[@) sv-ne-np |

ISSN 1648-2603 (print) VIESOJI POLITIKA IR ADMINISTRAVIMAS
ISSN 2029-2872 (online) PUBLIC POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION
2020, T. 19, Nr. 2 / 2020, Vol. 19, No 2, p. 266-284.

INTEREST GROUPS IN THE FIELD OF AGRICULTURAL
POLICY: WHO ARE THEY AND WHAT DO THEY DO?

Vitalija Simonaityteé, Ligita Sarkuteé
Lithuanian Institute of Agrarian Economics
A. Vivulskio Str. 4A-13, LT-03220, Vilnius

DOI: 10.13165/VPA-20-19-2-09

Annotation. This article analyses interest groups in the agricultural sector in Lithu-
ania, and compares them with the rest of the population of interest groups across other sec-
tors at the national level. The analysis is based on data from the International Comparative
Interest Group Survey (CIGS). A survey of organizations representing various interests was
carried out from September to November 2016, and covered all Lithuanian interest organi-
zations operating at the national level. The survey was designed to clarify the development
of these organizations, their daily activities, and their applied strategies, as well as identify-
ing the challenges they face. In accordance with this study, the aim of this article is to iden-
tify the profile and specificity of interest groups in the field of agricultural policy. The data
showed that the share of agricultural interest groups is one of the largest amongst the rest of
the population of Lithuanian national interest groups, but the number of members of this
sector’s interest groups is lower than average. In the agricultural sector, interest groups are
distinguished by the fact that they are clearly dominated by sectoral associations - one of
the types of business groups. The Lithuanian agricultural interest organizations that were
analysed apply both direct and indirect pressure strategies equally, but they are more likely
than other organizations to contact the representatives of the state bureaucratic apparatus.
These are predominantly bureaucrats working in ministries and ministers themselves, al-
though it has to be mentioned that members of the Seimas were also frequently in contact
with the Lithuanian agricultural interest organizations under study.

Keywords: interest groups, mapping interest groups, agricultural policy, lobbying,
pressure strategies.
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Introduction

Interest organizations are an integral part of any democratic process and, more gen-
erally, of a democratic state, because they are the structure that expresses or distinguishes
socially relevant needs and requirements from society to political system (Krupavicius
1999, 155). Researchers analysing interest organizations emphasize the study of various
aspects of them, including: the typology and/or degree of institutionalization; the type
and size of membership; the involvement of interest groups in public policy; their activi-
ties and the strategies by which they seek to influence public policy; their activity chan-
nels, i.e. what institutions and/or politicians interest organizations are seeking access to
and how often; and many other aspects of interests groups’ behaviour.

Interest groups are defined as formal membership-based organizations that do not
seek political authority but may seek to influence public policy (Beyers et al. 2008, 1106;
Lukosaitis 2004, 184). According to this definition, organizations that meet four criteria
are considered to be interest groups: first, they are voluntary membership organizations;
second, they have certain supporters, such as members or supporters of common in-
terest, and they represent their interests or the interests of those who cannot represent
themselves (e.g. children, animals, environment); third, they have a clear organizational
structure and operate in accordance with certain rules laid down in the organisation’s
statute; and fourth, they do not seek political authority but seek or have the potential to
influence government decisions.

One of the factors defining interest groups is their type. Although there have been
many attempts to classify interest groups, there is no unified typology of interest groups
so far. M. T. Vassallo (2015, 50-55) proposes to classify interest groups according to
four criteria. First, the most widely used criteria for categorizing interest groups is the
functional, or representational, basis. In this regard, groups are classified according to the
policy domain in which they are active, such as economic, socio-cultural, environmen-
tal, equality and justice, faith, and public interest. Second, groups can also be differenti-
ated in accordance with their core mission(s) or raison d’étre, which can be categorized
into two broad sections: protectionist, which protect the interests of their supporters; and
promotional, which raise and protect the public interest. Third, interest groups can be
divided into insider and outsider groups (a notion developed by Grant [2000]), depend-
ing on their relationship with central executive authorities. Fourth, regarding their scale
of operations and routes of influence, interest groups can be local, regional, national,
European, or worldwide.

In this article, according to the project design and the adapted INTERARENA re-
search logic (according to Fiske [2012]), all interest organizations analysed are grouped
into nine types: trade unions, professional associations, business groups (associations),
institutional associations, social groups, leisure or hobby groups, religious groups, public
interest groups, and groups not belonging to any of the aforementioned types.

