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Abstract  

The paper analyzes how the setting of EU simulations influences negotiation outcomes, i.e. 

the content of the simulated directives. We have played the same simulation of the chocolate 

directive – the same roles and the same Commission proposal – in various settings (with 

different kinds of participants, various groups sizes, for one or two days, with instructors or 

participants playing the EP). A quantitative analysis elucidates relations between settings and 

outcomes we would not see when looking at only one simulation at a time. First, the 

simulation scales well. Simulation duration, number and kind of participants have little impact 

on the spectrum of realized outcomes. Second, the directive is more liberal if participants play 

the EP, indicating that our instructors play the EP too tough. Third, Swiss participants 

negotiate stricter and more consensusal directives. These results can inform the further 

evolution of the simulation based on hard data. 
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Introduction 

EU simulations are used in a variety of settings. Some simulations go for a semester, 

some last only one day; some target professionals, others students; some have a large number 

of participants, some are for small groups (Van Dyke, Declair, & Loedel, 2000; Zeff, 2003; 

Usherwood, 2013). 

However, we know little about how the setting influences the negotiation outcomes and 

dynamics. Experienced instructors will have an intuition how simulations will usually 

proceed, but we have little systematic knowledge that is grounded in a rigorous analysis of a 

large number of simulations. Most assessments discuss one specific simulation in one specific 

setting (Galatas, 2006; Kaunert, 2009; Giacomello, 2012; Elias, 2013; Jozwiak, 2013). 

This paper can address this knowledge gap, because since 2003, EuroSoc1 has simulated 

the negotiation of the chocolate directive (2000/36/EC) about 40 times in different settings: 

On one or two days; with pupils, university students, or public servants; with 13 to 100 

participants, with Eurosoc instructors or participants playing the European Parliament (EP).  

These simulations offer a unique dataset on negotiation outcomes. The Commission 

proposal and the actor positions the participants represent stem from political science 

(Thomson, Stokman, Achen, & König, 2006), and are formulated verbally, and as numbers in 

spatial models of politics. Moreover, the negotiation steps are minutely documented.  

Thus, while most of the literature is concerned with learning outcomes, usually assessed 

using participant surveys (Torney-Purta, 1998; Jones, 2008; Raymond & Usherwood, 2013), 

this paper is interested in the substantial outcomes the participants reach. This helps us to 

assess whether the simulation is truly open: Can the participants reach all possible negotiation 

outcomes, or are there inherent biases, depending on the simulation setting? 

                                                 
1 www.eurosoc.de  
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The outcome is operationalized in three ways. First, we assess the content of the 

directive – in how far does the simulated directive correspond to the Commission proposal? 

Second, using standard deviation over issue positions, we assess in how far participants have 

made major issue linkages. Have they met in the middle on all issues, or have they traded 

major concessions across issues? The third dependent variable is the complexity of the 

directive, operationalized as its length.  

Analyzing the results of 36 simulations, we reach four conclusions. First, all simulated 

directives are stricter than the Commission proposal. However, the variation of directives is 

considerable. Participants can produce a broad spectrum of outcomes. Second, the simulation 

scales well. The duration of the simulation, and the kind and number of participants have little 

impact on the outcome. The whole range of outcomes can be reached, no matter how many or 

what kind of participants we have. Third, however, the simulated directives are more strict – 

i.e. closer to the position of Belgium who do not want substitute fats in chocolate – if  

Eurosoc instructors play the European Parliament (EP). This may be due to Eurosoc trainers 

representing a unified stance, neglecting internal cleavages. Thus, the results allow us alert 

our instructors to a possible problem. Fourth, simulations played in Switzerland produce 

stricter directives – the Swiss self-image as a nation of chocolate lovers seems to work here. 

Moreover, Swiss simulations involve less linkage of extreme positions. Corroborating the 

longstanding discussion about Swiss consensus democracy (Neidhart, 1970; Kriesi, 2001), 

participants try to meet in the middle on each issue. Consensus-seeking is apparently a deep-

seated feature of Swiss negotiation style (Katz, 2007). 

Going beyond the specific simulation analyzed, the contribution of the paper for the EU 

simulation community is to demonstrate the usefulness of treating simulations as quasi-

experiments. Each simulation is unique, but by looking at many simulations, we can discern 
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patterns that we would not see when analyzing only one or a few simulations. Recognizing 

these patterns can in turn help us to improve EU simulations. 

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 introduces the chocolate directive and the 

data on country positions. Section 3 outlines how the data were transformed into a simulation. 

Section 4 describes how the results of the simulations were transformed into a database. 

Section 5 generates hypotheses about how the setting of the simulation influences the 

negotiation outcome. Section 6 comprises the empirical analysis, section 7 concludes.  

 

The chocolate directive – Issues and positions 

The negotiations of the chocolate directive started in 1996, with a Commission proposal 

to create a real common market for chocolate.2 The old directive 74/241/EC had long been 

contentious. The directive stipulated that only products containing solely cocoa butter could 

be called “chocolate”. However, the UK, Ireland and Denmark were allowed to admit 

chocolate products containing up to 5% vegetable fats (e.g. soy fat) under the label 

“chocolate” to their domestic markets. With further accession rounds, the situation became a 

veritable patchwork. The original directive forbade the use of vegetable fats, but the UK, 

Ireland, Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Portugal and Austria had exception clauses. 

