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Abstract 

As the Commission cannot be held accountable in general elections, participation in the 

drafting phase of policies is the only way for citizens to influence legislation initiatives. The 

Commission actively works to consult civil society, but because it is easier for some interest 

groups to organise, they are able to dominate the channels of participation.   

In this study I investigate whether the Commission funding helps give organised interests an 

equal and effective opportunity to participate in the drafting phase of the policy process. The 

effect of funding is analysed with logistic regression, by using data from 7889 interest groups 

in the Transparency Register. Two criteria have to be met in order for funding to increase the 

democratic legitimacy of the EU; it needs to increase an interests group’s participation in the 

policy process and it has to support underrepresented interests.  

The results show that in some respects funding does support underrepresented interests, but in 

others it makes participation even less equal by supporting already overrepresented groups. 

The ambiguity of the distribution of funding makes it hard to assess its net effect on the 

interest group system. What is already clear, however, is that funding could be used more 

efficiently. If the Commission was to consistently support underrepresented interests it could 

increase democratic legitimacy of the Union. 
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Introduction 

Since the European Union (EU) was founded its competences have gradually been expanded. 

This means that policy issues that were previously handled nationally are now addressed at 

the EU level. In supra-national organisations elections are often an inadequate mechanism for 

voicing citizen opinion (Halpin 2010 p. 10-11) and the shift from national to EU-level 

decision-making has increased the demands for a more democratic policy process.   

In order to increase democratic legitimacy of decisions, the European Commission actively 

works to involve relevant stakeholders in the policy process. Consultations of civil society are 

used to create an alternative link between citizens and the Commission and are meant to 

compensate for the shortcomings of representative democracy. In other words, civil 

participation is seen as a solution to the democratic deficit in the European Union.   

As they enable policymakers to access public opinion, interest groups are credited with 

providing political institutions with democratic legitimacy (Halpin 2010 p. 2). This thought is 

echoed not only by the Commission but also by many scholars, who believe interest groups 

are important actors in democratising global governance. If participation is to alleviate the 

democratic deficit, all interest groups need to have equal opportunity to participate (Saurugger 

2008 p. 1283). However, some interests have an easier time organising, which means there is 

a bias in the interest group system. Consultations are meant to voice those interests otherwise 

not sufficiently heard (Commission 2000 p. 4), but there is an overrepresentation of business 

interests and professional associations (Wonka et. al 2010 p. 5, Saurugger 2008 p. 1283). 

Instead of enhancing the democratic legitimacy of decisions, consultations could therefore 

cement, or enhance, the existing bias. This has been identified as one of the potential pitfalls 

of participatory democracy (Lindgren & Persson 2011 p. 16-17). 

The Commission is not unaware of the bias, and in order to give interests an equal opportunity 

to participate it helps fund some interest groups. As the Commission are required to consult 

all relevant stakeholders the funding is meant to ensure that all sides are heard. However, 

previous research has shown that groups that are already strong tend to be better at securing 

grants (Salgado 2015, Mahoney and Beckstrand 2011). This means the funding mechanism 

may in fact increase the bias of the system. 
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The aim of this thesis is to investigate how the Commission funding effects the democratic 

legitimacy of the European Union. This is done by investigating whether funding helps to 

give interest groups an equal opportunity to participate in the policy process. If funding is to 

make participation more equal it needs to meet two criteria. Firstly it needs to balance the 

interest group system by mainly supporting underrepresented interests. Secondly, it needs to 

increase the probability of an interest group having access to the policy process. By evaluating 

these criteria I will answer the following question; Does the Commission’s funding of interest 

groups increase the democratic legitimacy of the European Union?  

I begin this thesis by giving a background on why representative channels of democracy are 

insufficient for voicing citizen opinion, and how civil society consultations are meant to 

compensate for this. This is followed by a summary on how the interest group bias prevents 

equal participation, as well as the purpose and the formal procedures of interest group 

funding.   

Then, I turn to previous research to see what it can, and cannot, tell us about the effect of 

funding on the democratic legitimacy of the Union. Based on this research, five hypotheses 

are presented. These are used to assess whether both the criteria for funding to increase 

democratic legitimacy are met. Before testing the hypotheses, the Transparency Register is 

presented and the method and operationalisations are discussed. The results of the study are 

presented in three parts. In the first part, the bias of the interest group system is illustrated 

through descriptive data from the register. Then, the hypotheses are tested in a logistic 

regression analysis. In the last part, the results are used to evaluate whether the criteria are 

met. Finally, I discuss the implications of the findings.  

The data used was collected from the Transparency Register on the 19
th

 of November 2015 

and a total of 7889 interest groups are included in the study. 

Background 

The Role of Consultations 

In 2001 the Commission published a white paper on European Governance. The key objective 

of the report was to “reform European governance in order to bring citizens closer to the 

European institutions”. To increase participation of civil society it was suggested that the 

Commission should keep encouraging interest groups to participate in the drafting phase of 
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policies (Commission 2001 p. 7-8). The further up the hierarchy a proposal has travelled, the 

harder it is to influence its contents. This is why consultations take place early on in the policy 

process, at the lower levels of the Commission administration (Bouwen 2009 p. 25). In the 

white paper, involvement of relevant stakeholders is described as one of the key principles of 

good governance and as necessary for the Union’s legitimacy (Commission 2001 p. 7-8).  

The vast majority of all EU legislation is initiated and prepared by the Commission, and it is 

responsible for the implementation of policies (Tallberg 2009 p. 80). Therefore, the role of the 

College of Commissioners can be compared to that of a national government (Joos et. al. 2008 

p. 36). However, the Commissioners are not allowed to take instructions from any political 

body or party once they have been appointed. Instead they are meant to serve the interest of 

the European Union (Joos et. al 2008 p. 36). This means that, compared to national 

governments, they are much less dependent on the parliament (Laursen 1995 p. 121). The 

College of Commissioners can be held accountable in the sense that the European Parliament 

needs to approve their appointment and can dismiss them in a vote of no confidence (Wille 

2010 p. 68). However, as a change of the majority in the European Parliament does not 

necessarily lead to a change of the Commissioners, citizens cannot affect the legislative 

agenda through representative channels. So although the Commission initiates and 

implements almost all EU legislation, citizens cannot hold it accountable in general elections. 

Therefore, representation alone cannot provide the Commission’s decisions with enough 

democratic legitimacy (Greenwood 2007 p. 333-335). 