Another important factor defining interest groups is their membership type. Research-
ers analysing interest organizations divide them into natural persons, legal persons, and
mixed membership interest groups. This distinction is important because natural per-
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sons’ membership interest groups tend to act in areas of social and moral concern, such
as human rights, environmental protection, or animal rights, i.e. where personal involve-
ment is important but at the same time these groups are less institutionalized (Salisbury
1969; Gerber 1999, 66). Meanwhile, members of interest groups uniting legal persons
participate in the activities of the interest group by representing their organization. Thus,
membership of legal entities often requires greater involvement, harder representation
of their interests, more extensive lobbying activities, and usually these groups are more
institutionalized (Gerber 1999, 67).

Finally, when analysing interest groups, another very important question is not just
what interest organizations are, but what they do, how they do it, and where they rep-
resent their interest and lobby. The impact of interest groups can be observed at various
stages of the public policy process - from the formation of the political agenda to the pos-
sible implementation of public policy (Bernhagen 2012, 559). Interest groups generally
choose one of two types of pressure strategies: direct (or internal), or indirect (or external)
strategies (Jordan and Halpin 2003; Grant 2004; Binderkrantz 2005; Fraussen et al. 2015;
Diir and Mateo 2016; Hanegraaff et al. 2016). Internal strategies refer to direct access to
decision-makers at political or administrative levels, which are not usually clearly vis-
ible in the public arena. Many interest groups choose to influence public policy silently
and try to gain direct access to decision-makers. In addition to direct strategies, interest
groups may try to attract the attention of policymakers via indirect activities, such as
media campaigns to inform the public. Interest groups use a variety of media strategies
to raise public awareness of a problem and put pressure on policymakers in the non-
institutional area. Such external pressure helps to mobilize support from interest groups’
members and the general public, and to show policymakers the importance of a given
problem. It can be argued that internal pressure strategies privatize and reduce conflict,
while external lobbying strategies, by engaging relevant stakeholder audiences, social-
ize the conflict (Kollman 1998; E. E. Schattschneider’s book The Semisovereign People:
A Realist’s View of Democracy in America, published in 1960 [quoted in Jankauskaité
2018, 49]).

The aim of this article is to analyse the profile and specifics of the interest groups act-
ing in the Lithuanian agricultural sector, and to compare them with interest groups in
other sectors. To achieve this goal, three research objectives were set: first, to present a
map of national interest groups acting in Lithuania, distinguishing the agricultural sector
interest groups; second, to discuss the activities of agricultural interest groups and the
frequency and channels of their activities; and third, to compare the features of agricul-
tural interest organizations with those of the rest of the population of Lithuanian interest
groups. The research methods employed were: analysis of scientific literature, primary
data analysis, survey, and descriptive statistical data analysis. The analysis of scientific
literature was used to discuss the concept of interest groups and its research dimensions.
Primary data analysis was used to map the population of national interest groups. The
survey of interest groups acting at a national level was employed to define their activities
and channels, and finally a descriptive statistical data analysis was used in the article.
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Research methodology'

This article analyses data from the survey of Lithuanian national interest groups con-
ducted from September to November in 2016.? In the project (and in this article), interest
groups have been defined as voluntary membership-based organized groups that bring
together individuals with common goals to represent their interests and the interests of
those who cannot represent themselves (children, animals, environment) as they seek to
influence public policy on those interests. Such a definition of interest groups includes
trade unions at the national level, business associations, public interest groups, leisure
groups, religious groups, and many others.

In order to be able to conduct a representative survey of Lithuanian national inter-
est groups it was first necessary to identify them, which is why a map of national in-
terest groups in Lithuania was developed. In scientific literature there are two types of
approaches to developing a map of interest groups: the ‘bottom-up’ and ‘top-down’ ap-
proaches. In the first case, researchers are concerned with interest mobilization and the
changes of interest groups, i.e. which organizations are emerging and disappearing, what
interests they represent, and whether they are interested in processes that regulate the
density and diversity of interest groups and their development (Berkhout et al. 2018, 46).
A second mapping strategy for interest organizations is the ‘top-down’ strategy, and it
is related to the identification of interest organizations based on the monitoring of their
political activities in relation to ongoing policy processes in a particular area of public
policy. This strategy is most appropriate when looking at how organized interests influ-
ence policy decisions (Berkhout et al. 2018, 46). As no map of national interest groups
has been developed in Lithuania at all, and in order to identify all interest organizations
operating at a national level, a ‘bottom-up’ strategy was employed.