The Commission proposed that vegetable fats other than cocoa butter could be used up 

to 5% of the weight of the final product. Furthermore, the Commission proposed “a clear, 

neutral and objective indication of the presence of such substances”.3 

The “liberal” country group – the countries that already allowed vegetable fats in 

chocolate – backed the Commission, while the “purists” – primarily Belgium and France – 

were apalled. Belgium argued that its chocolate industry could not compete with food 

                                                 
2 See http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=1996/0112%28COD%29&l=en 
3 See http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:1996:231:0001:0006:EN:PDF  
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multinationals, that consumers would be cheated, and that the new directive would cause 

problems in the cocoa-producing countries (Bailer & Schneider, 2006). 

The EP backed the purist group, and had some influence, as the directive was negotiated 

under the codecision procedure. However, the purists did not have enough support in the 

Council. Moreover, the liberals were bringing the case before the European Court of Justice, 

and the purists were afraid of uncontrolled negative integration.4 Thus, they accepted a 

directive allowing substitute fats.  

The final directive 2000/36/EC allows 5% vegetable fats in chocolate, but enumerates 

only six tropical fats as cocoa butter substitutes. This provision is thought to address concerns 

about poverty in the cocoa producing countries. The labelling provision demands neutral and 

clear labelling of the vegetable fats contained. Producers of 0%-chocolate can market their 

chocolate as “guaranteed traditional specialty”  (Bailer & Schneider, 2006, p. 169). 

The chocolate directive is studied in the “Decisionmaking in the European Union” 

project (Thomson et al., 2006). The project has produced a database of member states´ 

preferences on a large number of Commission proposals.5 Expert interviews were conducted 

to elucidate the contentious issues of the proposal and the positions of member states in 

spatial models. For each Commission proposal the database contains a number of contentious 

issues, and a translation of the proposal and the member states´ preferences into a policy 

space from  0 to 100 (Thomson & Stokman, 2006). 

The data for the chocolate directive are illustrated in Figure 1. The main issues are 1) fat 

content, 2) the labelling of chocolate, 3) derogations for UK and Irish chocolate with 

vegetable fat content of more than 5%, and 4) whether a study should be conducted on the 

impact of the new directive on cocoa producers before or after the directive went into force. 

                                                 
4 Commission vs. Spain, 
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/showPdf.jsf?docid=47969&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=req&dir=&occ=first
&part=1&cid=3872510  
5 66 Commission proposals containing 162 sub-issues (Thomson et al., 2006, p. 317-328). 
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Figure 1 shows how different proposals and country positions can be arrayed in spatial 

models. The position 0 denotes the status quo, while 100 denotes the most far-reaching 

change. For example, because the old directive stipulates 0% fat substitution (0), the most far-

reaching change is to allow all vegetable fats without an upper limit or a specification of the 

kinds of fats allowed (100, see Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Chocolate directive: Issues and country positions (from Bailer and Schneider (2006)) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Issue 1: Fat content 

Position 0: No vegetable fats in 
chocolate other than cocoa 

Position 50: Natural vegetable 
fats only; ban on synthetic fats 

Position 100: All vegetable fats 
permitted 

0 50 100 

COM, DK, AT, FI, DE, 
IE, PT, SE, UK 

BE, EP, FR, EL, 
IT, LU, NL, ES 

Issue 2: Labelling 

Position 0: No 
need to mention 
other fats 

Position 60: Clear 
label near ingredients  

Position 100: Non-cocoa 
products should not be called 
chocolate 

0 50 100 

BE, EP, FR, EL, IT, 
LU, NL, ES 

AT, DK, FI, IE, 
SE, PT, UK 

Position 20: General 
mention  

COM, DE  

Issue 3: Derogation 

Position 0: Allow 
derogation for UK 
chocolate 

Position 100: No derogation 

0 50 100 

BE, EP, FR, EL, IT, 
LU, NL, ES 

COM, AT, DK, FI, 
DE, IE, SE, PT, UK 

Issue 4: Impact study 

Position 0: Impact study on the 
effects on developing countries 
before directive enters into force 

Position 100: Impact study 
after directive enters into force 

0 50 100 

BE, EP, FR, EL, IT, 
LU, NL, ES 

COM, AT, DK, FI, 
DE, IE, SE, PT, UK 
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Any proposal or country position can now be displayed as a set of numbers. For 

example, 100/20/100/0 denotes a country (or proposal) that wants the liberalization of fats 

(100), a general mention of these fats (20), no derogations for UK chocolate (100) and an 

impact study before the directive enters into force (100). 

 

Turning the chocolate directive into a simulation 

To turn the data on the chocolate directive into a simulation, we first modified the 

issues. Instead of using issue 3 (derogation yes/no), which leaves little room for negotiation, 

we split issue 1 into two issues: The upper limit of substitute fats, and the kind of substitute 

fats. The issues of the simulation are depicted in Figure 2: 1) the upper limit for fat 

substitution, 2) the kind of fats allowed, 3) labelling of chocolate with substitution fats, and 4) 

the impact study. We re-scaled the issues so that 0 denotes the purist position and 100 the 

most liberal position. All countries and all proposals can be arrayed on this continuum.6  

Second, we obtained the preferences for the new member states and EP. The position of 

the political groups in the EP were elucidated using the groups´ position papers, amendments, 

and plenary speeches. We researched that the purist position of the EP as a whole masks 

disagreement between the Greens and the Socialists as allies of Belgium on the one hand, and 

the liberal ALDE on the other, with the European Conservatives internally split between a 

liberal and a purist camp. Preferences of the new member states were elucidated using the 

countries´ economic structure, and information about the domestic chocolate industry. 

