10.1080/07294360.2016.1144574.

Wallin, B. A. (2005). A federal deficit reduction simulation: Learning politics and policy in a
budgetary context. PS: Political Science and Politics, 38(3), 407-409. doi: 10.1017/S10
49096505050109.

Warner, L. M., Schiz, B., Wolff, J. K., Parschau, L., Wurm, S., & Schwarzer, R. (2014). Sources
of self-efficacy in physical activity. Health Psychology, 33(11), 1-11. doi: 10.10
37/hea0000085.

Waschle, K., Allgaier, A., Lachner, A., Fink, S., & Nuckles, M. (2014). Procrastination and self-
efficacy: Tracing vicious and virtuous circles in self-regulated learning. Learning and In-
struction, 29, 103-114. doi: 10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.09.005.

Waters, B. (2016). ‘A part to play’: The value of role-play simulation in undergraduate legal
education. The Law Teacher, 50(2), 172-194. doi: 10.1080/03069400.2016.1162404.

Watters, C., Reedy, G., Ross, A., Morgan, N. J., Handslip, R., & Jaye, P. (2015). Does interpro-
fessional simulation increase self-efficacy: A comparative study. BMJ Open, 5(1).
doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2014-005472.

Webb-Williams, J. (2017). Science self-efficacy in the primary classroom: Using mixed methods
to investigate sources of self-efficacy. Research in Science Education, 48(5), 939-961. doi:
10.1007/s11165-016-9592-0.

Wilcox, P., Winn, S., & Fyvie-Gauld, M. (2005). ‘It was nothing to do with the university, it was
just the people’: the role of social support in the first-year experience of higher education.
Studies in higher education, 30(6), 707-722. doi: 10.1080/030750705003400 36.

Wright, S. L., Jenkins-Guarnieri, M. A., & Murdock, J. L. (2012). Career development among
first-year college students. Journal of Career Development, 40(4), 292-310. doi:
10.1177/0894845312455509.

Wright-Maley, C. (2015). Beyond the ‘Babel problem’: Defining simulations for the social stud-
ies. The Journal of Social Studies Research, 39(2), 63-77. doi: 10.1016/j.jssr.2014 .10.001

Yin, R. K. (2018). Case Study Research and Applications: Design and Methods (6" edition). Los
Angeles, CA: Sage Publications.

162



References

Zaino, J. S., & Mulligan, T. (2009). Learning opportunities in a department-wide crisis simula-
tion: Bridging the international/national divide. PS: Political Science and Politics, 42(3),
537-542. doi: 10.1017/s1049096509090866.

Zepke, N., Leach, L., & Butler, P. (2010). Engagement in post-compulsory education: Students’
motivation and action. Research in Post-Compulsory Education, 15(1), 1-17. doi:
10.1080/13596740903565269.

Zimmerman, B. J. (2000). Self-efficacy: An essential motive to learn. Contemporary Education-

al Psychology, 25(1), 82-91. doi: 10.1006/ceps.1999.1016.

163






165






Appendices

(086T)

X X X J dn dd
‘|e 19 491504
X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 25 W 2 N3 n3 (¥102) sel3
X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X oS D OSN dD (#102) 022101
(o102)

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 23S S O NN dl
X211044-A3|SS04D
(s102)

X X X X X X X X 2 S O O dd
1enis B As|mo)d
(0002) Ara

X X X X X X X X JS J 2sSn dd
B Alagny-enol|id
(066T1)

X X X X X X X X X J2S S O OSN ddo
Asjoussyd
X X X X X X X X D S D OSN dD (€702) seunoizig
(pL6T1)

X X X X X X X X X X as 2 O n3
91534 8 yosuag
X X X X X X X X X X X X X as S D 2sn dD (800¢) uesuiag
(01T02) 419M

X X X X X X X X X o] J 2SN dd
B Dismoueueg
(9002)

