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The resources and channels of influence of farmers’
associations - evidence from Poland

Abstract

This paper aims to contribute to the existing stadin interest groups’ influence on agriculturdigies. The article uses
a survey conducted with leaders and members ofdi@’rassociations to assess the tangible and iiniangsources of
these organizations in Poland, as well as the alarnhey use to influence agricultural policy. THesults show that
farmers’ associations in Poland may influence affical policy only to a small degree. This resuitsm their
insufficient resources, especially those that aeful for politicians (e.g. expert knowledge). Teeond obstacle stems
from the lack of unity and cooperation between ¢ha&ssociations.

Key words: farmers’ associations, tangible and intangibleoueses, channels of influence,
agricultural policy, Poland

1. Introduction

The influence of interest groups on the formulaaod implementation of agricultural policy is often

analyzed in the literature. For example, such grageh is used to explain the differences in the
pattern of protection in rich and poor countrien@arson, 1995), as well as the design of the
Common Agricultural Policy (e.g., Pappi, Hennin@9%). Researchers emphasize (explicitly or
implicitly) the power of different groups affectéy changes in agricultural policy and the role of
farmers as an important interest group (e.g., BeckmHagedorn, 2007; Rausser et al. 2011).

However, as Dur (2008a) stresses, the number dfestithat empirically examine interest group
influence in the EU is quite limited. Empirical dias devoted to interests groups’ influence in the
Central and Eastern Europe countries are even rasserous. In addition, research usually
concentrates on policy formulation and implementatt the European Union level and neglects the
national level. But it is worth noting that the ioaal level is the first and also the last stagmaking
agreements about the shape of policy. Therefor®matfarmers’ associations could play an
important role in political decision-making.

What is also interesting is that studies analyzhmgy activity of agricultural interest groups at the
supranational European level demonstrate that tirgseest groups are strong and influential;
moreover, they explain this by the fact that thegerest groups are united, well organized, and
relatively small (e.g., Pappi, Henning, 1999; Bedwwva, Jilkova, 2012). On the other hand,
available research on farmers’ associations ifCéngral and Eastern Europe countries show that the
agricultural lobby is very fragmented and unorgediffor the Czech Republic see Bednarikova,
Jilkova, 2012, for Poland — Milczarek-Andrzejewsk@14). The important question that therefore
arises is: what factors cause farmers’ organizationbe perceived as strong at the supranational
level, though not at the national level in givemcwies?

This paper seeks an answer by taking into accbengpecificity of Central and Eastern Europe. The
region is still struggling with the legacy of commsm, and this results in a telltale attitude tadvar

the state and formal institutions. One issue hagisgvere impact on the activity and performance
of organizations is the low level of trust (esplgiamong farmers, Bijman et al., 2012), as well as

! For examples of research on agricultural integgstups in this region, see: Bavorova et al., 200iczarek-
Andrzejewska, 2014.
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the negative experience of formal cooperation Outire time of communism and the transition to a
market economy (Mdllers et al., 2015).

There are several difficulties in measuring integesup influencéand therefore distinct approaches
are chosen by researchers. In this paper we caatemn the resources and channels of influence
used by interest groups. Most scholars agreeritexeist groups’ endowment with resources increases
their ability to influence decision-makers and pgloutcomes. As Dur shows “not all interest groups
are equally endowed with these resources, leadirnd expectation that some groups are more
influential than others” (Dur, 2008a: 1214). One say that such an approach allows us to analyze
an ex-ante or perceived influence (or power). Logkat the policy outcomes of interest group’s
activity® could be treated as ex-post analysis and this gegsnd the scope of our article. In the
paper we use the concept of an “attributed infleér@®larch, 1955) — understood as perceived
influence. In line with that approach we analyzbjsative assessments expressed by policy-makers
and leaders of the farmers’ associations as wddlyasembers of these organizations.

This paper aims at describing which organizatisesburces and channels of influence are the most
important in shaping agricultural policy by takimgo account the specific conditions in Eastern and
Central Europe (CEE). For the purpose of this stwdyhave adopted the exchange model. This
model combines approaches to the influence ofastagroups from various social sciences (mostly
economics, sociology, and political sciences). gs$ims model we try to identify the role played by
Polish farmers’ associations in shaping agricultpodicy at the national level. We also ask to what
extent the Polish experience is characteristiotber CEE countries.