The selection of the national interest groups was carried out in five stages. As there
is no publicly accessible register of interest organizations in Lithuania, the online busi-
ness register (rekvizitai.vz.t)’ was chosen for their mapping. In the first phase, 13,215
different unions, foundations, and associations active at national, regional, and local lev-
els were selected. In the second selection phase, 3,540 interest groups remained after all
regional and local interest organizations were rejected, as well as those which did not
meet the definition of an interest group. In the third stage, the list of interest groups was
supplemented by the lists of interest groups published by the ministries of the Republic
of Lithuania, as well as those that were not included in any of the above lists but were

1 The research methodology of Lithuanian interest group mapping was developed by the research group (L.
Sarkuté, A. Krupavicius, V. Jankauskaité, and V. Simonaityté) who carried out the comparative interest
group research project in Lithuania. The methodology has also been previously described by Jankauskaité
(20173 2018).

2 'The survey in Lithuania was carried out in the framework of the scientific project “Party-Interest Group
Relationship: Character, Causes, Consequences”, funded by the Research Council of Lithuanian (Contract
No. MIP-030/2015).

3 In Lithuania, legal entity data is collected by the State Enterprise “Centre of Registers”, but due to the limi-
tations of the data extract and the financial constraints of the project, this method of pre-selection was
dropped.
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known to the research group as they were quite active in the public policy process. At this
stage a total of 3,628 interest groups that operate at the national level were selected. In
the fourth stage, each interest group was re-examined according to two criteria: whether
the organization had a website (or an active account on the Facebook social network);
and whether its statutes had the interest-based functions of advocacy, representation, or
lobbying activities, as well as the aim to advocate for the organisation’s values and/or the
aim to influence public policy. After the fourth stage, out of 3,628 organizations, only
1,242 interest groups active at the national level remained. A ‘cross-examination’ of all
the interest groups selected was carried out in the fifth stage of interest group selection
procedure, eventually leading to the selection of 904 national interest organizations for
the study. Forty percent of the interest groups selected participated in the survey, which
allows us to draw reliable conclusions about the entire system of national interest groups
in Lithuania. The survey questionnaire was answered in detail by 365 representatives of
their organizations.

Thirty-three organisations (of the 365 which participated in the survey) were active in
the field of agricultural policy, or 9% of the sample. This included not only associations
such as the Lithuanian Farmers’ Union, the Lithuanian Organic Farms’ Association, or
The Lithuanian Grain Processors’ Association, but also inter-sectoral organizations such
as the Association of Lithuanian Banks, the Lithuanian Business Employers’ Confedera-
tion, the National Beverage Producers Association, the Eastern Europe Partnership and
Investment Association, and others.

Research results and discussion
Profile of agricultural interest groups

Mapping Lithuanian interest groups. 998 organizations were included in the map of
Lithuanian national interest groups. The largest share — 20.2% - is made up of health
policy interest groups (see Figure 1). The numbers of interest groups in the fields of
‘economy and industry’ and ‘culture’ are slightly lower — 15.2% and 14.8% respectively
of all organizations on the map of interest groups. ‘Education and science’ and ‘non-
classified’ interest groups account for 10.8% and 6.3% respectively, while agricultural
interest groups account for 6.1% of national interest organizations in Lithuania. In all
other areas of public policy - such as the labour market, justice and law, financial affairs,
transport and communications, social security, environment, energy, national defence,
and foreign affairs (listed in descending order) - there is a smaller proportion of interest-
based organizations at the national level. Thus, the data shows that agricultural interest
groups constitute a relatively large proportion of the whole when compared to other
public policy sectors.
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Figure 1. Lithuanian national interest groups which participated in the survey,
by public policy area, per cent (N = 365)

Interest groups active in the field of agriculture are listed in Figure 2.

The Association of Agricultural and Forestry

Research Institutes

Garlic Industry Association

Union of Associations ‘Fishermen’s
Chambers’

Baltic Association of Fiber Growers and
Processors

Association of Organic Producers and
Traders

Livestock Practitioners Association
Association of Rural Development and
Business Consultants

Association of Fishermen’s Enterprises,
Lampetra

Lithuanian Sea Buckthorn Growers
Association

Lithuanian Shepherd Sheep Breeders
Association

Lithuanian Greenhouse Association
Lithuanian Farmers’ Union
Lithuanian Association of Planters and
Ornamental Plant Growers