To compensate for the weakness of the representative channels, consultations are used to 

create a link between the Commission and the European citizens (Mahoney and Beckstrand 

2011 p. 1342). In order to increase the democratic legitimacy of the Union the Commission 

turns to organised interests, which are seen as representatives of civil society. In this thesis 

these groups will be referred to as interest groups (IG). Here, an IG is defined as any group 

that aims to influence EU public policy. Some scholars use a more narrow definition that 

requires a group to consist of voluntary members and exist mainly to influence public policy 

(Halpin 2012 p.179). However, companies, subnational public authorities and religious 

communities can be included in formal consultations although they do not exist mainly to 

influence EU public policy. Therefore, this broader definition corresponds better with the 

Commissions’ idea of civil society.  
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When selecting which interest groups to consult there is a set of criteria for the Commission 

to use. These concern the transparency of the organisation, the structure of their membership, 

how well they are be able to link citizens to the Commission, if they have a good track-record 

of providing useful information in the specific sector and whether they have previous 

experience of participating in working groups and committees (Commission 2000 p.10-11).  

However, the legal framework for consultations is vague, and practises vary from case to 

case. While it is clear that the Commission is required to consult relevant stakeholders there 

are no legal regulations on how this should be done (Tanasescu 2009 p. 58). There are, 

however, some minimum standards. These include; that the content of consultation is clear, 

that all relevant parties have had an opportunity to express their opinion, that participants have 

had sufficient amount of time to respond to the policy suggestions and that the responses are 

acknowledged and given feedback to (Commission 2002). The minimum standards are 

expressed in a Commission Communication and are therefore not legally binding.  

Democratic Legitimacy in a Biased Interest Group System? 

The elementary principle of Robert Dahl’s ideal democracy states that all members are to be 

treated as if they were equally qualified to participate in the process of making decisions 

(1998 p. 37). The criterion effective participation, which is one out of five criteria derived 

from this principle, states that for participation to be democratically legitimate, all citizens 

need to have an equal and effective opportunity to make their views known.
1
 If some 

members are given greater opportunity to participate, their policies are likely to prevail, and 

citizens are not political equals (Dahl 1998 p. 37-39).  

For consultations to provide the European Union with democratic legitimacy, all interest 

groups need to have an equal opportunity to participate. However, interest groups that 

represent an economic interest have an easier time organising compared to those that pursue a 

public good (Salisbury 1969 p.19). This explains why there is an overrepresentation of 

business interests and professional associations in the European Union (Wonka et. al 2010 p. 

5, Saurugger 2008 p. 1283). 

                                                             
1
 The five criteria in Dahl’s ideal democracy are: 

1. Effective participation 

2. Equality in voting 

3. Gaining enlightened understanding 

4. Exercising control over the agenda 

5. Inclusion of all adults.  
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Since some IGs have an easier time organising, there is a bias in the group system, where 

interests that are already relatively strong are favoured (Halpin 2010 p. 17). This means not 

everyone has an equal opportunity to participate and therefore limits the extent to which 

consultations can provide the Union with democratic legitimacy. However, describing what a 

balanced interest group system would look like is a difficult task (Halpin 2010 p. 16). Which 

constellation of interest groups that would provide the Commission with the most democratic 

legitimacy is a question of normative nature, and therefore one with many potential answers. 

Furthermore, Dahl’s idea of equal participation is an ideal. Therefore it is unlikely that the 

criterion will ever be completely fulfilled. However, it can serve as a standard and something 

to strive for (Dahl 1998 p. 42). The more equal opportunities citizens have to participate, the 

more democratically legitimate decisions are.  

The Commissions Funding of Interest Groups 

According to the minimum standards, the Commission is required to hear all relevant 

stakeholders. But since the channels of participation are dominated by some interests there is 

a limit to how much democratic legitimacy can be generated by consultations. Therefore the 

Commission helps fund some interest groups. There are two main forms of funding; public 

contracts and grants. Public contracts are distributed through calls for tenders; these are for 

organisations selling their services, goods or work (Commission 2007 p. 4). In other words, 

these are part of the Commissions role as an implementer, and will not be the main focus of 

this paper. Grants, on the other hand, are part of the Commissions role as a legislative 

initiator. Generally, these are distributed through calls for proposals and are meant to co-

finance projects and objectives. They can be given to support a specific project or as a more 

general operational grant (Commission 2007 p. 4).  

Many funding programmes are handled by the individual departments of the Commission. 

This makes it is difficult to get an overview of how much money is spent to support interest 

groups. Annually, NGOs receive approximately 1000 million euros from programmes handled 

directly by the Commission. The total amount for all organisation types is likely to be 

significantly higher (Commission 2007 p. 9). 

In 2007 the Commission published the report “New Rules, Better Funding”, in which an 

initiative to improve the funding procedures was launched. The two main goals of the report 

were to improve control of public money and to make funds more accessible for beneficiaries 
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with limited resources (2007 p. 4). To improve control of EU funding a number of steps were 

taken in order to secure transparency and accountability. To make funds more accessible the 

report called for procedures to be made simpler.  

Previous Research 

There is some previous research on the effects of Commission funding. Although, compared 

to the vast literature on lobbying in the union, there is not much. One scholar that has 

previously studied the effects of Commission funding is Rosa Sanchez Salgado (2014). She 

has done this by analysing policy papers, calls for proposals and evaluation reports on EU 

funding, as well as by looking at the budget of 87 groups active in the social sector. She 

concludes that, due to commission funding, some voices that would otherwise have been 

excluded are able to make themselves heard. However, she also notes that the complexity of 

the application process may de facto exclude some interests. 

The research that has been most influential to this thesis is that of Christine Mahoney and 

Michael J. Beckstrand (2011). In their study they have looked at 1164 interest groups that 

have received funding. Out of these groups they found that those based in EU15 countries and 

those organised at an EU-level received a higher level of funding. Like Salgado, they also 

draw the conclusion that formal requirements mean that groups need a certain level of 

organisational capacity, access to resources and insider know-how to be able to compete for 

funding.  

Since Salgado has only studied groups in the social sector, it is difficult to assess the effect of 

funding on the interest group system at a whole. As we do not know how well-funded groups 

in other sectors are, we cannot say whether funding helps or hurts the balance of the interest 

group system. Mahoney and Beckstrand on the other hand do include groups from more than 

one sector. However, they only study groups that have received some level of funding. 

Therefore their study does not show the effect of funding on the balance of interests group 

system either. To assess whether funding helps to increase the democratic legitimacy of the 

EU, research that looks at its effect on the balance of the interest group system at large is 

needed. Since all groups in the register are included in this study this is the void that this 

thesis hopes to fill.  

Another contribution of this study is that I investigate whether funding increases a group’s 

ability to participate in the policy process. Being represented in the group system does not 
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guarantee that an interest group is granted access to consultations. Therefore, to investigate 

only whether funding helps to balance the interest group system is not enough to assess 

whether it increases the democratic legitimacy of the EU. For funding to make participations 

more equal it needs to both increase the probability of a group participating in consultations 

and support underrepresented interests. Because previous research has not looked at both 

these aspects, it does not tell us the effect of funding on the democratic legitimacy of the 

Union.  