In the following section we present theoretical ragphes used to analyze influence in the social
sciences. Section 3, in turn, includes a concephaalel for analyzing farmers’ associations. The
results of empirical work are provided in sectiorséction 5 offers our conclusions.

2.  Concepts of influence in social studies

Methods of defining and measuring influence aréed#nt in various sciences. Sociologists often
define influence and power in terms of impact arah'sformative capacity’. Power is thereby related
to the resources one possesses (Giddens, 1990prdiug to Webber power is the ability to
influence, related to some personal characterjstitd the qualities resulting from the positiort tha
person holds within an organization. The abilityrtituence means the capacity to intentionallyralte
the behaviour of others (Webber, 1984). Therefbmefers to interactions within the organization.
In the context of our study, it seems more impdrtannvestigate the impact of the organization on
external actors and processes.

The model which seems the most suitable for théysisaof inter-organizational relationships is the
exchange model developed in the 1960s by socidto@kau, Levine, and White (Turner, 2002).
According to this concept, the relationship betweem-public and public organizations can be
conceptualized as a series of exchanges. Befoeglimgrto such exchange, organizations perform
cost-benefit analysis. The relationship betweemmiations will continue as long as there is mutual
benefit, which means that both parties are bettehanks to the relationship.

The second concept used by sociologists dealiny thi¢é relationship between organizations is

resource dependency theory. Both concepts att&et gnportance to the exchange of resources. In
the case of the latter, a greater emphasis is gblanethe interdependence between organizations.
According to resource dependency theory, orgamaatare not fully independent and need diverse

2 See extensive discussion on methodology of meaginterest group influence in Dir (2008b).

3 Both approaches do of course have their shortagenifor example, within the approach focusing ditpoutcomes
it could be difficult to distinguish between thegatt of a given interest group’s activities andeotiixternal factors.
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resources from outside. They must therefore enterrelations with one another, or with groups
controlling the resources they need. The relatignsatween these bodies may eventually lead to a
situation in which one organization exerts pressuranother.

Considering an organization as an open systemaigystem linked with its environment, provides
the basis for examination of the effect of the emwnent on the functioning of an organization. Then
the success of an organization depends on theyaioilexploit the features of its environment. The
dynamics of the relations between an organizati@hthe environment is based on the processes of
exchange and interaction. It is therefore importarask: what is the environment? In the situationa
theory of organization, formulated by Lawrence &ondsch (1967), the environment is understood
in two ways. On the one hand, we are talking alouiroad notion including the economy,
environmental conditions, and cultural heritage. tBa other hand, there exist a local, specific
environment, comprising other organizations andviddals with whom the organization interacts.

Instead, economists focus mainly on the impactgdoizations and interest groups on the "economic
environment" and economic resources (Olson, 198Phe literature within new institutional
economics shows the influence of interest grouptherenvironment in a somewhat broader way. It
primarily emphasizes the role of interest groughé@process of institutional chariterest groups
compete for available resources, which in turnvaloem to maintain a given position. Institutional
arrangements created as a result of such compedibiamot necessarily increase economic efficiency,
but they help maintain certain power relationsliiasight, 1992).

Below we try to combine a sociological approachdwmehboth the processes within the organizations
and their relations with the socio-economic envinent are equally important) with an economic

approach (where the purpose of the activities @aoizations and their economic effects are
essential).

3.  Organizations and their influence on state policy the exchange model as
an interdisciplinary approach

The approach that seems very useful for analyziggrozations is the exchange model described in
section 2 as it tackles the approach of differenias sciences. On the one hand it allows us ttucap
methods of the activity and performance of the oizgtion itself, which is especially interesting
from the sociological point of view (Bursetin, Lamt, 2002). On the other hand it allows us to arelyz
the influence of an organization on other actotsictvis of interest to economists who concentrate
on exchanges between distinct entities and thefitegained from different kinds of transactions.