Third, the information about actors´ preferences was translated into roles, containing the 

numerical positions, a verbal description of these positions, some reasons why the actors have 

                                                 
6 If a country does not have a position (or a proposal does not specify a position) on an issue, the assumption is 
that no rules equal the most liberal position. For example, if a proposal does not contain a clause on an impact 
study, this means that no impact study is to be carried out, and the position is 100. 
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these positions, a tolerance level, indicating how important the issues are for the actor, a new 

name, affiliation, and some information about the personality and the political background of 

the actor, so that participants get a three-dimensional picture of the actor they are playing. 

Appendix I contains two example role profiles.7  

 

Figure 2: Chocolate directive: Issues used in the simulation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

                                                 
7 At the moment, we have 100 role profiles (50 Council / 40 EP, plus some profiles for Commissioners and the 
press, if the customer wishes to have these roles played by participants). 

Issue 1: Upper limit for vegetable fat 

Position 0: 0% Position 50: 5% vegetable fats 
allowed 

Position 100: No upper limit 
(de facto 11%) 

0 50 100 

Issue 2: Kind of fats allowed 

Position 0: No 
substitution fats 

Position 35: Only 
tropical fats allowed  

Position 100: All 
vegetable fats 
allowed 

0 50 100 

Issue 3: Labelling of chocolate with substitute fats 

Position 0: Not 
allowed to be 
called chocolate 

Position 100: No 
need to mention 
other fats 

0 50 100 

Issue 4: Impact study 

Position 0: Impact study 
on the effects on 
developing countries 
before directive enters 
into force 

Position 100: Impact study 
after directive enters into force 

0 50 100 

Position 70: 
List of 30 fats 

Position 80: General 
mention  

Position 40: Clear 
label near ingredients  

Position 25: Impact study 
without delaying effect, 
but re-negotiation of fat 
content if study shows 
problems 
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The simulation was first played in December 2002 as a student project. In 2003, the 

hard core of the development team founded Eurosoc to market the simulation.8 As of now, we 

have played the chocolate simulation about 40 times, with very different participants and in 

very different settings. 

The learning objectives are threefold. First, participants can get a better knowledge 

about how EU institutions work, their interaction dynamics, and the outcomes they produce. 

Second, participants can improve their negotiation skills. Third, participants can work on their 

interpersonal and communication skills.9 

In the preparation stage, participants get their role profile and a document outlining the 

chocolate issue and some background information on the EU. Depending on the overall 

setting, this preparatory material may be accompanied by some short talks on EU institutions 

or negotiation techniques, and a Q&A session. In some of the simulations, participants have to 

write papers outlining their negotiation strategy, which are later graded. But overall, we prefer 

to get the simulation going as quick as possible, to allow a quick immersion of the participants 

into their roles. 

During the simulation stage, we always play the full codecision procedure (Shackleton, 

2000) That is, first, the Commission presents its directive proposal. Second, the EP can adopt 

amendments with a simple majority. Third, the Council debates the amended proposal, and 

can either accept the whole package of amendments, or has to draft a common position with a 

qualified majority.10 The different decision logic of EP and Council is of particular 

importance. It is always easy to find a simple majority for an amendment in the EP, and the 

EP can produce many amendments, but the Council has to vote on a whole package of 

proposals with qualified majority. Fourth, the Council common position goes to the EP, 

                                                 
8 Meanwhile, Eurosoc offers simulations of many other directives. However, the chocolate directive is still 
popular with customers and Eurosoc instructors alike. 
9 Not all learning goals are equally important for all participants. Public servants know in theory about EU 
politics and can focus on their negotiation skills; for pupils, knowledge about “how politics works” is paramount. 
10 According to the voting criteria of Nice or Lisbon. 
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which in its second reading can again make amendments. Fifth, the Council can now only 

accept or reject the proposal amended by the EP. If the Council accepts the amended proposal, 

the directive is passed, if the Council rejects, the EP and the Council have to meet in the 

Conciliation Committee. Thus, we may have a sixth step, the Conciliation Committee, which 

has to produce a joint text, that in a seventh step has to be approved by both EP and Council.11 

Most of the times, Eurosoc instructors play the Commission.12 Who plays the EP 

depends on the number of participants. If the number of participants is above 35, participant 

play the Council as well as the EP; if the number of participants is lower, participants play the 

Council, and Eurosoc instructors impersonate the EP. In these cases, the Eurosoc instructors 

impersonate the EP based on the purist preferences of the real EP. 

In the debriefing, Eurosoc instructors use structured questions to help participants 

reflect upon their learning experience and transform their actions into knowledge (Crookall & 

Thorngate, 2008). We have a list of questions pertaining to the different negotiation stages, 

but are open to questions by the participants.13  

The simulation is open as to the final outcome. Eurosoc instructors have no particular 

stake in any particular outcome, and only counsel the participants. We cannot rule out that 

Eurosoc instructors have an influence on the simulation outcome – especially if they play the 

EP – but in principle, the roles and the Commission proposal are the only input for the 

participants. From then on, the participants are on their own. 

However, there may be hidden biases depending on the setting. The remainder of the 

paper tries to elucidate whether the simulation is really open in the sense that all kinds of 

simulation settings can produce the whole spectrum of simulation outcomes. 

                                                 
11 Not all simulations end up in the Conciliation Committee, about half of them end with the Council accepting 
the EP´s amendments in the second reading. 
12 As the Commission only presents the proposal, playing the Commission is a rather boring job 
13 Typical questions include: Did you think it would be so difficult to form a majority? What do you think were 
the crucial moments of the negotiations? Did you fulfill all your aims? If not, why not? Why does the final 
directive look like it does?  
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Building a database of chocolate simulation outcomes 

Eurosoc instructors support the participants during the negotiations, and act as 

secretariat to the Council and the EP. We document all the proposals that are put to a vote: 

Amendments of the EP, the common position of the Council, a possible joint text by the 

Conciliation Committee, and the final directive. 