X X X X X X X X X D2 S DO 2SN 4o
Bismoueleg
(8002)
X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X JS S3 O NN dl 0J3se)-ezopuaiy
® BAOUOPUY
S M 30d d ®d O VM ON 0O S ¥ d W 3d a i4d M 99 SW a s 1 8 D Apms

saAdalqo 910y 3juswubissy JUSWAA|OAU] awwelbold
014 O1vV 01D 3jusawssassy buysigaq uonesedald ubisap uone|nwiIs
bujuiea paAeld Elle] Jayoea] uonenwiIS

SaW023N0
bujuiea

sonsiaeIRYD

1x33u00 Buluies| Japeolg WUopmS

Aduabe uonenwis

21n3oN13s uone|NWIS

sjuauodwod JuUsWUOJIAUD Bujuied| pajiodad JO MIIAISAO pajie}aQ

T xipuaddy

167



(€102)

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X a W NN I uosiapuey
B Jlopusaqo
(€102)
X X X X X X X X X X DS S D 2SN dO  gJeH-edwodLe]
8 SMayje|
(¥102)

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 23S W 3 2SN dd
uul|9 Y 1ueuep
X X X X X X X X X X X X a s 2 0 u (666T) AmoT
(ST02) 43113NIW

X X X X X X X 73 D NN NI
Q¥ BAOJUIAST
(1102)

X X X X X X X X X X X X 73 D NN NI
‘|e 39 BAOJUIADT
(9102) sliW

X X X X X X X X X X X X X 23S S D 2SN dd
8 saybnH-jejey
X X X X X X X X X X X 23S S O n3 n3  (€102) Aemzor
(s102)

X X X X X X X X X X X as 13 w n3 n3
suasJing g sauof
X X X X X X X X X X as 13 W n3 n3 (800¢) sauor
(986T) uLnyep

X X X X X X X X X X X X X 73 W NN NI
Q uola|zeH
X X X X X X X X X X X 2S S3 O N3 n3 (90072) seiejen
(5002)

X X X X X X X X X X X X oS D 2SN dd
Bbupjiapaly
S M 30d d @d O VM OWN 03 S 3 g W 3d ad id M Y °KW ais 1L 98 D Apmis

OTd OV 01D

SaA1303[qo

juswsssassy  bBuiyaligag

buiuiea

9|0y JusWub|sSY
uonjesedald
paAeld 3|0y

JUDWAA|OAUT dwwelboud

Jayoea]  uopenwIS

ubisap uone|nwis

S2W023N0
buiuiea

Ixa3u0d Bujuies| Jopeolg

sansuaeIRY)
juspmIs

Aduabe uonenwis

24n31oNJ3s uoneINWIS

168



Appendices

sJauoiyoead 03 paubisse os|e ale s3]0y " ‘buipeaw jJuswuianob 20| e je sduepualle auo apnpul sbuiesw 9saylL, {sswo0d3no
bujuies| aAneINbay - OTY ‘SswodIno Buluies| SARDAYY - OV ‘SIIMS — S ‘buipueisispun R abpajmouy — M :sawodIno buiuies| aAubo) - 07D :sawodino bujuies ‘syuswubisse
UoR|NWIS-1S0d — 1S0d ‘@IURWII0JIDd UONRINWIS - d ‘SJUsWUbBISSe uole|NWIS-ald — 91d :JUdWsSsassy :Buyauqgap |eJ0 - O ‘Juswubisse uapum - ¥YM :Buyslgaqg ‘uoneanon - ow
‘90uaplu0) - 0D ‘s|IMS - S ‘Bulpueisiapun B abpaimouy - Y :S2AI3B[qO !Sy2119g - g ‘S}oadse |eUOIIRAIO - W ‘@dusladxa Jold - 3d ‘soiydesbowag - @ :s1030e4 JUuapnIS ‘Bunuasaid