Hypotheses 

In order to evaluate whether the criteria are met, five hypotheses have been formulated. The 

first four are related to the first criterion, regarding the effect of funding on the balance of the 

interest group system. These are based on the results of previous research and formal 

Commission documentation, and are meant to help assess whether funding supports 

underrepresented interests. The last hypothesis concerns the second criterion regarding the 

effect of funding on a groups’ probability to participate in the policy process.  

Because of formal funding requirements and a complicated application process, small and 

medium sized interest groups have been prevented from obtaining funds (Salgado 2010 p. 

514, Salgado 2014 p. 346). Therefore, I expect groups that already have access to resources to 

be more successful in securing grants.  

H1: The more resources a group has access to, the more likely it is to be funded. 

In their study, Mahoney and Beckstrand found that groups organised at an EU-level were 

likely to receive more funding (2011 p. 1357). Also, it is the explicit goal of the Commission 

to contribute to European integration and help formation of a “European public opinion” 

(Commission 2000 p. 5). Therefore I expect to find that groups organised at the EU-level are 

more likely to receive funding.  

H2: Groups that are organised on an EU-level are more likely to be funded. 

Another finding from Mahoney’s and Beckstrand’s study was that groups from old member 

states received more funding (2011 p. 1352). According to the authors this was because many 

of the new EU members were previously a part of the Soviet bloc, and therefore had weaker 

civil society sectors (2011 p. 1342). The dataset used in their study was from 2003-2007 so 
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since then civil society could have developed. However, the difference between the two 

categories was quite significant so it is unlikely to have evened out completely. Therefore, I 

expect that groups that are based in old member states will be more likely to receive funding.  

H3: Groups from old member states are more likely to receive funding   

While many types of organisations are eligible for funding, not all have access to the same 

funding opportunities. NGO’s are seen as the ‘natural target’ of Commission funding 

(Commission 2007 p. 7). Therefore, I expect that NGOs are more likely to receive funding. 

H4: NGOs are more likely to receive funding than other organisation types.  

Some scholars have noted that financial assets alone cannot explain influence in the policy 

process (Coen and Richardson 2009 p. 347). Even so, I expect funding will increase a group’s 

chances of being included in a consultation committee or in an expert group. The aim of the 

funding is to encourage civil participation, so unless the Commission wanted a group to 

participate in the policy formulation, it would not make sense for them to fund it. Therefore, 

groups that have received funding should be more likely to participate in formal consultations.  

H5: A group that receives funding is more likely to have access to the formal 

channels of participation. 

Method 

Data: The Transparency Register 

To test the hypotheses, I will use data from the Transparency Register. Throughout the years 

many attempts have been made to create a complete register of organised interests in the 

European Union (Mahoney 2003, Wonka et. al 2010). This has proven to be a difficult task, 

and no register has ever claimed to be complete. In 2011 the Transparency Register was 

created (Commission 2011). There, interest groups looking to lobby either the European 

Parliament or the European Commission are expected to register (JTRS 2015 p. 6). However, 

because registration is voluntary it does not cover all of the organised interest. In 2014 the 

Commission estimated that 75 % of all relevant business-related entities and around 60 % of 

the NGOs operating in Brussels were registered (Commission 2014). Today the register has 
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approximately 2000 more entries, so percentages may have improved. Nevertheless, the 

register is not complete which adds a degree of uncertainty to the results.
2
 

There are two main incentives for a group to register. The first is that registered groups 

receive notifications about upcoming open consultations in their listed fields of interests. 

However, European law requires everyone to have equal access to information, so non-

members can access the same information through other channels. The second incentive is 

that registered groups will be seen as representative of their sector, whereas statements from 

non-registered groups will be considered as individual contributions (Obradovic p. 309-310).  

In January 2015 a new version of the Transparency register was launched. In order to improve 

accountability and transparency the website has been made more user-friendly, and more data 

is being collected, including information on the group’s finances, funding, policy interests and 

origin (European Parliament 2015). All the raw data used in this study was collected from the 

register. It was downloaded on the 19
th

 of November 2015.  

While the register provides easy access to a lot of information, it is all entered by the interest 

groups themselves. There could be incentives for groups to underestimate their assets and 

there is also a risk that they misinterpret the information requirements of the form. The 

monitoring of information accuracy has previously been very limited (Obradovic 2009 p. 

323). However, it seems that control mechanisms are improving. In 2014, a total of 900 

groups were subject to quality check by the Joint Transparency Register Secretariat (JTRS). 

Any groups that did not update their profile as required or submitted inconsistent, incorrect or 

incomplete data were removed (JTRS 2014).
3
 

To get an idea of the accuracy of the data I checked the information from 15 groups, selected 

through simple random sampling. The interest groups that had been coded as having formal 

access were searched for in the Register of Commission Expert Groups, which covers most of 

the Commission’s high-level groups, expert groups and consultative committees. IGs that had 

been coded as being funded were searched for in the Financial Transparency System - a 

register that covers beneficiaries of Commission funding. Out of the sample four interest 

groups had been coded as having either funding or access, and in all cases their entries could 

be confirmed. This indicates that most groups provided correct information when registering. 

                                                             
2
 There are approximately 8600 groups currently registered.  

3
 In 2014; 212 groups were removed as a consequence of the checks.  
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However, this was only a small sample; therefore we cannot say with certainty that there is no 

incorrect information in the data.  

Operationalisation of the Hypotheses 

Resources 

How much money a group is able to spend on lobbying is used as an indicator of their access 

to resources. One issue with this operationalisation is that I am not able to separate EU money 

from the group’s estimate of costs. This means that groups may be able to spend more money 

on lobbying activities because they have already received a grant, and not the other way 

around. However, as both Mahoney and Beckstrand (2011) and Salgado (2014) have shown, 

the funding application process requires groups to have certain organisational capacity. This 

indicates that groups with no resources would not have received funding in the first place. 

Even so, some caution should be used in interpreting this result.   

In the original data the columns were named: ‘Estimate of Costs (as a range)’ and ‘Estimate 

of Costs (absolute amount)’. Groups filled in their estimate of cost in one out of the two 

columns, which means some groups had estimated the amount of money spent on lobbying as 

a range, while others estimated the absolute amount. In order to get a consistent measurement 

for all groups absolute amounts were recoded as a range. Originally there were 31 ranges, but 

the number was reduced to 11. With the exception of the last open-ended category, this means 

that all ranges now have the same width of €100 000. The benefit of having equally wide 

ranges is that I can approximate the ordinal scale as an interval scale (Svensson and Teorell 

207 p. 108). 

Level of Organisation 

Whether the group has an office in Brussels or not is used as an indicator of their level of 

organisation. It could be argued that all groups covered in the study want to influence EU 

policy, otherwise they would not be in the Transparency Register. While this is a valid point, 

the Brussels office criteria is used to distinguish the EU focused groups from those whose 

primary focus is national or local. The assumption here is that those committed enough to 

have an office near the European Commission are mainly focused on EU level politics.  