Figure 1 shows the model of exchange that we hdaptad for the purpose of analyzing farmers’
associations. First, the key issue is to analyged¢bources used by an organization: those whech th
organization has, as well as those it can mob{lmeential resources). It is important to take into
consideration both tangible resources and intaagihks. Examples of tangible resources that might
play an important role in the exchange processidefinancial resources, number of members, type
of memberships, offices, etc. These kinds of adseititate creation of the intangible resources
which are very valuable for politicians. Especiadiypert knowledge about policy outcomes and
public support “with which interest groups can sgithen certain policies advocated by politicians”
(Pappi, Henning, 1999: 265) is very valuable. Arotkey resource that an interest group might have
is public support for political actors. From thecedogical point of view the processes within an

4 The today’s economic research on interest grongstiaeir influence on state policy is conductedntyawithin new
political economy (or political economics). For Yitg reasons the discussion within this researeldfis not shown.

5 And since the institutional framework determinesremic performance, it can be said that the remtasves of new
institutional economics are also primarily inteegsin economic effects.
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organization (e.g., conflicts, a strong or weakd&rahip, type of membership) also affect the
performance of interest groups.

Figure 1. Scheme of agricultural organizations examge

The exchange is a sphere of “transactions” made e@ttier actors — with political actors and other
farmers’ and non—farmers’ organizations. Thesestations bring both costs and benefits. In the
exchange process with political actors organizatiexpect to achieve favourable changes in policies
or in law. Benefits from transactions with othearthpolitical actors include support from other
organizations in preparing protest actions. Reckbhenefits depend on pathways to influence used
by organizations in their relationships with otaetors. The methods of how organizations affect and
are affected by other actors include a wide rarfgeetivities, both formal and informal. It is worth
noting that the types of pathways to influence iaterconnected with the types and amount of
resources each organization has. Groups are ligalge various types of pathways, depending also
on whom they want to influence (whether politicimngublic opinion, both of which influence policy
outcomes indirectly in the long run) and on thegstaf a policy’s creation (e.g., the time of the
election campaign, passage of a bill, etc.) (D0O&a).

There is no agreement between the researchersioh pdthways to influence are the most efficient
for an organization. The best is the one that exzatile given organization to provide officials or
other organizations with the information or res@sr¢hat are required, or the one that draws the
attention of public opinion (Burstein, Linton, 2Q0Dir characterizes four pathways to influence:
access, selection of decision-makers, voice, angttstal coercion. Access understood as “direct
expression of demands to decision-makers” (Dur8200221) includes personal meetings with
politicians and officials, or making their viewsdwan to provide supporting evidence. It has to be
acknowledged that access does not necessarilyatans influence. “Voice channels” (Dir, 2008a)
mostly understood as demonstrations or rallies haffact public opinion and politicians at the same
time. Burstein and Linton point that “what it takes influence them [politicians] is dramatic,
attention-getting changes in the political envir@emti (Burstein, Linton, 2002: 387). Structural
power might be used by the economic actors deciimgre to invest money dependent on the type
of policy they are in favolft.

The exchange process is always affected by thieutigshal environment in which it takes place. The
most important aspects of it are: institutionahfeavork like formal arrangements and rules. The
other aspect of institutional environment are thaa capital of both members of organizations and
potential members of given organizations. Moreotleg, interest group’s performance depends on
the level of socio-economic development, the stitergf the state, the interest of state actors
(including the centralization of the state, leveirdegration, and fragmentation of the policy)dan
the preferences of the particular politicians (Motg; Stolze, 2009). On the scheme below we focus
on relations and exchange between organizationsodmt actors involved in this process. Our
analysis is then conducted on the micro rather thacro level. Both the quality and quantity reskarc
tools were designed based on this scheme.

6 The organizations we analyze cannot be generafigidered only as economic actors and this is wéylevnot focus
on this pathway of influence in further analysisgsection 4.2).