—1d ‘b

M - M ‘Udieasay - 9y ‘sbunesy — SN :uonesedald ! (sAep |eJaAdS - @S ‘Aep T — @ ‘S9sSe|d |eJdaAdS - DS ‘ssed T — D) uoneang - @ ‘(0Z2T< - 1X ‘02T-0Z - 1 '04-SE€ - W ‘SE

-GT - S ‘ST > - SX) 9ZIS - IS ‘(PaXIW ~ I ‘4e|NdLIND-2XT ~ 3 ‘PappPaquia-as4no) ~ D) adAL - 1 ‘(49430 — O ‘sdNIjod uegin — dNn ‘|1Punod Aundas euonen - DSN ‘ssa4buod sn - dsn
‘uolun ueadodny - N3 ‘suoneN payiun - NN) buIes - as ‘(paxii - W ‘S2131|0d dAReIedWOD — 4D ‘saipnis ueadoing - N3 ‘suoije|ad |RUOIIRUISIUT — YI) JUU0D - D :ubisap uone|nwiIs

(6002)

X X X X X X X X X X X X a 12 o0 W
uebi|in B oulez
X X X X X X X X X X X X 23S W D2 2SN dD (5002) ulllem
X X X X X X X X X X X X X 2 S D dn dD (1702) J0lAEL
(ot02)

X X X X X X X X X X 23S S D 2SN dD
uo3;dYs B spues
X X X X X X X X as 13 3 n3 n3 (5102) ZuUny
(6002)

X X X X X X X a s 3 Nn NI
‘|e 3@ Asdry
(s102)

X X X X X X X X X X X 23S S D 2SN dD
zined g 14Uy
X X X X X X X X X 23 S D dn dD (¢102) 394Ury
(800¢) uszP09

X X X X X X X X X X X X D S D 2SN dd
B Aemepey
(¢102)

X X X X X X X X X X X X 23S S D dn dD
‘|e 3@ poobso
S M 30d d @d O VM OW 0O S M g W 3d a id M 3 °W a s L 3 D Apms

saAdalqo
OTd 0TV 01D 3uswssassy buyalgag
bujuiea

3]0Y juswubissy

paAeld

uopesedald
310y

JUSWSAJOAUT awwelbold

Jayoeal

uoneInWIS

ubisap uonenwIs

S9WO023IN0 sonsudeIRyYD
Ix23u00 Bujules| Jopeoig
Bujuiea JuapNIS

Adusbe uonenwis

2.4n3oN43s uoeINWIS

169



Appendix 2 Measuring motivation, interest and self-efficacy

Autonomous motivation

I'm motivated for my field of study because...
.. I want to learn new things.

.. I am highly interested in doing this.

.. it is personally important to me.

.. I enjoy doing it.

.. this represents a meaningful choice to me.
.. it's fun.

.. this is an important life goal to me.

© Nk wWwNH

.. it’s an exciting thing to do.

Individual interest

9. I am very interested in the European Union, including issues of negotiation and decision-
making.

10. Outside of school, I read a lot about the European Union (newspapers, internet...).

11. I always look forward to ‘European Union’ classes, because I enjoy them a lot.

12. I am interested in the European Union since I was young.

13. I watch a lot of European Union-news on TV or the internet.

14. Later in my life I want a European Union-related job.

15.  When I am reading or watching news about the European Union, I am fully focused and
forget everything around me.

Situational interest

Topic: EU decision-making process, EU negotiation, or EU refugee and asylum policy
16. I want to know more about this topic.
17. I enjoy working on this topic.
18. I think this topic is interesting.
19. I expect to master this topic well.
20. I am fully focused on this topic; I am not distracted by other things.”
21. Presently, I feel bored by this topic.

Self-efficacy

22. Ithink I'm a good negotiator.
23. Compared to some other students, I think I'm a considerably good negotiator.
24. I'm satisfied with my negotiating skills.