The original variables were; ‘Head Office City’ and ‘Belgium Office City’. Out of these two 

original variables a dichotomous variable was constructed where all groups that had either 

their head office or Belgium office in Brussels were coded 1 and there rest were coded 0.  
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Group Origin 

The division between old and new member states will be based on whether they are a EU15 

country. EU15 consists of all countries that were members prior to 2004
4
, and is common 

when presenting statistics (used by OECD for example).
5
 

In the original data the variable was called ‘Head Office Country’. In the first step all groups 

that had their head office outside the EU were removed. Since they are not members of the 

European Union, their participation does not contribute to the democratic legitimacy of 

decisions. Therefore they are not part of the population I am interested in. Then all entries that 

had their head office in a EU15 country were coded 1. All other groups were coded 0.  

Organisation type 

When signing up to the register the group has to state what type of organisation they are. In 

the register there are six categories of organisations, and the classification is based on 

definitions in the Guidelines document found on the register website.  

The original variable was ‘Section’. Based on this variable I created six dummy variables, one 

for each organisation type. The six categories of the register are: 

 

I) Professional consultancies/law firms/self-employed consultants. Any 

organisation that lobbies on behalf of a client.  

II) In-house lobbyists and trade/business/professional associations. Companies, 

trade and business organisations as well as unions.   

III) Non-governmental organisations. Not for profit groups that are independent 

from commercial interests and public authorities.  

IV) Think tanks, research and academic institutions. Think tanks specialised on 

EU-policy or universities and academic institutions that have contact with EU 

institutions.  

V) Organisations representing churches and religious communities. 

VI) Organisations representing local, regional & municipal authorities, other 

public or mixed entities, etc. Sub-national public authorities and regional 

networks set up by public authorities, as well as networks created by private and 

public actors jointly.  
(Source: JTRS 2015 p. 8) 

 

 

 

                                                             
4
 EU15 countries: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, 

Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom 

Non-EU15 countries: Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, 

Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. 
5
 https://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=6805 
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Funding 

The original variable was called ‘Grants’. In the original data the absolute amount of funding 

received was entered. However, some groups have written the total sum of a grant given over 

a couple of years, while others have written only what they received the last financial year. 

That groups have entered amount of funding differently means absolute comparison would 

not be very useful. A group that has received €100 000 over five years is not as well funded as 

a group that receives €100 000 annually, yet their entries in the register could look the same. 

To get around this issue funding has been coded dichotomously. Groups that had received any 

level of funding were coded 1, while the rest were coded 0. There were eight groups that 

stated that they had received less than €100 in funding. Because the amount was so low, these 

were all coded as 0.  

Access 

Whether the group is on a high-level group, consultative committee or expert group is used as 

an indicator of participation. A limitation of using the register is that it only measures formal 

participation. There are other consultation tools such as ad hoc meetings, open hearings, 

internet consultations, focus groups and seminars (Obradovic 2009 p. 299). If funding has 

improved the group’s ability to participate in these less formal consultations it would not 

show in the study.  However, committees are the most crucial access points for interest 

groups. Therefore, participating in a committee is one of the main goals for groups lobbying 

the Commission (Bouwen 2009 p. 30). In other words, it is still a good indicator of a group’s 

ability to participate in policymaking.  

The original variables were; ‘High-level Groups’, ‘Consultative Committees’ and ‘Expert 

Groups’. Each type of participation was presented in separate columns, and entries were 

written in manually. If the organisation had formal access, typically they would enter the 

name or the field of the group. If they had not participated in any group, most organisations 

wrote nothing. In some cases, however, the organisation expressed a wish to be on a certain 

group or committee, or stated that it only had observation status. In both these cases it was 

coded as not having access (0). If the entry was unclear, the information was cross checked 

with the Register of Commission Expert Groups, but in most cases I have trusted the 

information submitted by the group.  

For access, absolute comparison would not be reliable. This is because access is used as an 

indicator for participation. An organisation that has been granted access to two expert groups 
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does not necessarily participate twice as much as an organisation on one expert group. The 

number of consultative committees, expert groups and high level groups varies across 

different policy areas. In some fields there may be a limited amount of groups, but they may 

on the other hand be more active. Also groups are of different nature, some are permanent 

while others are ad hoc. Therefore access has also been coded dichotomously; all 

organisations that participated in at least one group were coded as 1 and all other groups were 

coded as 0.  
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Table 1: Coding of variables 

 

Variable Level of Measurement:  

Access 0 = No access 

1 = Access to one or more expert group, 

consultative committee or high-level group. 

  

Brussel office 0 = No office in Brussels 

1 = Office in Brussels 

 

Costs 1  

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

< 100 000 € 

100 000-199 999 € 

200 000-299 999 € 

300 000-399 999 € 

400 000-499 999 € 

500 000-599 999 € 

600 000-699 999 € 

700 000-799 999 € 

800 000-899 999 € 

900 000-999 999 € 

>1 000 000 € 
 

Funding 0 = No EU-funding 

1 = EU-funding (>100 €) 

 

EU15 0 = Not EU15  

1= EU15 

 

Organisation type  I = Professional consultancies/law firms/self-

employed consultants 

 

II = In-house lobbyists and 

trade/business/professional associations 

 

III = Non-governmental organisations 

 

IV = Think tanks, research and academic 

institutions 

 

V = Organisations representing churches and 

religious communities 

 

VI = Organisations representing local, 

regional and municipal authorities, other 

public or mixed entities, etc. 
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Logistic Regression Analysis 

As absolute comparison is not reliable, the two dependent variables of the study have both 

been coded dichotomously. While this makes the results more reliable, it does affect which 

method can be used to analyse the data. When a dependent variable is dichotomous, linear 

regression analysis is not suitable, therefore logistic regression analysis is used instead 

(Harmon et. al 2003 p. 994-997). Logistic regression analysis shows how the probability of an 

outcome changes given a certain value of the independent variable.  

Results 

In this section the results of the study are presented. This is done in three parts. First, the 

current bias of the interest group system is described by presenting some descriptive data 

from the register. Then, the hypotheses are tested with logistic regression analysis. In the third 

and final part the effect of funding on the democratic legitimacy of the union is discussed, 

keeping the two criteria set up in the begging of the paper in mind. 

Descriptive data: The Bias of the Interest Group System  

All descriptive data presented in this section can be found in Appendix A: Level of Access to 

Formal Consultations. 

Nearly 1 in 5 of the interest groups in the register has access to at least one high-level group, 

expert group or consultative committee. However, the level of access varies depending on the 

origin, resources, organisation level and type of the IG. Some interests are clearly able to 

participate in the policy process more. 

Approximately 79 % of the groups spend less than 100 000 euros on their lobbying activities. 