The minutes of the secreatariat offer an interesting database to study the effects of the 

simulation context on simulation outcomes. The overall idea is to quantify the information 

contained in the simulation outcomes.14 

First, we calculate the mean issue position of the simulated directive. The Commission 

proposal is liberal: Cocoa butter can be substituted up to 5%, with a clear, neutral and 

objective labelling of the used fats. There are no restrictions on the kinds of fats, and no 

mention of an impact study. In terms of our spatial model, the Commission proposal has the 

position 50/100/75/100, or a mean issue position of 81.3.15 The real chocolate directive 

translates into 50/35/75/100, or a mean issue position of 65 – the provision that only tropical 

fats are allowed renders the directive more strict than the proposal.16 

Table 1 summarizes the data on the mean issue position. Simulated directives are 

always more strict than the Commission proposal, with the mean issue position being roughly 

50. One simulation ended with a very strict directive – 0 on all issues –, one simulation 

produced a directive very close to the Commisson proposal. Figure 3 shows that the bulk of 

the simulated directives are located between 32 and 65. However, the simulation does not 

always produce the same outcome. On the contrary, the variation of outcomes is considerable. 

                                                 
14 We were able to extract the final positions for 36 directives. For some of the earlier simulations the data have 
sadly been lost. 
15 (50+100+75+100)/4 
16 The most strict directive has a mean issue position of 0 – no substitute fats are allowed at all. At the other end 
of the extreme, a directive with a mean issue position of 100 signifies full liberalization. 
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This is good news, as it means that the simulation is relatively open in principle; the 

participants are not slaves to the roles and do not re-enact the same directive everytime. 

 

Figure 3: Histogram of the mean issue positions 

 

 

Table 1: Summary statistics for the outcome variables 
 
 Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max

Mean issue position 48.4 49.4 16.3 0 80

Issue standard dev. 26.0 26.9 12.8 0 50

Total number of words 48.9 45.5 20.2 13 104

 

Second, we can ask whether the ensuing directive is consensual – participants find a 

middle ground on each issue – or if participants engage in major issue linkage and trade 

extreme positions. A directive with the positions 50/50/50/50 is consensual – participants met 

in the middle on each issue. A larger heterogeneity of issue positions (e.g 100/100/0/0) 
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indicates that participants have linked extreme positions.17 To adress this question, we 

calculate the row standard deviations18 across the four issues. A directive in which the 

positions are very similar on all the issues has a standard deviation close to 0, while an 

extremely heterogeneous directive (100/100/0/0) has a standard deviation of 57.73.19 The 

summary statistics in Table 1 shows no clear pattern. Neither do all directives contain major 

issue linkages – some directives are rather homogeneous across the issues –, nor do we find a 

tendency to always meet in the middle. 

Third, we turn to the complexity of the simulated directives. As a rough proxy, the 

number of words can indicate the complexity of the ensuing directive, as the more complex 

the negotiations are, the more words participants need to settle their differences.20  The 

Commission proposal needs only 12 words.21 The average simulated directive has nearly 50 

words (see Table 1), the shortest only 13 words22, the longest a stunning 104 words.23 

                                                 
17 A position of 50/50/50/50 can also be reached using issue linkage; however, the phenomenon we are interested 
here is the linking of major concessions, i.e. the production of directives that link extreme positions. 
18 Defined as ∑ ̅ ² 
19 If we took the population standard deviation (  instead of ), this value would be 50. 
20 It is standard procedure in political science to use the word length as a measure of complexity or information 
content of political documents (Klüver, 2012; Sieberer, Müller, & Heller, 2012). 
21 “Bis zu 5% Ersatzfette.” and “Klare, neutrale und objektive Angabe der verwendeten Fette.” 
22 At the University of Duisburg in 2010, „5%“, “Tropische und nicht-tropische Fette”, “Frontale, eindeutige 
Etikettierung, Warnhinweis, wenn Substitution, dann Schokoladenersatz.” 
23 A simulation in Saarbrücken in 2004 with public servants as participants, “Oben genannte Fette dürfen bei 
Schokoladenprodukten bis zu einem Prozentsatz von 5% in der Produktion verwendet werden.”, “Die 
uneingeschränkte Verwendung von Pflanzenfetten bei der Schokoladenherstellung wird nicht genehmigt. Die 
Produzenten müssen sich bei der Verwendung der Fette auf folgende 6 Fette beschränken: Illipe, Palmöl, Sal, 
Shea, Kokum gurgi, Mangokern und Kokusnussöl. Sollte das Ergebnis der Entwicklungsländerstudie (siehe 
Streitfrage 3) zu einem negativen Ergebnis für die Betroffenen kommen, muss diese Liste neu verhandelt 
werden.”, “Schokoladenprodukte, deren Zusammensetzung den Vorgaben der Richtlinie entsprechen, dürfen 
„Schokolade“ genannt werden. Bei Verpackungen von Schokoladeerzeugnissen, die andere pflanzliche Fette als 
Kakaobutter enthalten, müssen die Etikettierungsangaben durch den ins Auge fallenden und deutlich lesbaren 
Hinweis „enthält neben Kakaobutter weitere pflanzliche Fette“ auf der Rückseite ergänzt werden. Auf der 
Vorderseite kann ein Positivsiegel angebracht werden, dass Schokolade die nur Kakaobutter verwendet 
kennzeichnet”, “Es soll keine Studie erstellt werden. Stattdessen soll ein unabhängiges Monitoring stattfinden. 
Bei finanziellen Ausfällen der Entwicklungsländer soll folgendermaßen verfahren werden: Während einer 
Übergangszeit (die sich nach dem Contenou-Abkommen (vormals Lomé) bestimmt) wird folgende Regelung 
angewandt: haben die Entwicklungsländer Verdienstausfälle von 1 – 20% werden diese voll ersetzt. Ausfälle 
über 20% werden während der Übergangszeit nicht ersetzt. Nach Ablauf der Übergangszeit werden die 
Ausfallzahlungen gestaffelt: ab 5% Ausfall werden 75% der Ausfälle ersetzt. Ab 10% Ausfall werden nur noch 
50% ersetzt. Ab 15% Ausfall wird die Schokoladenrichtlinie neuverhandelt. Die Ausfallzahlungen werden 
gedeckelt. Die genaue Höhe der Deckelung wird von der Kommission im Rahmen des geltenden Haushaltsrechts 
ausgearbeitet. Das heißt, sowohl Rat als auch Parlament müssen dem Haushalt zustimmen.” 
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How might the setting influence the simulation outcome? 