25. I'm confident with my ability to negotiate.

* Adapted from Donche et al. (2012), Rotgans (2015), Rotgans and Schmidt (2011), and
Vansteenkiste et al. (2009). * Item SI5 was excluded after CFA-analysis.
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Appendix 3 Schedule of the AntwerpMUN-simulation, edition 2016
Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4
8:30 - 9:00 Registration®
9:00 - 9:30 " Committee Committee
Session® Session®
9:30 - 10:00 " " "
10:00 - 10:30 Opening cere- " "
mony®
10:30 - 11:00 " " " Committee
Time 3¢ Time 7¢ Session®
11:00 - 11:30 " Break® Break® "
11:30 - 12:00 " Committee Committee Break®
Session® Session®
12:00 - 12:30 Reception/lunch® " " Committee
Session®
12:30 - 13:00 " " " "
Time 4° Time 8° Time 11°
13:00 - 13:30 Photo moment® Lunch® Lunch® Lunch®
13:30 - 14:00 Mock debate® " " "
14:00 - 14:30 Committee Committee Committee "
session? Session® Session®
14:30 - 15:00 (Opening N N Committee
speeches?) Session ?
15:00 - 15:30 " " " (Final draft
15:30 - 16:00 Break® A A resolutions?)
Time 1°¢ Time 5° Time 9° Time 12°
16:00 - 16:30 Committee Break® Break® Closing cere-
Session® mony
16:30 - 17:00 " Committee Committee Awards®
Session® Session®
17:00 - 17:30 " " "
17:30 - 18:00 " " "
Time 2° Time 6° Time 10°
21:00 - 21:30 Pub crawl® Quiz®
21:30 - 22:00 " "
22:00 - 22:30 " " Gala®
22:30 - ... " " "

®Formal program - °Informal program - “Measurements
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Appendix 4A

Detailed schedule of one researcher and two students

Researcher 1

Researcher 1

Day Time Simulation agenda Student 1 Student 2
1 15.00 _ Pre-briefing Pre-briefing
opening ceremony
16.30-18.00 ;Ienary session
opening banquet
18.00-19.30 dinner
19.45-20.15 standard meetings  Observation
20.15 END 20.15-20.30 Interview 20.30-20.45 Interview
PASSLET PASSLET
2 9.00-10.45 standard meetings Observation
10.45-11.15 break Observation
11.15-12.45 standard meetings Observation
13.00-14.00 lunch 13.00-13.15 Interview 13.15-13.30 Interview
14.00-15.30 plenary session
15.30-16.00 break Observation
non-standard
16.00-16.30 meetings Observation
16.30-17.45 standard meetings Observation
17.45 END 18.00-18.15 Interview 17.45-18.00 Interview
PASSLET PASSLET
3 9.00-10.45 standard meetings Observation
10.45-11.15 break Observation
11.15-12.45 standard meetings Observation
13.00-14.00 lunch 13.15-13.30 Interview 13.00-13.15 Interview
14.00-15.15 plenary session
15.15-15.30 break Observation
15.30-16.30 standard meetings Observation
16.30 END 16.30-16.45 Interview 16.45-17.00 Interview

4 9.00-11.15

11.15-11.45
11.45-13.00
13.00-14.00

14.00

standard meetings
break
plenary session

lunch
END

PASSLET

13.15-13.30 Interview
PASSLET

PASSLET
Observation

Observation

13.00-13.15 Interview
PASSLET
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Appendices

Appendix 4B Semi-structured form used for interviews and passlet

HOW DID YOUR BELIEF IN YOUR NEGOTIATING SKILLS INCREASE? (")

Short example: During the coffee break (where) Estonia (who) told me that I had made
clear arguments for preserving the coal industry. However, I felt nervous and unconfident at
the time I was asked to take the floor (factual situation). Receiving this compliment in-
creased my self-belief about how I handled the situation. I felt confirmed in my negotiating
abilities and more confident at the time the next standard meeting started (impact).

1. WHERE?
0O standard meeting 0O non-standard meeting 0 breaks

0 plenary session 0O off-schedule (breakfast, bus, bar,...)