In fact, most of the groups spend less than 10 000 euros (57 %). However, some groups are 

able to invest a lot more money. 242 organisations annually spend more than 1 000 000 euros 

on lobbying. Out of these groups approximately 42 % have access to formal channels of 

participation, compared to 14 % of the groups that spend less than 100 000 euros. In this 

respect IGs are not able to participate equally as well-resourced interests are given more 

access.  

About one third of groups are organised at an EU-level. Compared to groups organised on 

other levels these groups have more access to formal channels of participation. Approximately 

29 % of groups organised at and EU-level are on at least one high-level group, expert group 
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or consultative committee. Only 13 % of interest groups organised at other levels have the 

same access. All groups in the register aim to influence EU policy, but it seems those 

organised well enough to have an office in Brussels are favoured. Understandably, proximity 

to Brussels makes it easier to consult these groups and it corresponds well with the 

Commissions goal to create a European public opinion. But at the same time it means that a 

lack of organisational capacity could exclude relevant stakeholders from having their say. 

In the register, there is also a strong dominance of groups based in EU15 counties. 93% of the 

interest groups are based in an old member state, so groups that represent civil society in 

newer member states are clearly underrepresented. They are also not included in formal 

channels of participation to the extent that groups in old member states are. Almost 19 % of 

the interest groups based in an EU15 country are on at least one consultative committee, 

expert or high-level group. The equivalent percentage for an interest group based in a newer 

member state is just 11 %. This bias could be exaggerated by the fact that Belgium is an EU15 

country, because groups that represent citizens in other regions may still chose to place their 

group in Brussels. Based on the multivariate analysis below though, it seems that this is does 

not explain all the difference in participation between groups in old and new member states. 

After controlling for whether the group has an office is Brussels, there is still a significant 

effect of group origin. In other words, it is clear that civil society from newer member states 

are not able to participate equally.  

Figure 1: Organisation type 

 

(Source: Transparency Register 19
th

 of November 2015) 

I. Professional consultanties

II. Trade/business/professional

III. NGOs

IV. Think Tanks

V. Religious Communities

VI. Sub-national Public Authorities

Section
4,8%

0,4%

6,8%

25,5%

50,5%

12,0%
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Over half of the registered interest groups belong to category II. This category consists of 

companies, trade and business associations and unions. For these interests there is a tangible 

and often monetary benefit of organising, which could help explain why they are so dominant. 

Not only are companies, business and trade associations more present in the interest group 

system, they are also more successful in gaining access to formal consultations. 22 % of the 

groups in category II participated in an expert group or committee, while only 16 % of the 

NGOs did. In other words it is clear that not all organisation types have an equal opportunity 

to participate.  

Testing of the Hypotheses 

Interpretation of Logistic Regression Analysis 

As mentioned above, the dichotomous coding of our dependent variables means logistic 

regression analysis will be used. The interpretation of results differs somewhat from linear 

regression analyses. The odds ratio (OR) shows how the odds of an outcome changes when 

the independent variable increases with one unit. Unlike ordinary odds, the odds ratio 

becomes higher when probability increases. If the odds ratio is smaller than one, this indicates 

that the outcome becomes less probable for each additional unit of the independent variable. 

An odds ratio larger than one on the other hand means that the odds for the predicted outcome 

increases. If the variable does not at all affect the outcome of the dependent variable, odds 

ratio will be exactly one or the difference will be too small to be statistically significant.  

The coefficients express the log odds. The direction of the coefficient indicates whether the 

independent variable makes the outcome more or less likely. In that sense the interpretation of 

coefficients may be more intuitive than the OR, and certainly more similar to linear regression 

analysis. However log odds is an abstract measurement, therefore it is easier to use the OR in 

absolute comparison. When the change is expressed in percent below it always refers to the 

change in odds ratio. However, OR cannot increase unless probability of the outcome has 

done so, therefore an increase in OR will sometimes be described as an increase in probability 

(Harmon et. al. 2003, Hosmer et. al 2013).  More information on logistic regression analysis 

can be found in Appendix B: Interpretation of Logistic Regression Analysis.  
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The Effect of Funding on the Interest Group System 

The first criterion looks at whether funding helps to balance the interest group system. If 

funding is to increase the democratic legitimacy of the union it needs to support 

underrepresented interests.  

Table 2: Results of the Multivariate Logistic Regression on Funding 

Independent variables Coefficient S.E Odds ratio 

H1:Resources 0.168*** 0.0125 1.1829 

H2: Level of Organisation 0.4616*** 0.0688 1.5866 

H3: Origin of Group -0.244** 0.116 0.7832 

H4: NGO (ref=III) 

I  

II 

IV 

V 

VI 

 

-2.368*** 

-1.2885*** 

0.259** 

-2.062*** 

0.030 

 

0.178 

0.0747 

0.108 

0.743 

0.126 

 

0.0937 

0.2757 

1.2955 

0.1272 

1.0307 

Test Chi
2
 p-value  

Deviance 6308.77 1.000  

Pearson 7924.90 0.359  

Hosmer-Lemeshow 2.59 0.763  

N=7889, R2(adj)= 11.15 %. Significant at ** 95 % confidence level, *** 99 % confidence level.  

H1: The more resources a group has access to, the more likely it is to be funded. 

The first hypothesis predicted that the more resources a group had access to, the more likely it 

would be to secure funding. This as the formal funding procedures are complicated and 

securing a grant requires a certain organisational capacity of the groups (Mahoney and 

Beckstrand 2011 p. 1358).  

 

There is a big gap in how much money groups are able to spend on lobbying. The groups with 

access to the most resources are able to spend over a thousand times more than those that 

spend the least. This does not necessarily make them a thousand times more influential, but 

they do have a higher level of formal access. As well-resourced groups are able to participate 

more, funding would have to be aimed at less wealthy groups in order to balance 

participation.  

However, the logistic regression analysis shows that the more money a group spends on 

lobbying, the more likely it is to receive funding. Per additional €100 000 spent, the odds of 
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receiving funding increase by 18.29 %. The effect is statistically significant. As mentioned 

before, some caution should be used in the interpretation of this result, as groups that receive 

funding may be able to spend more. Nevertheless, there is support for the hypotheses, which 

means that in this respect it funding increases the bias of interest group system.  

H2: Groups that are organised at an EU-level are more likely to be funded. 

According to the second hypothesis groups that focus mainly on EU-level politics should be 

more likely to secure a grant. Mahoney and Beckstand (2014) showed that out of groups that 

had received funding those organised at an EU-level were likely to receive more. Also, the 

Commission has expressed a wish to consult a European public opinion (Commission 2000 p. 

5). 

Only about one third of the groups mainly focused on the EU-level, indicating that the system 

in this respect is not extremely biased. However, 29 % of the groups organised at an EU-level 

had access to formal channels of participation, compared to 13 % of the groups organised at 

other levels. This means groups organised at an EU-level are overrepresented in consultations. 