While there is a number of possible explanations for different negotiaton outcomes in 

real life (Zartman, 1994; Bailer, 2004), this paper is interested in the effects of the setting of 

the simulation on the outcome. The setting is defined in four ways: 1) the kind of participants, 

2) the number of participants, 3) the duration of the simulation, and 4) whether the EP was 

played by participants or Eurosoc instructors. 

Concerning the kind of participants, we differentiate between pupils, university students 

and public servants.24 All three groups play the same simulation.25 Thus, we can ask how the 

kind of participants influences the the outcome of the directive. Of our 36 simulations, 6 were 

played by pupils, 12 by public servants and 18 by university students. 

We surmise that public servants and students are better able to perform major issue 

linkages than pupils. Major issue linkages is a demanding negotiation technique, in which the 

own position on one issue has to be completely abandoned in order to get major concession 

on another issue (Stein, 1980; Sebenius, 1983). We can hypothesize that pupils will prefer 

meet-in-the-middle solutions.26 Moreover, we hypothesize that public servants, and to a lesser 

extent students, will draft more complex directives. 

The number of participants varies considerably. Table 2 shows the summary statistics 

for the number of participants, overall and separated by the type of participants. The number 

of participants ranges from 13 to 100, the mean number of participants is about 37. However, 

there is no systematic relation between kind and number of participants.27  

 
                                                 
24 One simulation was played by a mixed group (students from Poland and German public servants), but most of 
the time, the groups are homogeneous. 
25 Pupils get simplified documents and roles, but the positions, the simulation of the whole codecision procedure, 
the Commission proposal, etc. are the same. 
26 Alternatively, we could surmise that public servants are uncomfortable with major issue linkages. In their 
professional context, major issue linkages are the job of their political principals. 
27 A systematic relation (e.g. if student groups were always larger than pupil groups) would make it impossible 
to separate the effects of participant type from the effects of participant number. However, mean and variation of 
the number of participants are similar across the three groups. 
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Table 2: Summary statistics for the number of participants. 

 

 Mean Median Std. Dev. Min Max N

Pupils 35 28.5 17.54 19 54 6

Students 37.27 32 27.15 13 100 18

Public servants 36.75 30.5 20.84 13 79 12

Overall 36.72 28.5 23.22 13 100 36

 

We hypothesize that a higher number of participants makes major issue linkage harder. 

In a large group, the probability that some actors will not accept issue linkages is high. 

Second, the simple intuition is that larger groups will write longer directives, as more actors 

want to contribute their ideas and preferences. For example, more actors will mean more 

exemptions, more special clauses to satisfy individual preferences, or more transition periods 

for the implementation. 

The duration of the simulation is either one or two days. Here, the relation to the three 

other variables is problematic. While there is no relation between duration and kind of 

participants, longer simulations on average have more participants, and more often include a 

simulation of the EP (see Table 3).28 Thus, it is hard to disentangle the effects of the duration 

of the simulation from the effects of the number of participants and the question whether the 

participants played the EP or not. 

 

Table 3: Cross-tabulations and summary statistics of the duration of the simulation 

 

Days Total Pupils Students Public Servants
Mean no. of 
participants 

EP played in X% 
of simulations

1 17 3 10 4 32.76 17.65

2 19 3 8 8 40.26 47.47

 

                                                 
28 The causality is reverse: Simulations with more participants and/or including the EP require more time. 
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The first hypothesis about the relation between duration and content of the simulation is 

that shorter simulations will produce stricter directives. The liberal camp is weaker in terms of 

time pressure. The purists can block a directive as long as they have a blocking minority in 

the Council, because the status quo benefits the French position (no directive, no British 

chocolate on the French market).29 Thus, the liberal camp has to accomodate the purists to get 

a result at all. This time pressure is more pertinent in one-day simulations. If the liberals want 

a directive at the end of the day, they have to make concessions. If the negotiations last two 

days, time pressure for the liberal camp is eased, and they are less likely to take the first offer. 

Concerning the length of the directive, the intuition is simple: The longer the simulation goes, 

the more opportunities participants have to add special preferences and to re-formulate the 

directive. Hence, longer simulations will result in longer directives. 

Whether the EP is played by participants or by Eurosoc instructors may influence the 

outcome of the simulations in two ways. On the one hand, participants have high stakes in the 

debates. As the EP on the whole has a purist position, this could mean that the directives get 

stricter if the EP is played by participants. On the other hand, the EP is internally divided. If 

the EP is not played by participants, one Eurosoc instructor represents the EP and has no 

“internal divisions within herself”. Thus, the Eurosoc instructor may negotiate tougher, 

especially in the later stages of codecision. Additionally, if participants play the EP, longer 

directives should ensue, as more participants contribute more amendments. 