Lithuanian Cereal Growers Association

The Lithuanian Grain Processors’ Association
Lithuanian Union of Young Farmers and Youth
Lithuanian Young Farmers’ Circles Union
Lithuanian Black-and-White Cattle Breeders’
Association

Lithuanian Fur and Rabbit Breeders” Association
Lithuanian Pig Producers Association
Lithuanian Association of Beef Cattle and Breeders
Lithuanian Association of Meat Processors
Lithuanian Food Exporters Association
Lithuanian Wood Industry Association
Lithuanian Association of Reclamation Companies
Lithuanian Foresters Union

Lithuanian Forest Owners Association
Lithuanian Association of Poor Land Users
Lithuanian Association of Independent Wood
Measurers

Lithuanian Orchid Society

Chamber of Agriculture of The Republic of
Lithuania
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Lithuanian Association of Land Management
and Hydrotechnical Engineers

Lithuanian Fishery Producers Association
Lithuanian Association of Agricultural
Companies

Lithuanian Association of Agricultural
Cooperatives ‘Kooperacijos kelias’
Lithuanian Landowners” Union

Lithuanian Fishery Producers Association
Lithuanian Agronomists’ Union

Lithuanian Horse Breeders Association
Lithuanian Sheep Breeders Association
Lithuanian Beekeepers’ Union

Lithuanian Sugar Beet Growers Association
Lithuanian Association of Vegetable Growers
Lithuanian Dendrological Society

Lithuanian Organic Farms’ Association
Association of Lithuanian Beverages

Lithuanian Family Farmers’ Union

Lithuanian Seedling Association

Lithuanian Union of Small and Medium-Sized
Farmers

Association of Lithuanian Gardeners
Communities

Lithuanian Association of Breeders of Breeding
Birds

National Association of Aquaculture and Fish
Products Producers

Lithuanian Dairy Association ‘Dairy Center’
Fiber Growers Association

Coastal Commercial and Recreational Fisheries
Association

Association of Private Forest Owners

Snail Growers Association

Association of State and Municipal Internal
Auditors

Veterinary Pharmacy Association

Figure 2. Interest groups in the agricultural sector

Membership type. The type of membership of agricultural interest groups is usually
mixed, i.e. involving both personal and organizational membership, as 43% of all agri-
cultural interest groups have mixed membership (see Figure 3). Almost one third of the
agricultural sector interest groups have only organizational membership, i.e. where the
association has only legal members, while the smallest amount of agricultural interest
groups have personal membership, i.e. where the association has only ‘natural persons’
as members. Personal membership appears in one quarter of all agricultural interest
groups. Comparing organizations in the agricultural sector with the analysed population
of interest groups, the situation is different: almost half (46.1%) of all interest groups have
only ‘natural persons’ as members, one third (33.3%) have only legal persons, and only
around one fifth (20.6%) have a mixed membership.

. 42.9
Mixed 20.6
25.0
Personal 46.1
. 32.1
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

B Agricultural IG W Final survey sample of IG

Figure 3. Types of interest group membership (%)
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Interest group size. Analysing the size of interest groups in the agricultural sector, the
number of members (including mixed membership) of ‘natural persons’ ranges from
4,000 to only 2, with a mean of 440 and a median of 26. The number of members of legal
organizations (including mixed membership) ranges from 3 to 59, with a mean of 21
and a median of 17. Comparing organizations in the agricultural sector with the entire
surveyed population of interest groups, the mean number of members of an agricultural
interest group is lower than the mean of other groups: the number of members (includ-
ing mixed membership) of natural persons’ organizations ranges from 1 to 40,000 (with
a mean of 736 and a median of 76) and the number of members of legal persons’ orga-
nizations (including mixed membership) ranges from 1 to 3 528 (mean 61, median 17).

Interest groups by type. The following classification has been applied for the analysis
of the type of interest groups:
I. Trade unions.
II. Occupational associations.
III. Business groups (associations): the employers’ association; sectoral association;
umbrella association; or other business associations.
IV. Institutional associations: associations of public administration institutions; or as-
sociations of other public sector bodies.
V. Identity groups: patient groups; groups of seniors; student and youth groups; mi-
nority groups; or other social groups.
VI. Hobby/leisure groups: sports organizations; or other leisure and hobby organiza-
tions.
VII. Religious groups: Christian groups; or other religious groups.

VIII. Public interest groups: environmental protection; humanitarian-international; hu-
manitarian-local; consumers; human rights and equal opportunities organizations;
or others.