Even so, interest groups that are organised at an EU-level have almost 60 % higher odds of 

receiving funding compared to groups organised at other levels. By supporting already 

dominant interest, the funding strengthens the existing bias. The difference is statistically 

significant, which means that there is support for the hypothesis.  

H3: Groups from old member states are more likely to receive funding 

The third hypothesis predicted that groups that were based in old member states would be 

more likely to receive funding. According to Mahoney and Beckstrand (2011 p. 1342) this is 

because the new member states have weaker civil societies. The vast majority (93 %) of the 

groups are from old member states, which means that interests in the twelve countries that 

have joined since 2004 are much less represented. Not only are they less represented, but 

compared to EU15 countries a lower percentage of these groups have access to formal 

channels of participation. In other words the hypotheses predicted that funding would actually 

strengthen the bias. 

Interest Groups based in EU15 countries have lower odds of receiving funding. So contrary to 

what was predicted, the result of the logistic regression analysis show that groups based in 

new member states are more likely to receive funding. As groups representing new member 

states are in minority, this means that funding helps to balance the group system. There is still 
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a significant bias, but it seems that the population would be even more biased without the 

funding. The effect is statistically significant, which means the hypothesis has been rejected. 

H4: NGOs are more likely to receive funding than other organisation types.  

The fourth hypothesis predicted that NGOs would be more likely to secure a grant compared 

to other organisation types, because they are seen as the natural target of Commission 

funding. Over half of the groups registered are companies, business and professional 

associations, making them the single largest category. Not only are they most present in the 

interest group system, they are also the organisation type that has the highest percentage of 

groups with access to formal consultations. In other words, the hypothesis predicted that 

funding would help balance participation. 

The results of the logistic regression analysis show that companies, business and professional 

associations are less likely to secure a grant. In this respect it seems that funding helps balance 

the interest group system and that there is support for the hypothesis. However, think tanks 

and academic institutions are more likely to receive funding than NGOs. Think tanks, unlike 

interest groups, do not represent a certain constituency (Stone 1991 p. 200). They are research 

driven and aim to improve policy outcomes by making government aware of social and 

economic issue as well as providing policymakers with expertise on how to deal with the 

problem (Stone 2000 p. 60). Because the Commission has a relatively small workforce 

(Tanasesu 2009 p. 56), the expansion of EU competences has made them more dependent on 

external organisations for expertise. The knowledge provided by lobbyists is ‘indispensable’ 

to the Commission (Bouwen 2009 p. 22). That think tanks and academic institutions are more 

likely to secure grants despite the fact that NGOs are seen as the natural target of funding 

could therefore be explained by the fact that the Commission relies on their expertise in policy 

formulation.  

For the organisation types I, II and V the odds ratio decreased with over 10 % compared to the 

bivariate analysis.
6
 This indicates that the type of organisation is not independent from the 

other predictor variables. It seems these organisation types are more likely to have other traits 

that increase odds for funding. However, the ORs of the categories are still statistically 

significant after controlling for the other variables the coefficients are statistically significant. 

This means organisation type has an effect in itself.  

                                                             
6
 See Appendix C: Bivariate Logistic Regressions Analyses 
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Since NGOs are more likely to receive funding than most other organisation types, there is 

partial support for the hypothesis. In this respect funding helps to balance the interest group 

system as groups in category II are less likely to receive funding than interest groups of less 

represented categories. 

A few words about the model 

The R
2
 value in logistic regression is often referred to as the pseudo R

2
. It is the closest 

equivalent to the R
2
 of linear regression analysis, but technically it does not display the 

percentage of variation explained by the model. Therefore I will not attempt to interpret it. As 

it can still be used as an indicator of a model’s strength, it has still been presented (Garson 

2014). 

The Goodness-of-Fit tests show us that there is no statistically significant difference between 

the outcome predicted by the model and the observed data. Therefore it is likely that the 

model does explain at least some of the variation in funding.  

The Effect of Funding on a Group’s Chance of Formal Participation 

The second criterion looks at whether funding increases a group’s chance of formal 

participation. For funding to affect the democratic legitimacy of the Unions it needs to 

increase the probability of a group having formal access.  

In the previous multivariate analysis, some of the predictor variables increased the odds of a 

group having received funding. Therefore, we know that funding is not independent of these 

variables. In order to make sure an observed effect of funding on access is not in fact 

explained by one of the other predictor variables, they have been included in this model as 

well.  
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Table 3: The Results of the Multivariate Logistic Regression on Access 
 

Independent variables Coefficient SE Odds ratio 

H5: Funding 0.8143*** 0.0761 2.2577   

Resources 0.1021*** 0.012 1.1075 

Level of organisation 0.7896*** 0.0635 2.2026   

Origin of group 0.305** 0.14 1.3571   

NGO: (ref=III) 

I 

II 

IV 

V 

VI 

 

-0.536*** 

0.4814*** 

-0.01 

0.081 

0.31** 

 

0.136 

0.0777 

0.138 

0.464 

0.145 

 

1.3571  

0.5852 

1.6183 

0.9902 

1.0848 

Test Chi
2
 p-value  

Deviance 6915.16 1.000  

Pearson 8005.8 0.156  

Hosmer-Lemeshow 14.74 0.012  

N= 7889,R2(adj)=7.73 %. Significant at ** 95 % confidence level, *** 99 % confidence level.  

H5: A group that receives funding is more likely to have access to the formal 

channels of participation. 

The fifth hypothesis predicted that funding would increase a group’s chance of participating 

on an expert group, high-level group or consultative committee. Unless the Commission 

wanted to give the group access to the policy process it would not make sense for it to fund it. 

Out of groups that had received funding, approximately one third has access to formal 

consultations, compared to 16 % of groups that had not been given a grant. 

The logistic regression analysis shows that the probability of an interest group having access 

to formal channels of participation significantly increases if it has received funding. As 

expected, the effect of funding decreased from the bivariate analysis.
7
 But after controlling for 

the other variables the odds of securing a grant are still 125% higher than for non-funded 

interest groups. This means that there is support for the hypothesis. 

A few words about the model 

According to Hosmer-Lemeshow test, the model did not predict the outcomes adequately. 

However, with this test even small deviations from the model are likely to show as 

statistically significant if the sample size is large (Lemeshow et. al 2013 p. 2). Since the 

                                                             
7
 In the bivariate analysis funding increased the odds of formal participation with 149 % 
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sample size in this regression is large the result of the Hosmer-Lemeshow test does not 

necessarily mean the model is inadequate. Furthermore, the other two Goodness-of-fit tests 

indicate that there was not a statistically significant difference between the predicted and 

observed outcomes. 