Table 4 summarizes the hypotheses. The content of the directive should be influenced 

by the duration of the simulation and by the simulation of the EP by participants. Issue 

linkage should be influenced by the kind and number of participants, while the length of the 

directive should be influenced by all four setting factors. 

 

                                                 
29 There is no pressure by the Eurosoc team to adopt a directive. If the negotiations fail, we let them fail (Sasley, 
2010). 
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Table 4: Guiding hypotheses 

 

 Content 
(Mean Issue Position) 

Issue Linkage 
(Row standard deviation 
over issues) 

Complexity 
(Number of words) 

Kind of 
participants 

 Pupils engage in less major 
issue linkage than public 
servants and students. 

Public servants write the 
longest directives. 

No. of 
participants 

 The higher the number of 
participants, the less major 
issue linkage. 

The higher the number of 
participants, the longer the 
directive. 

Duration The longer the simulation, the 
more liberal the directive. 

 The longer the simulation, the 
longer the directive. 

EP simulated 
yes/no 

If participants play the EP, the 
directives will be stricter / 
more liberal. 

 If participants play the EP, the 
directives will be longer. 

 

These hypotheses should be seen as educated guesses. The major question is whether 

the setting has an impact on the simulation outcome at all. If we want our simulation to be a 

versatile teaching tool, the effect of the setting should be as low as possible. If the simulation 

produces the same pattern of outcomes notwithstanding, e.g. the kind of participants, it is a 

measure of quality, because it means that the simulation is not biased towards certain 

outcomes depending on the setting. If, conversely, the setting strongly influences the pattern 

of outcomes, i.e. if a spectrum of outcomes is never reached in a certain setting, then we need 

to rethink the design principles. For example, if pupils never use major issue linkage, we 

might think about devices that encourage them to at least think about this strategy. 

 

How does the setting influence the simulation outcome? 

 

Kind of participants 

The blank cell in the top left corner of Table 4 indicates the assumption that there is no 

relation between the kind of participants and the strictness of the ensuing directive. A first 

analysis corroborates this assumption (see the top panel of Table 5). The mean strictness of 
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the simulated directive is similar across all three participant groups, with pupils being 

somewhat stricter than the two other groups. The standard deviation is low for public servants 

and rather high for pupils, meaning that the variation of outcomes is low for public servants, 

while pupils draft a broader variety of directives. 

 

Table 5: Relation between kind of participants and simulation outcomes 

 

 Mean issue position  

Participants mean median sd min max N

Public Servants 49.27 48.12 12.59 32.5 77.5 12

Pupils 53.95 55 21.16 21.25 80 6

Students total 46.02 47.5 17.14 0 75 18

   Students 59.65 57.5 8.967 50 75 8

   Students/Switzerland 35.12 35.62 13.98 0 55 10

Total 48.43 49.37 16.28 0 80 36

   

 Row standard deviation (~ issue linkage)  

 mean median sd min max N

Public Servants 26.66 27.53 11.03 7.5 41.73 12

Pupils 29.83 27.73 10.56 19.31 48.71 6

Students total 46.02 47.5  17.14 0 75 18

    Students 34.66 30.73 10.79 23.81 50 8

    Students/Switzerland 16.03 12.24 12.56 0 42.031 10

Total 26.02 26.92 12.89 0 50 36

   

 Number of words  

 mean median sd min max N

Public Servants 52.41 47.5 25.85 17 104 12

Pupils 41.16 41 10.40 28 59 6

Students 49.22 48.5 18.76 13 82 18

Total 48.94 45.5 20.27 13 104 36

 

Upon closer inspection an unanticipated result emerges (see the shaded area in Table 5, 

top panel). Many of our simulations with students take place in Switzerland. In line with the 

Swiss self-perception as a nation of quality chocolate producers30, simulations in Switzerland 

                                                 
30 The FAQ on the website of the Association of Swiss Chocolate Producers, Chocosuisse, start with “Why is 
Swiss chocolate the best?” Since 1995, Swiss chocolate may contain up to 5% vegetable fats, but Swiss 
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produce strict directives. The mean issue position of Swiss directives is 35, as opposed to the 

overall mean of 48 (see Table 5 and  

Figure 4). This result suggests that deep-seated cultural differences may play a role. 

Even given the same set of roles, the liberal camp has difficulties in Switzerland, where many 

of the participants are chocolate purists by socialization. 

 

 
Figure 4: Boxplot: Strictness of simulated directives for four different participant groups 

 

Note: The boxplots indicate the quartiles of the mean issue position. The white band in the middle of the box 
indicates the second quartile (Median), that is, 50% of the simulations have mean issue positions above this 
value and 50% of the simulations have mean issue positions below this value. The upper and the lower end of the 
box indicate the first and the second quartile (25%/75%). The whiskers indicate the upper and the lower adjacent 
value (the highest and the lowest value still within 1.5 × the interquartile range). 

 

The result that Swiss students negotiate stricter directives shows how a large-n analysis 

can correct anecdotical impressions. Five of Swiss simulations took place with students of 

                                                                                                                                                         
manufacturers allegedly have not used this possibility. 
http://www.chocosuisse.ch/web/chocosuisse/en/documentation/faq.html  
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economics at the University of St. Gallen. Following the impressions of Eurosoc instructors, 

these students tend towards the liberal camp, using free trade arguments and being 

sympathetic to the interests of large industry. If asked how the St. Gallen students differ from 

other groups, I always responded: “They are more liberal and more professional in their 

negotiation style.” However, it seems that Swiss love for pure chocolate prevails at the end of 

the day, and that St. Gallen students do not negotiate more liberal directives. 