IX. Other groups.

The distribution of interest groups in the agricultural sector by type is presented in
Figure 4.
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Agricultural interest groups (N=33)

® Final survey sample (N=365)
Figure 4. Final survey sample and agricultural interest groups by group type (%)

Most of the organizations representing agricultural interests are sectoral associations,
which accounts for almost three quarters of all organisations. More than a tenth of the
agricultural sector interest groups are professional associations, while umbrella asso-
ciations, non-governmental public sector associations, and non-sports based leisure or
hobby organizations account for just over 3% of the population of all agricultural interest
groups. Organizations representing the interests of students, youth groups, and other
social groups, as well as environmental groups, are active in the agricultural sector. It is
noteworthy that there are no trade unions or sports organizations in the agricultural sec-
tor. Professional associations (29.3%) and sectoral associations (21.2%) have the highest
proportion of the total population of national interest groups. It should be noted that
the population of agricultural sector interest groups is distinguished by the fact that it is
clearly dominated by business groups — more specifically, sectoral associations.

Specific activities of interest groups in the field of agricultural policy

Involvement in the field of agricultural policy. The national interest groups which
participated in the survey were asked how much they were involved in the field of ag-
ricultural policy. According to this answer, 33 organizations were identified who stated
that they were involved in this sector, which comprised 9.2% of all interest groups in the
survey. The largest proportion of the population of national interest groups said that they
were acting in the field of education policy (43.9%), and the smallest proportion said that
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they were acting in the field of defence policy (3.6%). A substantially larger proportion of
the interest groups identifying themselves as being involved in agricultural policy (20 or-
ganizations) stated that they were very involved, while others (13 organizations) said that
they were only somewhat involved. Interest groups involved in the field of agricultural
policy are presented in Figure 5.

Environmental Coalition Lithuanian Meat Processors’ Association

Association ‘Lithuanian Food Industry’ Forest Owners Association of Lithuania

Association ‘National Food Cluster Lithuanian Scientific Society

Baltic Hanoverian Horse Breeders” Association  Lithuanian Ornithological Society

Association for Nature Conservation ‘Baltic Lithuanian Confederation of Industrialists

Wolf Lithuanian Trade Union Confederation

Association of Rural Development and Association of Local Authorities in Lithuania

Business Consultants Lithuanian Builders Association

Lithuanian Horse Breeders’ Association Lithuanian Farmers’ Union

Association of Lithuanian Banks Lithuanian Association of University Botanical

Lithuanian Employers’ Confederation Gardens

Lithuanian Vegetable Producers Association Lithuanian Wind Power Association

Lithuanian Grain Processors’ Association Lithuanian Veterinary Association

Lithuanian White Backed Cattle Improvers’ Union of Local Community Organizations in

Association Lithuanian Rural Communities Lithuania

Union Association of Lithuanian Agricultural

Lithuanian Pig Breeders’ Association Cooperatives “The Way of Cooperation’

Lithuanian Trade Union of Food Producers National Association of Beverage Manufacturers

Lithuanian Association of Beef Cattle Breeders ~ Association of Private Forest Owners

and Improvers Eastern Europe Partnership and Investment
Association

Figure 5. Interest groups involved in the field of agricultural policy

In Figure 5 it can be seen that in the field of agricultural policy not only those interest
groups that are exceptionally attributable to this field are involved, but also business in-
terest groups such as the Association of Lithuanian Banks, the Lithuanian Confederation
of Industrialists, and the Eastern Europe Partnership and Investment Association, which
usually act in different public policy sectors. Issues of agricultural policy are also impor-
tant to the Association of Local Authorities in Lithuania, the Lithuanian Trade Union
Confederation, and the Lithuanian Scientific Society, as well as for associations dealing
with issues of the environment and energy such as the Environmental Coalition and the
Lithuanian Wind Power Association.

Membership. The interest groups acting in the field of agricultural policy are mostly
composed of individuals (i.e. natural persons) or corporations/firms (i.e. legal entities).
Although relatively rare, members may include government entities or other organiza-
tions such as civil society organizations, non-governmental organizations, or business
groups. When discussing the size of interest groups, it is worth mentioning that the num-
ber of members of such organizations in the agricultural sector (both natural persons
and legal entities) is usually limited to 100. One particular organization uniting natural
persons is huge in size, and falls into the interval from 50,000 to 75,000. Compared to the
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entire population, there is a similar trend in the size of membership in interest groups
uniting corporations or firms, while the interest groups consisting of individuals are
much bigger in membership size.