4. A case study of famers’ organizations in Poland

4.1. Farmers’ associations in Poland — brief characterigcs

Based on their legal form, the five main types famizations representing the interests of farmers
in Poland can been distinguished as: agricultubainbers, farmers’ trade unions, employers’
organizations, agribusiness organizations (agnimss federations and unions), and associations
(Spiewak et al., 2016). Taking into consideration tiknber of members and the thrust of activities
(including the impact on agricultural policy) theost important agricultural organizations in Poland
seem to be the trade unions and agribusiness aejams. At the same time, a large number of
differences can be observed between these two.typade unions are significantly larger than the
agribusiness organizations in terms of the numlfemembers and operating scope. However,
information about them is incomplete and unverigah practice. More precise data can be obtained
about agribusiness organizations of various typkeey usually have fewer members, although some
(e.g., the Polish Association of Beekeepers) atseta nationwide scope, boasting many agencies
and sections throughout the country. Typically,ythetegrate farmers with a similar type of
agricultural production. Trade unions and agribesgorganizations are also different in terms of
activity goals. Trade unions mainly embrace godla social nature. Federations of agribusiness
organizations try to support its members and prerpolicy changes, and individually agribusiness
organizations work for the development of specalifarms $piewak et al., 2016). Six organizations

— mostly trade unions — are members of the ComendfeProfessional Agricultural Organizations
(COPA) and only one is a member of the General Cibi@enfor Agricultural Cooperation in the
European Union (COGECA). On the other hand arowaitidf the agribusiness organizations are
members of supranational European organizationsaked to their specialization.

Currently there are twelve farmers’ trade unionBatand. According to the Central Statistical Gdfic
(GUS, 2015), in 2014 members of the trade unionmdividual farmers made up 4% of the 1.6
million members of all trade unions in Poland, iagprox. 64 thousand people. Most of the farmers’
trade unions did not charge a membership fee, fitrerenly approx. 4% of the members (approx.
2.5 thousand people) paid membership fees in 2004 oldest and largest trade unions are the
National Union of Farmers, Agricultural Circles a@dganizations (Krajowy Zwgzek Rolnikow,
Kotek i Organizacji Rolniczych), and the “SolidgtitTrade Union (Niezaleny Samorzdny
Zwigzek Zawodowy Rolnikow Indywidualnych).

Some agribusiness organizations and their unioede(htions) are organizations with a long
tradition, whose history dates back even to thérimigg of the twentieth centutyand which possess
developed regional structures. Currently there mrere than forty nationwide agribusiness
organizations and unions. Most agribusiness orgéinizs are concentrated in three nationwide
federations. However, it is difficult to estimatbet number of members affiliated to these
organizations, since only a small part of this typganization provides such information. The
majority of organizations also do not publish imh@tion regarding membership fees.

Agricultural chambers — being institutions of thgrieultural self-government — were founded in
1995. Membership in the chambers is “automaticdythnite all private and legal persons who are
agricultural tax payers, individual income tax paydérom special branches of the agricultural
production, and members of the collective farmsngwand in these cooperatives. They are financed
from a 2% tax write-off on agricultural property wh allows for financial stability (Milczarek-

7 For comparison, among all the surveyed trade snioi2014 up to 86% of members paid membership (erding
to the declarations of trade unions).

8 For example, the Regional Association of BeekeepeKrakéw cites 1916 as the beginning of its\atgti(http://wzp-
krakow.pl/aktualnosci.html; access 30.11.2015),thedNational Union of Sugar Beet Growers was distadod in 1921
(http://www.kzpbc.com.pl/; access 30.11.2015).
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Andrzejewska, 2014). However, voter turnout in éhections of members of the chambers’ local
authorities is very low (in the 2015 electionsdached ca. 48 which fact shows there is little
interest in this form of representation.

The largest employers’ organization (federationeofployers — tenants and agricultural owners)
represents farmers with large land resources agll production potential. Associations unite
especially smaller farmers, mainly: soft fruit g, vine growers, beekeepers, and organic farmers.
Most of the associations were founded after Pokadtession to the European UniSpiéwak et

al., 2016).

4.2. Results of survey

Data

Our empirical analysis is based on two sourcesh Btearchiools were designed based on the above
described model of exchange (see Figurd i first one is qualitative survey conducted with 21
respondents between the summer and winter of Zl0i&researcleonsistedf structured in-depth
interviews with leaders of agricultural organizago(15, including 5 from farmers’ trade unions, 9
from agribusiness organizations, and 1 from arcafjural chamber), 4 expeirtisom DG AGRI and
Polish Ministry of Agriculture officials), and politicians (2).