Our first hypothesis stipulates that pupils will engage in less major issue linkage. This 

hypothesis can not be corroborated. As Table 5 (middle panel) shows, pupils use more issue 

linkage than public servants (their row standard deviation over issues is higher), but not as 

much as university students. This pattern hints at the fact that public servants are not 

accustomed to issue linkage, as linkage is the task of their political superiors. More 

importantly, again a “Swiss effect” emerges. Switzerland is famous for its consensual style of 

democracy (Neidhart, 1970; Kriesi, 2001). This also shows in the row standard deviations of 

the simulated directives: Swiss simulations have very low row standard deviations, meaning 

that the positions across issues are homogeneous, and that participants do not use major issue 

linkage to trade extreme positions. Instead, they try to meet in the middle on each issue. 

The hypothesis that public servants write long directives may reflect simple prejudice, 

but turns out to be partly true. Public servants draft longer directives than pupils. If we take 

the mean as the appropriate measure of the average length of the directive, public servants use 

on average 52 words, while pupils use 41 words. If we assume that the outlier directive with 

104 words should not overly influence the results, the median of the public servants´ directive 

(47.5) is still above the pupil´s directives (41). However, there seems to be a more clear-cut 

distinction between public servants and university students on the one hand and pupils on the 

other hand (see Table 5, bottom panel).  
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Still, the difference between the groups is not large, and even pupils use many words. 

Given that the proposal has 12 words, 41 words mean that pupils nearly quadruple the number 

of words. This phenomenon is always of major pedagogical importance. One of the 

accusations against the EU is that it is a bureaucratic monster that only produces paperwork 

and long regulations. At the end of the simulation, we always ask participants to compare the 

short Commission proposal to their directive. When asked who is responsible for the long, 

messy directive they have produced, participants admit: “We all, but none of us wanted to”. 

Thus, their own directive causes them to reflect upon the intricacies of the political process, 

and how the search for compromise solutions generates complex directives. 

 

Number of participants 

We assumed that a higher the number of participants produces less issue linkage. Thus, 

the relation between the number of participants and the row standard deviation across the 

issues should be negative. However, the correlation between the two measures is slightly 

positive (0.24). Figure 5 shows the relation. In effect, the relationship is driven by one 

simulation (Duisburg 2010) which combines a high number of participants (100) with major 

issue linkage (50/100/0/100), i.e., far-reaching liberalization of chocolate products that have 

to be named “Schokoladenersatz” (chocolate substitute). 

Furthermore, we assumed that more participants will write longer directives. Again, the 

hypothesis is not corroborated by the data. The correlation is 0.00. Thus, there is no relation 

between the number of participants and the length of the simulated directive. 

Thus, both hypotheses concerning the number of participants can not be corroborated. 

For the simulation as a teaching tool, this is good news, because it means that the simulation 
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scales very well. The range of outcomes is similar, notwithstanding whether we simulate with 

13 or 100 participants.31 

 

Figure 5: Relationship between number of participants and degree of issue linkage 

 

 

 

Number of simulation days 

We hypothesized that the longer the simulation goes, the more liberal the directive will 

be. The theoretical idea is that the liberal camp is facing time pressure. If time pressure 

decreases, the liberal camp should be able to get a better bargain. However, this hypothesis 

does not hold true. The top panel of Table 6 shows that the mean issue position is the same, 

whether we simulate for one or two days. However, the lower standard deviation for the two-

                                                 
31 There is no relationship between the number of participants and the mean issue position. A larger number of 
participants is associated with slightly more liberal directives, but the correlation is not significant. 
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day-simulations means that the range of outcomes is narrower. In effect, longer simulations 

weed out the more extreme outcomes.  

Similarly, the intuition that longer simulations produce longer directives is not 

supported by the data (Table 6, bottom panel). Longer simulations have a higher mean 

number of words, but this result is driven by the 104-word directive drafted by public servants 

in Saarbrücken. If we look at the more outlier-resistant median, there is only little difference 

between one- and two-day-simulations. 

As with the last hypothesis, this result is encouraging for the simulation as a teaching 

tool. Longer simulations tend to streamline the results somewhat and have less extreme 

outcomes. However, on the whole, one- and two-day-simulations produce similar patterns of 

outcomes, and can thus be seen as equivalent. 

 

Table 6: Relation between duration of simulation and simulation outcomes 

 

 Mean issue position  

No. of days mean median sd min max N

1 48.80 51 20.91 0 80 17

2 48.09 47.5 11.23 35 75 19

Total 48.43 49.37 16.28 0 80 36

   

 Number of words  

 mean median sd min max N

1 45.29 47 19.08 13 82 17

2 52.21 45 21.25 17 104 19

Total 48.94 45.5 20.27 13 104 36

 

 

Participants playing the EP or not 

Concerning the impact of participants playing the EP, the hypothesis is inconclusive. 

Either participants playing the EP have more stakes in the negotiations than Eurosoc 
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instructors, and directives will be more strict if participants play MEP, or Eurosoc instructors 

negotiate more coherently and directives will be more strict if Eurosoc plays the EP. The top 

panel of Table 7 is clear in this regard: If Eurosoc staff plays the EP, the ensuing directive is 

significantly stricter.  