Table 1. Number of different types of members of interest groups in the field

of agricultural policy
Types of members
Number of
members Individuals Corporations Gover.n.ment ther'
or firms entities organizations
None 10 6 14 11
Up to 10 1 4 5 4
11-50 3 11 0 4
51-100 4 1 1 1
101-500 2 2 0 1
501-1 000 3 0 0 0
1001-25 000 2 1 0 1
25 001- 50 000 0 0 0 0
50 001-75 000 1 0 0 0
Total (N) 26 25 20 22

Activities to influence public policy and pressure strategies. The overwhelming major-
ity of interest groups in the field of agricultural policy stated that they were engaged in
traditional interest group activities, such as the representation of interests and giving
advices to their members (see Figure 6). Considerably more than half of these interest
groups indicated that they were also involved in mobilizing members. Organizing media
campaigns and providing support and advice to clients or other beneficiaries was also
frequently mentioned. It is also worth mentioning that only half of all interest groups in
the agricultural policy sector stated that they were involved in lobbying or advocacy. This
is one of the most important activities of interest groups. Less than half of the interest
groups in the agricultural policy sector said that they were engaged in such crucial activi-
ties as fundraising or recruiting members, supporters, and donors. Barely more than one
third of the interest groups in the agricultural policy sector said that they were engaged
in research, and a slightly smaller percentage were involved in promoting volunteering.
The monitoring of the election campaigns of political parties was mentioned rarely: only
one quarter of the interest groups in the agricultural policy sector were involved in this
activity.
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Figure 6. Activities in which interest groups in the field of agricultural policy
were involved (N = 32)

Compared to the answers of the other interest groups which participated in the sur-
vey, it is evident that the most frequently mentioned activity was providing support and
advice to members, and only then representation of interests followed. Media campaigns
were mentioned less often than in the case of agricultural interest groups, and the pro-
motion of volunteering was mentioned more often than fundraising. The least frequently
mentioned activity, as with interest groups in the agricultural sector, was the monitor-
ing of political campaigns, which was mentioned by only one tenth of the organizations
surveyed.

When discussing the frequency of interest groups’ activities, it is evident that a large
percentage of the interest groups in the field of agricultural policy stated that they very
frequently engage in interest representation, support or advice to members, mobilizing
members, advocacy or lobbying, and promoting volunteering. Media campaigns, fund-
raising, and monitoring of the election campaigns of political parties were mentioned as
activities in which agricultural interest groups said that they engage only occasionally.
In terms of involvement in research, recruiting members, supporters, and donors, and
offering support or advice to clients or other beneficiaries, there was quite an equal dis-
tribution between claiming to engage in these activities very often and claiming to engage
in these activities only occasionally.

A feature of interest groups that distinguishes them from other organizations is the
aspiration to influence political decisions in the best interests of their members or the
societal groups they represent. Figure 7 shows that at least once during the past year three
quarters of all agricultural interest groups surveyed said they had served on advisory
commissions or boards. Contacting journalists to increase media attention and active in-
volvement in media debates (e.g. giving interviews, writing editorials or open letters, etc.)
were also mentioned very frequently. Interest groups also mentioned such instruments
of affecting public policy (in descending order of frequency of use) as: responding to
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open consultations by the government; presenting research or technical information to
policymakers; establishing coalitions with like-minded organizations; publishing state-
ments and position papers on the organization’s website; organizing press conferences or
distributing press releases; networking with groups that have conflicting interests to their
organization; publishing research reports or brochures; and encouraging members and
supporters to lobby policymakers by participating in a letter-writing campaign or signing
petitions directed at public officials (see Figure 7). Placing advertisements in newspapers
and magazines and organizing protests involving members and supporters (e.g. strikes,
consumer boycotts, public demonstrations) were much less frequently mentioned. The
least used activities, mentioned only by less than one tenth of agricultural sector interest
groups, were providing support to members of Seimas in their political activities (elec-
toral campaigns) and hiring commercial consultants (agents who are paid to try to influ-
ence policymakers on behalf of their organization).

I 25

Served on advisory commissions or boards

— 24

Contacted journalists to increase media attention

Actively involved in media debates

Responded to open consultations by the government

Presented research or technical information to
policymakers

Established coalitions with like-minded organizations
Published statements on their own website

Organized press conferences or distributed press releases

Networked with groups that have conflicting interests to
their organization

Organizes conferences of experts

Published research reports or brochures

Encouraged members and supporters to lobby
policymakers, participate in a letter-writing campaign or.