2. WHO OR WHAT?

MY BELIEF IN MY NEGOTIATING SKILLS INCREASED BECAUSE OF...

3. FACTUAL SITUATION 4. IMPACT
Elaborate on the situation in detail Elaborate on how exactly your self-belief
increased

(*) Similar formats were used for negatively influencing events and for contextual conditions
that promote or inhibit negotiation behaviour.
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Dit proefschrift focuste op zelf-effectiviteit voor onderhandelen als leeruitkomst
binnen rollenspel-simulaties over politieke besluitvorming, een thema dat zich be-
vindt op het snijvlak van onderzoek naar onderwijs binnen politieke wetenschappen

en onderwijspsychologisch onderzoek.

Rollenspel-simulaties over politieke besluitvorming zijn één van de meest
voorkomende vormen van actief leren die ingezet worden om studenten politieke
wetenschappen te laten leren over complexe, dynamische politieke processen.
Tijdens dergelijke simulaties vertolken studenten de rol van bestaande politieke
actoren (vb. ministers) terwijl ze een proces van politieke besluitvorming simuleren
(vb. wetgevingsprocedure van de Europese Unie). Dergelijke leeromgevingen wor-
den bijzonder gewaardeerd door studenten en docenten. Empirisch onderzoek naar
hoe deze leeromgevingen leeruitkomsten van studenten beinvloeden is echter nog
steeds beperkt aanwezig. Bestaande studies zijn vooral beschrijvend en zijn weinig
eenduidig in hun conclusies. Bovendien is er nog steeds weinig zicht op welke com-
ponenten de leeromgeving van rollenspel-simulaties van politieke besluitvorming

precies bepalen en hoe het proces van de simulatie zelf bijdraagt tot leren.

Binnen de leeromgeving van rollenspel-simulaties van politieke besluitvorming
richtte dit proefschrift zich op de leeruitkomst van zelf-effectiviteit voor onder-
handelen. Zelf-effectiviteit verwijst naar het vertrouwen dat studenten hebben in
hun eigen bekwaamheid om bepaalde taken succesvol te volbrengen. Het wordt
beschouwd als een belangrijke leeruitkomst omwille van de positieve relatie die het
laat zien met motivatie, academische prestaties en regulatieve leeruitkomsten (vb.
monitoren van het eigen leerproces). Echter is zelf-effectiviteit binnen het hoger
onderwijs slechts binnen een beperkt aantal domeinen onderzocht, vaak met aan-
dacht voor verschillen tussen studenten (eerder dan verschillen binnen één stu-
dent) en zijn de inzichten in welke factoren zelf-effectiviteit op welke manier bein-
vloeden - mede door het contextuele karakter van zelf-effectiviteit - nog steeds in
ontwikkeling. Zelf-effectiviteit voor onderhandelen is een relevante leeruitkomst om
het proces binnen rollenspel-simulaties over politieke besluitvorming te onder-
zoeken omdat studenten tijdens de simulatie beroep moeten doen op hun onder-
handelingsvaardigheden. Bovendien is meer zelf-effectiviteit gerelateerd aan meer
veerkracht en doorzettingsvermogen, welke belangrijke aspecten zijn wanneer de

onderhandelingen minder vlot verlopen.

Twee onderzoeksvragen stonden in dit proefschrift centraal: ‘Welke componenten
van de leeromgeving definiéren rollenspel-simulaties over politieke besluitvorming?’

(OV1) en ‘Hoe dragen rollenspel-simulaties over politieke besluitvorming bij aan de
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ontwikkeling van zelf-effectiviteit voor onderhandelen?’ (OV2). Om deze onder-
zoeksvragen te beantwoorden werd een mixed-method design toegepast. Het
integreren van de resultaten van vier uitgevoerde empirische studies leidde tot

onderstaande antwoorden op de onderzoeksvragen.