The Effect of Funding on the Democratic Legitimacy of the Union 

For funding to increase the democratic legitimacy of the European Union two criteria need to 

be met; funding has to increase a group’s chance of formal participation and it should balance 

the interest group system.  

Since funding does increase the probability of an interest group gaining access to formal 

channels of participation it affects the equality of participation. This means it could 

potentially increase the democratic legitimacy of the European Union. However, the effect of 

funding on the interest groups system is somewhat ambiguous. Two of the hypotheses 

indicate that funding strengthens the bias, while two indicate that it helps balance the interest 

group system. 

On the one hand, companies, trade and business associations are less likely to receive funding. 

As they are overrepresented in the interest group system and are granted more access to 

consultations, this indicates that funding helps make participation more equal. Furthermore, 

groups based in new member states are more likely to receive funding. As they are 

underrepresented, this too indicates that funding may help to voice interest that would 

otherwise not have been heard.  

On the other hand the more an interest group is able to spend on lobbying, the more likely it is 

to receive funding. As well-resourced IGs are already granted more access, this indicates that 

funding strengthens already dominant interests. Also, groups that are organised at an EU-level 

are more likely to secure Commission funding. Since one explicit goal of the funding is to 

create a European public opinion, this result is not surprising. However, it may increase the 

representation gap as interest groups that are organised enough to have an office in Brussels 

are made even stronger compared to those that are not.  

Since the effect of funding on the interest group system is not clear, we cannot say with 

certainty that funding helps make participation more equal. As only one of two criteria is met, 
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funding cannot be credited with increasing the democratic legitimacy of the European Union. 

However, it does not necessarily decrease the legitimacy either.  

Conclusions 

Dahl’s criterion effective participation states that for decisions to be democratic, all citizens 

need to have an equal and effective opportunity to express their opinion on a matter. 

However, as many scholars have noted before, and as this study confirms, participation in the 

policy process of the European Union is not equal (Wonka et. al 2010, Salgado 2011, 

Mahoney and Beckstrand 2011). As long as the access to the policy process is dominated by 

some interests, participation will be an inadequate source of democratic legitimacy.  

The Commission funding of interest groups is meant to ensure that all organised interests 

have an equal opportunity to participate in the policy process. This study has shown that 

funding does increase a group’s opportunity to participate in formal consultations. Therefore, 

it has the potential to make the opportunities of participation more equal and effective. For it 

to do so, however, the Commission would also need to consistently support underrepresented 

interests – which it currently does not.  

In some respects funding supports underrepresented interests, but in others it makes 

participation even less equal by supporting already overrepresented groups. A potential 

explanation for the contradictory funding could be that the Commission depends on the IGs 

not only for democratic legitimacy, but also for providing expertise (Bouwen 2009 p. 22). To 

provide qualitative information requires a certain degree of professionalization from the IGs, 

therefore there are incentives for the Commission to favour already well-organised interests.  

The ambiguity of the distribution of funding makes it hard to assess its net effect on the 

interest group system. Since this study only provides a snap shot of the past financial year, it 

does not show whether the interest group system is becoming more or less biased. In order to 

definitely assess the effect of funding on the democratic legitimacy of the Union, we would 

need to look at how it effects the development over time.  

What is already clear, however, is that funding could be used more efficiently. If the 

Commission was to consistently support underrepresented interests it could increase 

democratic legitimacy of the Union. By making the funding procedures simpler, the 

Commission has already taken steps to enable less organised interest groups to compete for 
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funds (Commission 2007). However, as this study shows, the Commission needs to do more 

if funds are to balance the interest group system.  

A potential complement to this thesis would be to look at whether the interest group system 

does in fact represent civil society. This study looks at organised interests. However, some 

interests in civil society are unable to organise at all. Marginalised groups such as elderly, 

tenants of social housing and homeless tend to be much less represented in the group system 

(Halpin 2010 p. 16). The lowest number of interest group representation can be found in the 

intersections of marginalisation (Strolovitch 2007). That the weakest groups in society are not 

represented in the group system means that the inequality of participation may in fact be 

underestimated in this study. By comparing civil society with organised interests, we would 

get a better idea of who has been excluded from participating in the policy process.   
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Appendix A: Level of Access to Formal Consultations  
All the data in this appendix was collected from the Transparency Register the 19

th
 of November 2015. 

Table A1: Organisation type 

 No access Access Total 

I 867 (91.36 %) 82 (8.64 %) 949 (100 %) 

II 3120 (78.37 %) 861 (21.63 %) 3981(100 %) 

III 1689 (83.86 %) 325 (16.14 %) 2014 (100 %) 

IV 446 (83.68 %) 87 (16.32 %) 533 (100 %) 

V 28 (82.35 %) 6 (17.65 %) 34 (100 %) 

VI 297 (78.57 %) 81 (21.43 %)  378 (100 %) 

Total 6447 (81.72 %) 1442 (18.28 %) 7889 (100 %) 

 

 

Table A2: Level of Organisation 

 

 No access Access Total 

No Brussels Office 4707 (86.54 %) 732 (13.46 %) 5439 (100 %) 

Brussels office 1740 (71.02 %) 710 (28.98 %) 2450 (100 %) 

Total 6447 (81.72 %) 1442 (18.28 %) 7889 (100 %) 

  

Table A3: Group Origin 

 No access Access Total 

NON-EU15 516 (88.66 %) 66 (11.34 %) 582 (100 %) 

EU15 5931 (81.17 %) 1376 (18.83 %) 7307 (100 %) 

Total 6447 (81.72 %) 1442 (18.28 %) 7889 (100 %) 

 

Table A4: Resources 

Range (€) No Access Access Total 

<100 000 5332 (85.33 %) 917 (14.67 %) 6249 (100 %) 

100 000 -199 999 399 (73.75 %) 142 (26.25 %) 541 (100 %) 

200 000 -299 999 198 (68.28 %) 92 (31.72 %) 290 (100 %) 

300 000 -399 999 116 (68.64 %) 53 (31.36 %) 169 (100 %) 

400 000 -499 999 90 (70.31 %) 38 (29.69 %) 128 (100 %) 

500 000 -599 999 55 (64.71 %) 30 (35.29 %) 85 (100 %) 

600 000 -699 999 34 (56.67 %) 26 (43.33 %) 60 (100 %) 

700 000 -799 999 35 (72.92 %) 13 (27.08 %) 48 (100 %) 

800 000 -899 999 19 (59.38 %) 13 (40.63 %) 32 (100 %) 

900 000-999 999 29 (64.44 %) 16 (35.56 %) 45 (100 %) 

>1 000 000 140 (57.85%) 102 (42.15%) 242 (100 %) 

Total 6447 (81.72 %) 1442 (18.28%) 7889 (100 %) 

 

Table A5: Funding 

 No access Access Total 

Not funded 5541 (84.39 %) 1025 (15.61 %) 6566 (100 %) 

Funded 906 (68.48 %) 417 (31.52 %) 1323 (100 %) 

Total 6447 (81.72 %) 1442 (18.28 %) 7889 (100 %) 
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Appendix B: Interpretation of Logistic Regression Analysis 

 

The logistic regression model 

A logistic regression model is used when the dependent variable is dichotomous. The general 

principles are similar to linear regression analysis, but rather than predicting a change in the 

dependent variable, it predicts the odds of an outcome (Harmon et. al. 2003, Hosmer et. al 

2013). The logistic function used in the model is:  

  

ln (
𝑃(𝑦| 𝑥) 

1−𝑃(𝑦| 𝑥) 
) = β0 + β1x1 … βi xi 

β0= constant  

βi = coefficient for the ith variable.  