Places advertisements in newspapers

Organized protests

Provide support to members of Seimas in their political
activities

Hired commercial consultants

I 24
I 23
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I 21
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I 19
19
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Figure 7. Activities in which interest groups in the field of agricultural policy were

engaged to influence

public policies (N=32)
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Interest groups’ pressure strategies can be divided into direct strategies (e.g. meetings
with politicians and civil servants) and indirect strategies (e.g. media use, letter writ-
ing, email or social media campaigns, rallies and demonstrations). In the survey, interest
groups were asked how they divide their time between direct and indirect strategies to
influence public policy. The data shows that the majority of interest groups, 12 organiza-
tions, were engaged with direct strategies, and more than half of their time was devoted
to influencing political decisions. A somewhat smaller number, 9 organizations, were
likely to rely on indirect pressure strategies. Finally, 8 interest groups said that they divide
their time equally between direct and indirect strategies. Comparing the responses of
agricultural interest groups with those of other sectors, there is an even more clear trend
towards devoting a much larger share of their time to direct pressure strategies. 75% of
these interest groups even stated they devoted half or more of their time to implementing
direct strategies to affect public policy.

Interaction between interest groups and policy decision-makers can be initiated by
either side - i.e. by both the interest organizations and politicians or civil servants them-
selves. The survey data, presented in Figure 8, shows that these interactions are more
often initiated by agricultural interest groups, but policymakers are also quite active. The
opposite trend is seen in the case of interest groups form other public policy sectors,
where policymakers are much less proactive — 40% of these respondents even said that
communication with interest groups has never been initiated by policymakers. In this
respect, the agricultural sector could be distinguished by the willingness of policymakers
to initiate and maintain dialogue with interest groups in this sector.

At least once a month 2 3
At least once every three 8
months 12
. 15
At least once during past year 7
Never 6
6
0 5 10 15 20
Initiated by policymakers Initiated by organization

Figure 8. Frequency of interactions between interest groups in the field
of agricultural policy and policymakers (N = 33)

Ministers (including their assistants, cabinets, and political appointees) and civil ser-
vants working in departments of ministries are the most important institutions to which
agricultural interest groups sought access. More than three quarters of the agricultural
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interest groups which participated in the survey said that they had actively sought access
to these institutions at least once during the past year (see Figure 9). Somewhat rarer, but
still quite frequent, were attempts made to seek access to members from the majority or
governing parties of Seimas, as well as civil servants working for the coordination of EU
affairs, members from minority or opposition parties of Seimas, and civil servants work-
ing in the Prime Minister’s Office. Courts as a potential arena of interest groups’ pressure
were mentioned by one fifth of respondents only.

Civil servants working in departmental I 28

ministries
Ministers (including their advisors) Iy 28
Members from the majority or governing I 24

parties of Seimas

Civil servants working for the I 2

coordination of EU affairs

Members from minority or opposition I 2

parties of Seimas

Civil servants working in the Prime I 20

Minister’s Office
Courts [ 7

0 5 100 15 20 25 30

Figure 9. Institutions to which interest groups in the field of agricultural policy
actively sought access (N = 33)

Compared to interest groups in other sectors, a very similar trend has been observed:
the main influence of interest groups is directed towards the executive, and the courts are
the institutions through which public policy is least likely to be influenced.

Conclusions

1. Using a bottom-up approach, the map of interest groups operating at the national level
in Lithuania has been developed, where 998 organizations were included. The largest
share - 20.2% - is made up of health policy interest groups (see Figure 1). The num-
bers of interest groups in the fields of ‘economy and industry’ and ‘culture’ are slightly
lower: 15.2% and 14.8% respectively of all organizations on the map of interest groups.
‘Education and science’ and ‘non-classified” interest groups account for 10.8% and 6.3%
respectively, while agricultural interest groups account for 6.1% of national interest or-
ganizations in Lithuania. In all other areas of public policy - such as the labour market,
justice and law, financial affairs, transport and social security, environment, energy,
national defence and foreign affairs (listed in descending order) - there is a smaller
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proportion of interest-based organizations at the national level. Thus, the data shows
that agricultural interest groups constitute a relatively large proportion compared to
other public policy sectors.

2. The analysis of empirical data revealed that the general population of interest groups
acting at the national level is predominantly composed of professional associations and
sectoral associations, but the population of interest groups acting in the agricultural
sector is clearly dominated by business groups, specifically by sectoral associations. In
the field of agricultural policy there are not only traditional agricultural interest groups
involved, but also a variety of business interest groups such as the Association of Lithu-
anian Banks and the Lithuanian Confederation of Industrialists. Issues of agricultural
policy are also a target for pressure groups representing the interests of local govern-
ments, scientists, or associations dealing with environmental issues and energetics.