De volgende componenten konden worden gedefinieerd als onderdelen van de
leeromgeving van rollenspel-simulaties van politieke besluitvorming (OV1):
studentkenmerken (vb. simulatie-ervaring), de leercontext die de rollenspel-

simulatie omvat en leeruitkomsten.

Voor de simulatie als leeromgeving vonden we volgende kenmerken: structuur,
‘agency’, sociale dynamiek en waarheidsgetrouwheid. Structuur verwijst naar de
simulatieomgeving waarbinnen studenten hun rol vorm geven. Deze bevat zowel
een vaste (vb. thema op de agenda) als flexibele component waarbij deze laatste
gevormd wordt door de keuzes die studenten doorheen de simulatie maken (vb.
gevormde coalities). Het aspect van 'agency’ verwijst naar die keuzes die studenten
maken binnen de simulatieomgeving. Docenten kunnen ervoor kiezen om meer of
minder ‘agency’ aan de studenten te geven, vb. door het opnemen van een rol als
voorzitter of secretaris binnen een EU Council-simulatie heb je mogelijk als docent
meer invloed op het proces in vergelijking met compleet studentgeleide simulaties.
De sociale dynamiek konden we eveneens definiéren als onderdeel van rollenspel-
simulaties over politieke besluitvorming. Hier zien we een relatie met de hierboven
gedefinieerde aspecten van ‘agency’ en flexibele structuur. Zo zullen studenten die
kiezen om samen te werken met anderen met als doel het vormen van een coalitie
de flexibele structuur van de simulatie mee vorm geven. Een laatste aspect betreft
de waarheidsgetrouwheid van de simulatie. Elke simulatie omvat de uitdaging van
het vinden van een geschikte balans tussen structuur en ‘agency’. Onvoldoende
balans kan de waarheidsgetrouwheid in het gedrang brengen. Bijvoorbeeld wan-
neer studenten te veel vrijheid hebben in het maken van keuzes en de structuur

studenten toestaat om af te wijken van waarheidsgetrouwe processen.

Naast kenmerken van de simulatieomgeving, konden we binnen de ruimere leer-
context ook nog de elementen leerdoelen, debriefing en assessment onderschei-
den. Tot slot konden zowel cognitieve (vb. kennis), affectieve (vb. zelf-effectiviteit)
als regulatieve leeruitkomsten (vb. monitoren van het eigen leerproces) worden

gedefinieerd.

Binnen de leeromgeving van rollenspel-simulaties over politieke besluitvorming

onderscheidden we drie groepen van factoren die de ontwikkeling van zelf-
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effectiviteit voor onderhandelen beinvioeden (OV2): persoonlijke, sociale en

contextuele factoren.

Als persoonlijke beinvloedende factoren onderscheidden we gender, aantal simula-
ties, ‘mastery experience’ (succes/falen), fysiologische en emotionele toestand (vb.
angst), en algemeen zelfvertrouwen. Concreet konden we vaststellen dat mannelij-
ke studenten overwegend een hogere mate van zelf-effectiviteit voor onderhande-
len rapporteerden dan vrouwelijke studenten. De relatie van het aantal simulaties
met de gerapporteerde zelf-effectiviteit voor onderhandelen was niet eenduidig. Dit
zou te maken kunnen hebben met het feit dat het hier ging over de kwantiteit
(aantal) en niet de kwaliteit (succes, falen) van voorbije simulatie-ervaringen.
Resultaten toonden aan dat ‘mastery experiences’ (succes/falen) binnen één simu-
latie consistent bijdroegen aan de ontwikkeling van zelf-effectiviteit voor onderhan-
delen (verhogen/verlagen) tijdens die simulatie. Dit gold ook voor fysiologische en
emotionele toestanden waarbij positieve emoties (vb. trots) consistent bijdroegen
aan een toename in zelf-effectiviteit. We vonden ook dat het algemeen zelfver-
trouwen doorslaggevend kon zijn in het ontwikkelen van zelf-effectiviteit voor on-
derhandelen. Concreet kon een lager algemeen zelfvertrouwen leiden tot een daling
van de zelf-effectiviteit voor onderhandelen en andere positieve aspecten (vb.

positieve feedback) overrulen.

