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Abstract

Besusparienė, E. & Miceikienė, A. (2020). The influence of subsidies and taxes on economic viability of family 
farms in Lithuania. Bulg. J. Agric. Sci., 26 (1) 3–15

Family farms are eligible for various tax exemptions and subsidies in Lithuania. The goal of tax exemption and subsidies 
is to maintain family farm viability. Taxes and subsidies are the two closely interrelated fiscal policy instruments. Taxes and 
subsidies should not make double benefits for family farms, but should rather be applied to different areas. Unfortunately, the 
research by various researchers has shown that family farms receive double benefits thought tax exemption and subsidies.  

The paper aims at assessing the impact of taxes and subsidies on the viability of family farms. To investigate the theoretical 
aspect of the economic viability of family farms, relation between subsidies and taxation, systemic analysis and synthesis of 
theoretical insights in the foreign and local scientific literature as well as the methods of induction and deduction have been 
applied. In this paper, the logistic regression model has been employed to estimate the influence of subsidies and taxation on 
economic viability of family farms. 

As a source for raw data we used the Accounting Data network of farmer’s database. The research results have shown 
that the family farms which are viable by virtue of the subsidies, would be viable after eliminations subsidies. In cases of tax 
exemption, elimination and addition of the same taxes as for other business will have no significant impact on the viability of 
the family farms in Lithuania. Therefore, it could be assumed that the tax exemptions are superfluous and the subsidy regime 
is not effective in Lithuania for family farms.
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Introduction

Agriculture is a specific industry with distinctive com-
petitive environment, susceptibility to seasonality, value of 
the European Union (EU) support, and entrepreneurship in 
this business sector. Agriculture is important for the national 
economy not only for its contribution to the total value added 
and creation of new jobs, but also for its social, ethno cultur-
al, and environmental aspects (Lamb, 1994; Brain & Deac, 
2010; Besusparienė, 2017). 

One of the EU priorities mentioned in the common Ru-
ral Development Policy 2014-2020 (European Commission, 

2009) is viable food production, which is intended to im-
prove viability of the agricultural sector, thereby promoting 
sustainability of farms, progress and integrated growth in the 
rural areas. Support and taxes are the main factors of pro-
motion of these processes. Following the post-2020 reduc-
tion or complete abandonment of the support to agriculture, 
taxes are to remain the key factor of viability of family farms 
(European Parliament, 2016). Nonetheless, no comprehen-
sive research on the potential tax system for family farms 
which would promote economic viability, competitive abil-
ity, and sustainability of farms have been conducted. The 
empirical studies conducted have shown that the tax burden 



4 Erika Besusparienė and Astrida Miceikienė

on the small and medium-sized farms, including the social 
and health insurance contributions, is usually higher than the 
earnings, and the farms maintain their viability only by vir-
tue of the support. 

When dealing with economic viability of family farms, 
it is important to assess the impact of subsidies and taxes. 
Regarding the existing tax system in Lithuania, this system 
is considered by the authors to be differentiating small and 
large family farms. First of all, the family farms are catego-
rised by different criteria of taxation in Lithuania (Miceikienė 
& Girdžiūtė, 2016). The situation is the same in other coun-
tries as well, because tax systems applicable to family farms 
are different compared to those applying to other business 
legal forms, which leads to inconsistency of social fairness 
and non-efficiency under the Pareto principle (Mukhtar & 
Nasim, 2016; Hajduga, 2014; Proskura, 2014; Leibus & 
Irmeja, 2014). The existing situation regarding taxation of 
family farms indicates that countries use different taxation 
criteria for family farms taxation, which has not been prop-
erly assessed for their use (Juškevičienė, 2012; Juškevičienė 
& Lakis, 2010; Veen et al., 2007). Second, these implica-
tions lead to the fragmentation of family farms (Slavickienė 
& Savickienė, 2012; Kazakevičius, 2009), thereby decreas-
ing competitiveness in the global market of family farms, 
leading to lower viability of farms. Finally, the best way to 
halt the decrease in the farm viability is to provide subsidies 
to family farms. Subsidies are doubtlessly the main instru-
ment able to guarantee higher profitability and viability of 
family farms (Meyer, 2011). Therefore, the granted subsidies 
may help ensure that a farm is capable of competing in the 
global market. On the other hand, the existing tax system in 
Lithuania provides a wide range of tax exemptions compared 
to other business legal forms. There is some doubt regarding 
the capability of tax exemptions in terms of ensuring viabil-
ity of family farms. In general, subsidies and the existing 
tax system often provide dual exemptions for family farms 
(Slavickienė & Savickienė, 2012; National Audit Office of 
the Republic of Lithuania, 2013). 