The second source of data is that ofridmilts of a questionnaire conducted in the summer of 2016
among 601 members of these organizatbrSome farmers belonged to two organizations and
therefore we gathered information on 684 orgaromatiincluding: 402 agribusiness organizations

and 282 trade unions. The survey instrument appdieal structured questionnaire, tailor-made to

capture the model the authors have elaborated Hgpeel). The questionnaire covers general

demographic characteristics, as well as detailezbtipns on the assessment of the organizations
farmers belonged to and their assessment of afldies’ associations in Poland.

The research was carried out in two of Poland’vdi@odeships: Matopolskie and Wielkopolskie
voivodship. These two regions were chosen due #ir thpecific characteristics. Matopolskie
voivodship is located in the southeastern Polancthvis a relatively structurally homogeneous
region having a relatively dense network of loadlamn centers and large villages. This voivodship is
characterized by a high degree of land fragmentati@ a long-standing tradition of non-agricultural
work in addition to farming activities. Wielkopolgkvoivodship is located in the western part of
Poland. This region is characterized by relativegh levels of social and human capital and a long-
standing tradition of cooperation between neighimgufarms. It has a relatively advantageous
agrarian structure (Rosner, Stanny, 2017).

Quota sampling was used in the survey due to tbielgms with receiving official lists of members

from farmers' associations and due to unknown geesumbers of these organizations’ members
(see section 4.1). The quota sample was drawnanstages. In the first stage sample was divided
equally according to the region (Matopolskie ancelkbpolskie voivodships). In the second stage
respondents were divided into two groups: membknsde unions and agribusiness organizations.
It was assumed that each of these groups mustpbesented in the sample at a minimum level of
40%. The original sampling frame was compiled frgeveral sources: data published online
(including farmers’ association websites, annourer@s) etc.); lists of producers representing the

9 http://www.krir.pl/wybory-do-izb-rolniczych (acced7.11.2015).

10n this article the authors refer only to the pErthe questionnaire that regards the assessriéimt organization (or
organizations) they belong to.



sectors represented by organizations; informatlatained directly from agricultural organizations;
and private sources.

Resources of farmers’ organizations

The first group of questions concerned the ressuotegricultural organizations. We asked about
the resources necessary to influence agricultwiadypand the resources currently possessed bg thes
organizations. In answering what kind of resoufegsiers’ organizations should have, respondents
indicated primarily expert knowledge and financedources. The activity of members was indicated
in the third place. The resources they actuallyehdifer according to the type of organization,
whether they are trade unions or agribusiness @ag@ons (see Table 1). The interviewed
representatives of trade unions indicated the largmberships of their organizations, but they were
not able to give precise numbers. They also stdetbst membership fees are usually not collected.
The collected amount was low and not sufficientitance their organization’s activity. They also
pointed out their extended territorial structufBsade unions, as their leaders admitted, haveduomit
capacities to provide expertise and knowledgewiloatd be valuable for politicians. The interviewed
leaders of agribusiness organizations specifieghtbeise number of members and they emphasized
the high level of representativeness of their oigions in given production sectors. The
respondents admitted that farmers united in agiriless organizations regularly pay fees (often
representing a given share of farm turnover) aedjaite active. They admitted that they are able to
provide expert knowledge, however it was mostlyeldasn their own experience and the knowledge
of other members. Only one trade union publishesathly magazine, while half of the analyzed
agribusiness organizations publishes magazines. i§himportant both for their own members as
well as a tool for influencing public opinion. Le&xd of organizations, especially of trade unions,
stressed that insufficient resources decreasepdier of farmers’ organizations in relation to
bureaucrats and politicians as well as other orgaioins.

Table 1. Opinions of leaders of organizations on #ir organization resources

At the same time, the results of our quantitatesearch paint a very different picture of agriaatu
organizations. According to the respondents, rdgsasdof the type of organization they belong, all
are well endowed with tangible and intangible reses (see Table 2).

Table 2: Resources of the organization the responds belong to, in their own opinion

Leaders assessments of their organization’s ressuas well as the data provided by the analysis of
secondary data, are very distinct from the opinionterviewed farmers — members of organizations.
This might stem from members’ lack of real interiesthe activities of their organization and their
lack of communication within the given institution.