De tweede groep sociale beinvloedende factoren omvatte ‘student cohesiveness’
(d.i. de mate waarin studenten elkaar kennen, helpen en steunen), ‘vicarious expe-
riences’ (d.i. hoe studenten hun eigen prestaties evalueren ten opzichte van geob-
serveerde prestaties van andere studenten) en ‘social persuasion’ (d.i. gegeven
complimenten of feedback). Onderzoeksresultaten toonden aan dat studenten die
een hogere ‘student cohesiveness’ ervoeren een hogere mate van zelf-effectiviteit
voor onderhandelen rapporteerden wat deed vermoeden dat verschillende sociale
aspecten mogelijk het ontwikkelen van de zelf-effectiviteit beinvioedden. We kon-
den binnen één simulatie verschillende ervaringen van ‘vicarious experiences’ on-
derscheiden maar deze droegen enkel bij tot het beinvioeden van zelf-effectiviteit
wanneer ze samen voorkwamen met een andere factor. Bovendien leidden de be-
vindingen tot een uitbreiding van de definitie van ‘social persuasion’. Naast ‘directe’
boodschappen konden we ook ‘indirecte’ boodschappen onderscheiden die gerela-
teerd waren aan het simulatieproces. Het benaderd worden door andere studenten
of verkozen worden om je raad te vertegenwoordigen zijn voorbeelden van aspec-
ten die onderdeel zijn van het simulatieproces en die consistent leidden tot een

verhoging van de zelf-effectiviteit voor onderhandelen.
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Als contextuele beinvioedende factoren konden we de waarheidsgetrouwheid van
de simulatie en voorbereiding op de simulatie onderscheiden. De mate van lagere
waarheidsgetrouwheid (vb. afwezige partijen) kon zowel aanwezig zijn binnen situ-
aties waarbij de zelf-effectiviteit toenam of afnam. Daarnaast verschilden studenten
die een voorbereiding voor de simulatie hadden gehad niet betekenisvol van stu-
denten die geen voorbereiding hadden gehad in de mate van zelf-effectiviteit voor
onderhandelen. Terwijl een voorbereiding mogelijk zou kunnen helpen om succes-
volle ervaringen op te doen op het vlak van onderhandelen en om gedachtes van
algemeen minder zelfvertrouwen te verminderen. Deze bevinding leidt tot de be-
hoefte naar meer inzicht in hoe studenten precies worden voorbereid op de simula-

tie.

Tot slot leidde het integreren van de verschillende gevonden concepten en relaties
tot het ontwerpen van het SimPol model (model voor het onderzoeken van Simu-
laties over Politieke besluitvorming). In figuur 1 is dit model toegespitst op de
leeruitkomst van zelf-effectiviteit voor onderhandelen. Gebruik van dit model laat
toe om stap voor stap inzichten te verhogen in welke simulatie configuratie op
welke manier bijdraagt tot welke leeruitkomsten voor welke student. Het model
biedt een eerste aanzet tot het meer systematisch onderzoeken van effecten van

rollenspel-simulaties voor politieke besluitvorming.

Leercontext ( \
Leerdoelen
Student- R T R ; Leer-
kenmerken 3 Rollenspel-simuatie uitkomsten
r,od“'e dynam,-ﬁz
] Student cohesiveness :
Gender : Social persuasion - - LT
: Vicarious experience : Zelf-effectiviteit
Aantal simulaties : Structuur Agency :
g ! > voor
Algemeen ¥ Mastery experience :
i Fysiologische/ 5
zelfvertrouwen emotionele toestand onderhandelen
: & > ;
Debriefing
\ Assessment /

Figuur 1. Het SimPol model (aangepast voor zelf-effectiviteit voor onderhande-

len)
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