 

P(y| x) is the probability of an outcome (y) given a certain value of the independent variable 

(x). In other words the function is the log likelihood of an event. This is calculated by dividing 

the probability of an event taking place with the probability that it does not. 

 

The function has two main benefits; the first is that probability is constrained between 0 and 

1. Because probability can only range between 0 and 1 this is a necessary condition, and part 

of the reason why linear regression analyses would not be suitable. The second benefit is that 

the logit is linear which means we can apply some of the same logic as in linear regression 

when we analyse the results. 

 

Interpretation of Coefficients (βi) 

The values of β are maximum likelihood estimates. This means that they maximise the 

probability of obtaining the observed data. In other words they have the values that fit the data 

the best. These can be estimated manually, but usually statistical software is used. In this 

study I have used Minitab. (For more info on maximum likelihood, see Hemeslow et. al 2013 

p. 37-39).  

 

If the independent variable is categorical the coefficient displays whether the log odds of an 

outcome is higher or lower than in the reference category. A negative coefficient indicates 

chances of funding are higher in the reference category. A positive coefficient, on the other 

hand, means that the probability to receive funding is lower in the reference category.  

If the independent variable is continuous the coefficient displays change of log odds for each 

step higher on the scale. In other words; how much a coefficient changes when the predictor 

variable increases by one unit. A positive coefficient indicates that the probability of the 

sought outcome increases as the predictor variable does. A negative coefficient indicates that 

the probability instead decreases as the predictor variable increases.  
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However log odds are difficult to interpret in absolute terms. A coefficient of 2 does not mean 

the effect is twice as big as if the coefficient were 1. For comparison between the groups it is 

easier to use the odds ratio. 

Interpretation of Odds Ratio  

The odds ratio is calculated;  

OR= e
β 

If the independent variable is categorical, the odds ratio tells us how likely an outcome is 

compared to the reference category. Assuming all the other variables are held constant this is 

how much the variable changes the odds of the group being funded. If odds ratio is one (1) 

there is no effect of the variable. If odds ratio is 1.23, the odds are 23 % higher than in the 

reference category.  

For a continuous variable the odds ratio shows the change in odds every time the predictor 

variable increases by one unit. If the group spent for example € 600 000-699 999 (6 on the 

scale) probability would change with OR
6
. 

Unlike ordinary odds, higher odds ratio means a higher probability. Because OR is calculated 

from the probabilities an increase in OR means the probability of the sought outcome has 

increased. The change is expressed in terms of odds, though, and the terms ‘probability’ and 

‘odds ratio’ cannot be used interchangeably. However, higher odds ratio will be used as an 

indicator of increased probability, when interpreting the material I may therefore write that 

the probability has increased.  

Statistical Significance 

Also displayed is the p-value of all the coefficients. This shows whether the relationship 

between the dependent and the independent variable is statistically significant. If a coefficient 

is not statistically significant it is too likely that our relationship can be explained by chance. 

As is standard for social sciences I have chosen the significance level of 95% (α=0.05). If a p-

value is > 0.05 the relationship is not statistically significant.  

The same thinking applies when we assess the goodness-of-fit of the model. However, here a 

higher p-value indicates that our model works. Deviance compares the predicted outcome 

with the observed outcome. If the difference is statistically significant it would mean the 

values predicted by the model are statistically different from the ones in our data. Therefore, 

the closer to 1 the p-value of our deviance is the better. Finally, the adjusted R
2
 indicates the 

strength of the model. Unlike the R
2
 in linear regression, though, it does not show the 

percentage of the variation explained by the model.  
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Appendix C: Bivariate Logistic Regressions Analyses 

 

Table C1: Bivariate Logistic Regression - Funding and Resources 

Independent variable Coefficient SE Odds ratio 

Constant -1.9114*** 0.0396  

H1: Resources 0.1486*** 0.0112 1.1602 

Test CHI
2
 p-value  

Deviance 6950.96 1.000  

Pearson 7873.08 0.542  

N=7889, R
2
(adj)= 2.22%, significant at *** 99% confidence level.  

 

Table C2: Bivariate Logistic Regression - Funding and Level of Organisation 

Independent variable Coefficient SE Odds ratio 

Constant -1.7948*** 0.0388  

H2: Level of Organisation 0.5315*** 0.0623 1.7014 

Test CHI
2
 p-value  

Deviance 7038.45 1.000  

Pearson 7889 0.492  

N=7889, R
2
(adj)= 0.99 %, significant at *** 99 % confidence level. 

 
 

Table C3: Bivariate Logistic Regression - Funding and Group Origin 
 

Independent variable Coefficient SE Odds ratio 

Constant -1.38** 0.103  

H3: Origin of Group -0.249** 0.108 0.7794 

Test CHI
2
 p-value  

Deviance 7038.45 1.000  

Pearson 7889 0.492  

N=7889, R
2
(adj)=0.06 %, significant at ** 95 % confidence level. 

 
 

 

Table C4: Bivariate Logistic Regression - Funding and Organisation Type  
 
Independent variable Coefficient SE  Odds ratio 

Constant -0.9641***     0,0498  

H4: NGO (ref=III) 

I 

II 

IV 

V 

VI 

 

-2.241*** 

-1.1445*** 

0.274*** 

-1.809*** 

0.086 

 

0.175 

0.0713 

0.104 

0.731 

0.123 

 

0.1064 

0.3184 

1.3148 

0.1639 

1.0902 

Test CHI
2
 p-value  

Deviance 6567.74 1.000  

Pearson  7889.00 0.479  

N=7889, R
2
(adj)= 7.55 %, significant at *** 99 % confidence level. 
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Table C5: Bivariate Logistic Regression - Funding and Access 
 

Independent variable Coefficient SE Odds ratio 

Constant -1.6866*** 0.034  

H5: Funding -0.9125*** 0.0684 2.4905 

Test CHI
2
 p-value  

Deviance 7337.5 1.000  

Pearson 7889 0.492  

N=7889,R2(adj)=2.20 %, significant at *** 99 % confidence level. 

 

 

 

 

 