Pathways to influence

The most common channel of influence used by Pdaigianizations is access Dur (2008a: 1221)
defines as a “direct expression of demands to eeimakers”. In the opinion of respondents the
most important decision-maker is the Minister ofridglture himself or high level officials in this
ministry. In some cases respondents mentioned rineeMMinister or the Minister of Health. The
members of organizations were divided when it cameahe issue of accessing Members of
Parliament. One of the leaders of an agribusinegnization saidthe Members of Parliament have
nothing to sayThe vast majority of respondents were keen on satheir demands with MPs,
however it was their second choice. Attempts toessadecision-makers at the local level were
mentioned only in the context of specific localiss (like draught)!

1 In 2015 (when the survey was conducted) Polisméas were hit by a severe draught, and they copdyafor
reimbursement of their losses.
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“Voice channels” (Dir, 2008a), mostly understooddamonstrations or rallies, might affect both
public opinion and politicians at the same timeisT¢hannel of influence is used by almost all the
organizations with varying frequency, typicallytire last resort. Other organizations have useavoic
channels in order talraw attention to crucial issues and to accomplsimething(as one of
respondents said). However, this method was uséd qften, which means that leaders of the
organizations feel that their demands are rarekgrtaseriously.We have achieved nothing by
meetings with the minister, so we had to bringdu#iand people in order to make them talk with us
seriously(the respondent said). As the respondents use \@egiptions of the demonstrations’
goals, it is difficult to identify if they aim taonfluence public opinion or politicians. F@r{2008), in

his analysis of a farmers’ protest, shows thatrttan recipients of the farmers’ demands are the
state’'s central institutions. Only leaders of twgrilBusiness organizations were opposed to
demonstrations. As one of them samllies and demonstrations are dividing people, areating
barriers between people.

None of the respondents pointed out that theirrargdion has tried to directly influence the praces
of election campaigns. However, the chairman of ainthe biggest farmers’ trade unidfst one
and the same time has been a senator in the Raihment — and for 10 years. Other leaders of
organizations have also run for parliament. Respotsdfrom agricultural organizations, the experts,
as well as politicians emphasized the fact thataljural organizations are divided and fragmented,
so their voice is not heard. The organizations lgagger try to present common demands and to
jointly exert pressure on policy makers. Part efldaders of agribusiness organizations has prdpose
creating a trilateral commission or coordinatingdypdo facilitate the representation of farmers’
opinions. Table 3 summarizes the pathways to infleepresented by leaders of both kinds of
organizations.

Table 3. Pathways to influence used by various org&ations of farmers

The exchange model describes mutual process,atsoithas to be acknowledged what channels of
influence are used by the actors involved in theharge process from the realm of politics in order
to reach farmers’ organizations. Government officstressed that agricultural organizations are
often invited on various occasions to share thginion or work on particular issues, but they rarel
answer the invitations, much less engage in worgnogips.

Dur (2008a) notes that interest groups usuallyas®us pathways in order to reach politicians. Our
research shows that farmers’ organizations predamtiy combine two types of channels of
influence. In the first place is access and indbeond voice channels. We argue that insufficient
resources owned by farmers’ organizations leatheéddct that the direct expression of demands is
often impossible, and so organizations decide tak@moise” in order to be heard by both politicians
and public opinion.

Members of both types of organizations perceive tirganization as being very active. For example,
94% claim that their organization holds meetingsrmembers on a regular basis. In their opinion
their organizations uses various channels of inftee such as cooperation with Members of
Parliament (75% of indications) and the Ministry Africulture (81%). Cooperation with EU
institutions was less often indicated. 43% of theug researched admitted that their organization
carries out cooperation with the EU.

As in the case of assessing resources, the cagsradived activity and pathways to influence also
varies in great degree between leaders and meniter®£xplanation might be similar as in the case
of the assessment of the resources. Members maglitave a clear view on the performance of the
organization they belong to.

2We have been unable to obtain precise data abeutumber of members in this trade union.



Institutional environment

The process of exchange takes place in a speaqiititutional environment. The farmers’
organizations operate in a defined institutionalnfework, and differing types of organizations
operate on the basis of separate laws. The inetialtframework as an obstacle was pointed out by
the agribusiness organizations and experts. Thatgated that the laws that they operate on are out
of date and do not conform with today’s realitypExs argued that due to bad or unclear legislation
there is no tenure for the management of farmemgamzations (especially in the case of trade
unions), so leaders usually hold their position #owery long time. For example, the head of
agricultural circles was the vice chairman for Mans (till 1999) — and since then he has been
chairman of this organization. Such a leader voll Ine very competitive and will be less willing to
seek better operational methods for the organizafitiis also results in blurring the boundaries
between politics and the farmers’ interests.