This result alerts us to the fact that presumably Eurosoc trainers play “too tough”. The 

simulated EP has internal cleavages: The EP as an aggregate actor is in the purist camp, but a 

sizable minority of liberal and conservative MEPs support the liberalization of the chocolate 

market. These cleavages become manifest if participants play the EP, but are neglected if the 

EP is played by only one Eurosoc instructor. Hence, the large-n analysis shows a possible 

problem for the chocolate simulation, which we will address in upcoming staff meetings and 

seminars for our instructors. 

 

Table 7: Relation between simulation of EP and simulation outcomes 

 

 Mean issue position  

Who plays the EP? mean median sd min max N

Eurosoc 44.72 42.5 17.38 0 80 24

Participants 55.83 55.62 11.03 37.5 75 12

Total 48.43 49.37 16.28 0 80 36

   

 Number of words  

 mean median sd min max N

Eurosoc 50.37 46.5 22.05 16 104 24

Participants 46.08 43 16.66 13 78 12

Total 48.94 45.5 20.27 13 104 36

 

The last hypothesis supposed that directives will be longer if participants play the EP. 

However, as the bottom panel of Table 7 shows, this hypothesis is not supported by the data. 

If we take the median as the appropriate measure for the average length, the difference 
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between an EP played by participants or an EP played by Eurosoc is 3.5 words – 3.5 word 

less, if participants play the EP. 

 

Conclusion 

Table 8 summarizes the results. Very few of the original hypotheses can be 

corroborated. However, other interesting results have emerged. 

 

Table 8: Results of the analysis (Bold: Hypotheses that can be confirmed) 

 

 Content 
(Mean Issue Position) 

Issue Linkage 
(Row standard deviation 
over issues) 

Complexity 
(Number of words) 

Kind of 
participants 

Swiss participants draft 
stricter directives. 

Pupils engage in less major 
issue linkage than public 
servants and students. 
 
Swiss Participants engage in 
less issue linkage

Public servants write the 
longest directives. 

No. of 
participants 

 The higher the number of 
participants, the less major 
issue linkage. 

The higher the number of 
participants, the longer the 
directive. 

Duration The longer the simulation, the 
more liberal the directive. 
 
The longer the simulation 
goes, the less extreme are the 
otucomes.

 The longer the simulation, the 
longer the directive. 

EP simulated 
yes/no 

If participants play the EP, the 
directives will be stricter / 
more liberal. 

 If participants play the EP, the 
directives will be longer. 

 

From the perspective of the simulation as a teaching tool, several conclusions stand out.  

First, the simulation scales well. There are only few systematic effects of simulation duration, 

number of participants, or kind of participants on the pattern of outcomes. There are no 

systematic biases, e.g., that shorter simulations have a restricted set of outcomes. The most 

promising conclusion in this regard is that the number of participants has no effect on the 

pattern of outcomes. All outcomes that can be reached in large groups can also be reached in 
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smaller groups. Longer simulations tend to produce more streamlined outcomes and less 

extreme directives, but this is a usual feature of negotiations and no design flaw of the 

simulation. Second, the simulation outcomes are sensitive to whether Eurosoc instructors or 

participants play the EP. Simulations with Eurosoc playing the EP are systematically more 

strict. Eurosoc trainers presumably play a “too tough” EP and neglect the internal divisions of 

the EP, that can otherwise be exploited by participants playing the Council. We have to alert 

trainers playing the chocolate directive to this problem, and think about structural solutions. 

Third, for the EU simulation community as a whole, the paper shows how a large-n analysis 

of simulation outcomes can help to assess and improve simulations. If we think that 

simulations should in principle be open, we need to assess whether this is truly the case. We 

may have plausible intuitions about how simulation settings affect the outcomes, but a large-n 

analysis of simulation outcomes can help to discern patterns we would not see otherwise. 

While the simulation can not be seen as a quasi-experiment, and the results should not 

be overinterpreted, the result that simulations in Switzerland produce more consensual and 

more strict directives is interesting. The result hints at the fact that negotiation styles may be 

culturally distinct (Salacuse, 1998; Katz, 2007). The discussion about Swiss consensus 

democracy often focuses on the institutional incentives that favour consensus-seeking 

(Lijphart, 1999, p. Ch.2). However, our results show that consensus-seeking may have 

reached the status of a taken-for-granted norm, detached from the institutional context 

(Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998). Our results tentatively support Kriesi (2001, p. 74) who argues 

that “the popular myths of Swiss politics tend to limit the possibilities of institutional reform, 

and even if institutional reforms were to come about, the 'Helvetian cults' of compromise 

solutions and of popular sovereignty will tend to limit the power of parliament, whatever its 

institutional structure.“  
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The caveats are obvious: 36 cases are not much for a large-n analysis. All of the results 

presented rest on bivariate correlations, as the number of cases is not large enough for 

multivariate techniques. We can not discern whether the effect of Swiss participants still holds 

if we, e.g., control for the number of participants. Moreover, the setting is not quasi-

experimental in the strict sense. We did not control the independent variables; the number and 

kind of participants and the duration of the simulation are determined by the client, not by 

scientific design. 

However, the overall message is also clear. We may have plausible intuitions about how 

the setting influences simulation outcomes, but a large-n analysis helps to discern patterns that 

we cannot see if we observe only one simulation at a time. The analysis of 36 chocolate 

directives helps us to better train our instructors, because we know now that they tend to play 

an EP that negotiates with a too unified stance. Furthermore, the analysis shows that 

longstanding ideas in political science about the consensus-seeking nature of the Swiss 

political system also re-emerge in the negotiation behavior of Swiss students.  
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Appendix I: Example role profiles 
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