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4.1 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of different stakeholder types in the distribution of access 

 Min. Max. Mean  SE SD 

Business stakeholders .06 .71 .39 .027 .167 

Citizen interests .00 .37 .13 .015 .092 

Governmental stakeholders .07 .78 .47 .028 .172 

Consultancies  .00 .13 .02 .006 .036 

Business stakeholders (as % of all non-

governmental stakeholders in events) 

.20 1.00 .71 .031 .188 
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Table 2. T-tests of business priority and business dominance  

  N Mean SD Std. Error df p 

Incl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Business priority 17 .48 .18 .04 26.33 .003 

No business priority  21 .31 .12 .03   

Excl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Business priority 17 .78 .20 .05 30.80 .047 

No business priority 21 .66 .16 .04   

(Equal variances not assumed) 
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of different stakeholder types’ prioritisation 
 Mean  SE SD 

Business stakeholders prioritised  .45 .082 .504 

Citizen interests prioritised .00 .000 .000 

Governmental stakeholders prioritised .03 .026 .162 

Consultancies prioritised .00 .000 .000 

No stakeholders prioritised .24 .070 .431 

All stakeholders prioritised .37 .122 .075 

4.3 
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Table 4. T-tests of salience and business dominance  

  N Mean SD Std. Error df p 

Incl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Salient 22 .32 .13 .03 27.24 .005 

Non-salient 16 .48 .17 .04   

Excl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Salient 22 .64 .20 .04 34.39 .003 

Non-salient 16 .81 .12 .03   

(Equal variances not assumed) 

 

Table 5. Chi Square Test of salience and Commission business priority 

 Value df p (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 6.446 1 .011  

N of Valid Cases 38   

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 

7.16 
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Table 6. Simple linear regression of absolute participation and business dominance.  

  B (unstandardized) Std. Error p 

Incl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Constant .347 .038  

Absolute participation .001 .001 .169 

F=1.97 (p>.05); Adj. R²=.025; N=38 

Excl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Constant .712 .044  

Absolute participation .000 .001 .988 

F=.000 (p>.05); Adj. R²=.-.028; N=38 

 

 

Table 7. Simple linear regression of salience and absolute participation against business 

dominance.  

  B (unstandardized) Std. Error p 

Incl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Constant .443 .047  

Salience -.150 .049 .004 

Absolute participation .001 .001 .255 

F=5.83 (p<.01); Adj. R²=.207; N=38 

Excl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Constant .819 .055  

Salience -.166 .058 .007 

Absolute participation .000 .001 .729 

F=4.17 (p<.05); Adj. R²=.146; N=38 
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4.4.2 

Table 8. T-tests of frequency and business dominance  

  N Mean SD Std. Error df p 

Incl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Frequent  23 .42 .15 .03 26.27 .170 

One-off  15 .34 .18 .05   

Excl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Frequent  23 .75 .14 .03 20.53 .152 

One-off 15 .65 .24 .06   

(Equal variances not assumed) 
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Table 9. Simple linear regression of salience and frequency against business dominance.  

  B (unstandardized) Std. Error p 

Incl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Constant .444 .054  

Salience -.146 .051 .007 

Frequency  .043 .051 .414 

F=5.41 (p<.01); Adj. R²=.192; N=38 

Excl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Constant .760 .061  

Salience -.148 .058 .016 

Frequency  .063 .059 .291 

F=4.81 (p<.05); Adj. R²=.171; N=38 
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4.4.3 

Table 10. T-tests of location and business dominance  

  N Mean SD Std. Error df p 

Incl. gov. 

stakeholders 

In Brussels 14 .41 .16 .04 29.12 .547 

Outside Brussels  24 .37 .17 .04   

Excl. gov. 

stakeholders 

In Brussels 14 .77 .21 .03 22.46 .177 

Outside Brussels 24 .68 .17 .06   

(Equal variances not assumed) 
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Table 11. Simple linear regression of location and frequency against business dominance.  

  B (unstandardized) Std. Error p 

Incl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Constant .464 .042  

Salience -.156 .049 .003 

Frequency  .032 .051 .533 

F=5.22 (p<.01); Adj. R²=.186; N=38 

Excl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Constant .773 .047  

Salience -.163 .055 .006 

Frequency  .091 .057 .118 

F=5.68 (p<.01); Adj. R²=.202; N=38 

4.4.4 
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Table 12. T-tests of (co-)organisation and business dominance  

  N Mean SD Std. Error df p 

Incl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Co-organiser 18 .35 .16 .04 35.74 .181 

No co-organiser  20 .42 .17 .04   

Excl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Co-organiser 18 .65 .21 .03 30.66 .053 

No co-organiser 20 .77 .15 .05   

(Equal variances not assumed) 

 

Table 13. Simple linear regression of salience and (co-)organisation against business dominance.  

  B (unstandardized) Std. Error p 

Incl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Constant .486 .041  

Salience -.148 .051 .007 

(co-)organisation  -.033 .051 .523 

F=5.23 (p<.01); Adj. R²=.186; N=38 

Excl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Constant .831 .046  

Salience -.142 .058 .019 

(co-)organisation  -.077 .057 .189 

F=5.20 (p<.05); Adj. R²=.185; N=38 
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Table 14. Simple linear regression of salience, absolute participation, frequency, location and (co-

)organisation against business dominance.  

  B (unstandardized) Std. Error p 

Incl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Constant .414 .076  

Salience -.140 .053 .013 

Absolute participation  .001 .001 .348 

Frequency  .033 .058 .578 

Location  .030 .053 .577 

(co-)organisation  -.008 .058 .896 

F=2.34 (p>.05); Adj. R²=.154; N=38 

Incl. gov. 

stakeholders 

Constant .768 .084  

Salience -.141 .059 .023 

Absolute participation  .000 .001 .493 

Frequency  .057 .064 .377 

Location  .088 .059 .146 

(co-)organisation  -.046 .064 .480 

F=2.69 (p<.05); Adj. R²=.186; N=38  
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7 Appendix 

Figure 1. Boxplot showing the two outliers 
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Figure 2. Distribution of normality before outliers were removed 

 

 

Figure 3. Distribution of normality after outliers were removed 
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Table 15. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test 
 

Tests of Normality 
 

Frequency 

Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 
 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

industry_dominance one-off .169 15 .200* .934 15 .310 

returning .111 23 .200* .973 23 .752 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

 

 