The other obstacle in the sphere of institutioreahfework that was pointed out by the representative
of organizations was the lack of competences olingitess to answer the needs of farmers’
organizations by the ministry bureaucr&ts$n the opinion of some of the respondents onehef t
reasons for this is the fragmentation of the fagnerganizations and the lack of coordination
between them, including as regards their demahdsfficials receive different opinions on the same
topic and they are unable to find the best one.

However, the crucial element of the environment #ffects many spheres of the performance of
farmers’ organizations is related to the weaknés®aal capital in various dimensions. The biggest
obstacle is the low level of social trust. Farméesnot trust each other, nor do they trust state
institutions. As one of the interviewed leadersd&rmers’ union said: there is such a deep divide
[between farmers] and sense of independence thaetls no solidarity between farmerall
respondents pointed out that the biggest obstactea performances of farmers’ organizations is
reluctance to organize, especially in formal orgations. This is due to various factors. The expert
interviewed usually emphasized farmers’ mentakiyr example, one of them saithe source of it

is mentality, still having in mind the period ofllectivization, and communist times.

It can be assumed that this has led to anotheadksn attracting more farmers to involvement in
any organization. As one of the interviewees s@dners have no sense of civil socidiie other
reason for this is the lack of “true” leaders imf@rs’ organizations or generally between farmers.

In the opinion of representatives of agribusinagmoizations as well experts, farmers are reluctant
to join the farmers’ trade union since they do se@ any benefits from being a member of such an
organization. Organizations that offer clear besefor their members — as the agribusiness
organizations like the union of beekeepers — areeratiractive to new members.

Not only do farmers’ organizations have few membtrese who already are members are often
passive. This issue was emphasized both by thertexped leaders of organizations. One of the
experts saidwhen nothing happens th¢ghe farmers]are reluctant to pay membership fees or
undertake any actions.

It can be argued that important obstacles for thegss of exchange between farmers’ organizations
and other actors can be found within the instindgldramework. However we are of the opinion that
the greatest difficulty arises from the low levébocial capital of Polish farmers. This statenmesant

be also supported by the opinions of respondentsaften pointed out that the farmers’ mentality
(lack of trust, unwillingness to associate) poseslastacle to wielding influence.

13 Most often mentioned was the Ministry of Agricutand Rural Development.
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Process of exchange - discussion

It has to be acknowledged that the process of exgghdepends on the value of the resources for
political actors or other organizations in termsashieving their goals, such as re-election and
changing policies. As Dir (2008a) emphasizes, and#ctor which affects the process of exchange
is the availability of alternative resources.

The resources possessed by agricultural organmsafimcluding expert knowledge about policy
outcomes and public support) are evaluated asfiosut. However, there is a difference between
agribusiness organizations and trade unions. Thediganization type poses some degree of expert
knowledge, however limited to narrow issues disedihked to the type of activity that each
organization focuses on. Taking into consideratienlow level of unionization of farmers we can
assume that the public support offered by memlidesmers’ trade unions is not valuable for public
actors. Moreover, the expert knowledge offered iy type of organization is limited to general
political issues. As research shovpiewak et al., 2016), the most important goal afcadtural
trade unions is attending to social issues and @mpnt relationships, while in the case of
agribusiness organizations the main objective ismpact agricultural policy and improve the
competitiveness of Polish agriculture. This sholat trade unions are more focused on the small,
often semi-subsistence farms, and the latter deviour of the market-oriented farms. Their opirgon
and demands are often different and even cont@gtctvhich — as our respondents said — makes
dialogue difficult. At the same time, representasiwf organizations often underline that they ate n
listened to, whether by political actors or othegamizations. In their opinion their demands aterof
not acknowledged by political actors. This can beglaned by both the above-mentioned
fragmentation of organizations and the lack ofdsoity between the organizations, which reflects
the lack of coherent demands as well as the ircserfii use of pathways to influence, which as Molm
(2009) stresses, is very important for the outcoafiése exchange process. She discovers that these
outcomes also include other exchange outcomes, asiche rise of trust and commitment. The
problem also lies in the lack of competences ofimghess to answer the needs of farmers’
organizations by the government clerks/bureaucrats.