3. The Lithuanian interest groups analysed in the field of agricultural policy use both di-
rect and indirect pressure strategies. Most agricultural interest groups that participated
in the survey said that they had served on advisory commissions or boards, contacted
journalists, participated in media debates, or responded to open consultations by the
government. It should also be noted that a large number of the organizations analysed
not only actively engaged in the existing policy agenda, but also sought to influence
it by using such instruments as providing research results to policy makers, publish-
ing statements, organizing press or experts conferences, or networking with groups
that have conflicting interests to their organization in order to raise awareness of their
concerns.

4. Interaction between interest groups and policymakers can be initiated by either side.
In the case of Lithuanian agricultural interest groups, this interaction is more often
initiated by interest groups themselves, but policymakers are also quite active. The op-
posite trend is seen in the case of interest groups from other public policy sectors, where
almost half of them said that communication with interest groups has never been initi-
ated by policymakers. In this respect, the agricultural sector could be distinguished by
the willingness of policymakers to initiate and maintain dialogue with interest groups
in this sector.

5. Analysis revealed that the executive branch of government is the most important for
agricultural interest groups to seek access to. This means that mainly ministers (in-
cluding their assistants, cabinets, and political appointees) and civil servants working
in departments of ministries were contacted by agricultural interest groups. Attempts
were also made to seek access to the members from the majority or governing parties
of Seimas, as well as civil servants working for the coordination of EU affairs, members
from minority or opposition parties of Seimas, and civil servants working in the Prime
Minister’s Office. When comparing with interest groups in other sectors, a very similar
trend has also been observed. It should be noted, however, that only a comprehensive
analysis of a higher number of interest groups in the field of agricultural policy could
lead to more far-reaching and more general conclusions about the entire system of
agricultural interest groups. For this reason, this area of research should undoubtedly
be developed further in the future.
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Vitalija Simonaityte, Ligita Sarkuté

Zemés tikio politikos srityje veikiancios interesy grupés:
kas jos ir kg veikia?

Santrauka

Straipsnyje analizuojamos Lietuvos Zemés tikio sektoriuje veikiancios interesy grupés,
jos lyginamos su visa nacionalinio lygmens interesy grupiy populiacija. Analizé atlikta
remiantis tarptautinio empirinio lyginamojo interesy grupiy tyrimo (angl. Comparative
Interest Group Survey — CIGS) duomenimis. 2016 m. rugséjj-lapkritj Lietuvoje atlikta
jvairiems interesams atstovaujanciy organizacijy apklausa apémé visas Lietuvos interesy
organizacijas, veikiancias nacionaliniu mastu, ir buvo skirta i$siaiskinti $iy organizacijy
raida, jy taikomas vie$osios politikos poveikio strategijas bei identifikuoti i$$akius, su ku-
riais $ios organizacijos susiduria. Remiantis atlikto tyrimo duomenimis, $iame straipsny-
je siekiama identifikuoti zemés ukio politikos srityje veikianciy interesy grupiy profilj ir
specifikg. Duomenys parodé, kad zemés tkio srityje veikianciy interesy grupiy dalis yra
viena didziausiy bendroje Lietuvos nacionaliniy interesy grupiy populiacijoje, taciau $io
sektoriaus interesy grupés nariy skai¢iumi yra mazesnés nei visos populiacijos vidurkis.
Zemés Gikio sektoriuje veikiancios interesy grupés issiskiria tuo, kad jame aigkiai domi-
nuoja sektorinés asociacijos, kurios yra vienas i$ verslo grupiy tipy. Tyrime dalyvavusios
Lietuvos zemés Gikio interesy organizacijos taiko tiek tiesiogines, tiek netiesiogines vieso-
sios politikos poveikio strategijas, ta¢iau dazniau yra linkusios kontaktuoti su valstybés
biurokratinio aparato atstovais, t. y. valstybés tarnautojais, dirbanciais ministerijose, taip



284

V. Simonaityté, L. Sarkuté. Interest Groups in the Field of Agricultural Policy:
Who Are They and What Do They Do?

pat ir ministrais. Paminéta ir tai, kad Lietuvos Zemés tikio sektoriuje veikiancios interesy
grupés siekia daryti poveikj ir jstatymui leidziamajai valdziai, t. y. Seimo nariams.
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