Bearing this in mind we can argue that the prooésxchange is weak: politicians do not gain much
expert knowledge nor public support from the fasherganizations. The agricultural organizations
do not achieve their goals understood in termsatrol of policy domains or winning policies that
favour their economic or other interests.

The discrepancy between the result of qualitatha guantitative research is astonishing. While the
leaders of both kinds of organizations see manyacles in the performance of their organization
due to an insufficient amount of resources, the b of the organizations perceive their
organizations as well-endowed with resources, ectiad using various channels of influence. Based
on analysis of the qualitative research and seagndata, the authors have stressed the vast
differences between the two types of organizatiamsle the results of quantitative research do not
confirm this. Members of both types of organizasigrerceive their organizations in a similar way.
This might be due to the weakness of the orgawmizsfii.e., lack of communication within the
organizations, and the fact that members evaluad@ institution based on expectations, not
achievements.

5. Conclusions

To analyze the resources of farmers’ associatindglzeir ability to influence agricultural policywe
used an interdisciplinary model based on the exgh#imeory — namely, the model on organizations’
resources and pathways to influence. That modelaalknowledges the institutional environment in
which the exchange process takes place.
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Our results show that agricultural organizationg’oland are generally heterogeneous and weak.
Agribusiness organizations have greater potemtigdpresent farmers’ interests than do trade unions
Their advantages result mainly from relatively Ergesources. According to our findings, farmers’
associations in Poland may influence agricultuddicy (both at the national and the EU levels) only
to a small degree. The greatest weakness is affioisot amount of tangible and intangible
resources, especially those that could be valuableoliticians — expert knowledge and political
support. The second obstacle stems from the disahthe agricultural organizations and the lack of
solidarity between farmers’ organizations. Thisgagis that these results could also be important fo
other CEE countries because of the continuing kegdadhe communist period that still spawns
distrust toward formal cooperation.
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Table 1. Opinions of leaders of organizations on #&ir organization resources

Trade unions Agribusiness organizations
Category of resources Frequency of answers (out of 5) including the employers’
organization
Freguency of answers (out of 9)
Expert knowledge Almost non 4
Financial resources (fees) Almost non 7
Activity of members Not mentioned 6
Number of members 3 4
Territorial structures 5 5
Media/magazines 1 4

Source: Own elaboration based on results of qtiaktaurvey.

Table 2: Resources of the organization the respondts belong to, in their own opinion

Category of resources Share of answers (out of 684)
Membership fees paid 87 %
Organization has an office in my county (powiat) 982
Organization has its own magazine 42 %
Organization has its own website 84 %
Organization has active members 85 %
Organization cooperates with experts from the meseeentres 81 %

Source: Own elaboration based on results of qudivt research.
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Table 3. Pathways to influence used by various orga&ations of farmers

Type of pathway / type of organization Farmers’ trade Agribusiness
unions organizations

Access (direct expression of demands to decisiokensi + +

Access (direct expression of demands, opinionshterdarmers’ +/- +

organizations)
Selection of politicians - contributing to electioampaigns
Selection of politicians - influencing public opami B -

Voice channels (e.g., manifestations, rallies tipets) + +
Source: Own elaboration based on results of qtiaktaurvey, where “+” means this pathway is comtypaised; “-“ this
pathway is not used at all; “+-" it is used seldom.

+ -

Figure 1. Scheme of agricultural organizations examge

Institutional environment
. The institutional framework: formal arrangements, rules, etc.

. Social capital - networks including norms, values, etc.

/Agricultural \ /Actors involved in the\

organizations and Pathways of exchange process

their resources: influence/ « Sphere of politics:

« Tangible resources _Channels of political parties,
(like financial influence government, poli.ticians,
resources) Methods of expressing members of parliament

demands « Other agricultural

* Intangible resources organizations (e.g.,
(like ability to COPA-COGECA)
cooperate, knowledge) * Non-farming

organizations
k / K Public opinion /

Source:Own analysis based on: Dur, 2008arystein, Linton, 2002; Pappi, Henning, 1999; MakgIStolze, 2009.
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