Therefore, our empirical research aims at assessing the 
influence of subsidies and taxes on economic viability of 
farms. The issues are to dispel the myth that taxes burden 
is high and reduces viability of farm. This is important in 
context of the new post-2020 agricultural policy, as, with the 
new system of subsidies in the EU agricultural sector, it is 
intended to reconsider the subsidies with the view towards 
their abandonment or reduction (European Parliament, 2016; 
European Union, 2016). This means that, after 2020, family 
farms have to be viable without subsidies and with taxes and, 
at the same time, the governments have to collect the maxi-
mum revenue from taxes.

Research problem: what kind of tax system should be 
applied to family farms in order to secure economic viability 
of farms without the expected subsidies and with the same 
taxes as for other business companies?

Research aim: to assess the influence of subsidies and 
taxes on economic viability of farms.

Research objectives:
• To analyse the concept of economic viability of family 

farms and identify the indicators of economic viability.
• To analyse the relationship between subsidies and taxa-

tion in context of family farms.
• To present the research results in view of the influence 

of subsidies and taxes on economic viability of family farms.

Economic viability of family farms
Before starting to analyse economic viability of family 

farms, the definition of economic viability should be consid-
ered at first. According to Baker and Wood (2010), we have 
confused the concepts of viability and vitality. The research-
ers admit that viability refers to the capacity to sustain profit-
ability and encourage investment, but when we talk of vital-
ity, we think of the level of activity in business, its ‘busyness’ 
or ‘buzz’. According to Ravenscroft (2000), these two mea-
sures are interrelated, with the relative level of ‘busyness’ 
(vitality) seen as a significant component in new investment 
decisions (viability) and concurrently, the continued devel-
opment of new facilities (viability) generating an enhanced 
attraction for customers (vitality).

Further, viability is the most important when family farms 
are considered. Viability, in its strictest business definition, is 
the ability of a business to cover its costs of production as 
well as to provide a rate of return for the capital invested. The 
viability of farming, therefore, can be viewed as a measure 
of the ability of the farm business to survive (Hennessy et al., 
2008). Agriculture doubtlessly has been associated with the 
production of basic food. Nonetheless, primarily, agriculture 
plays a crucial role in the life of an economy. Second, it is 
the backbone of the economic system (Kusis et al., 2014).  
Therefore, economic viability reflects the economic situation 
of farm and possibilities of investment. In view of the above 
reasons, the increasing rate of economic viability of the farm 
is important for economic growth on the macro level.

The main question is the assessment of economic viabil-
ity. Adelaja et al. (2005), Savickienė and Miceikienė (2018) 
note that modelling viability is essentially modelling the 
farm’s financial structure. Viability models help identify the 
determinants of viability and measure their effects on viabil-
ity. When referring to viability, the authors of the paper refer 
to farm’s possibilities of investment as well. According to 
Adelaja et al. (2005), viability could be defined as the ability 
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of a farm to meet its financial obligations. Financial obliga-
tions of a farm should be to operate profitably and invest in 
the development of the farm, as any other business. 

Another perspective towards the importance of economic 
viability of family farms involves consideration of the farm-
ers’ older age. Kusis et al. (2014) have identified, on the ba-
sis of the Young Farmers Statistics that almost half of all 
agricultural workers are 55 years old or older. At the EU-27 
level, there is approximately one farmer of less than 35 years 
old for each nine farmers of more than 55 years old. With 
reference to Tropea (2014. cited Wang, 2015), the objection 
against these arguments could be that the issues relating to 
farming economic viability, retirement succession planning, 
access to markets, land and credit all influence young peo-
ple’s decision on whether or not to enter farming. According 
to Mohamed and Gouda (2018), economic viability of family 
farms may be deferent of local economic situation or place.

Therefore, it is important to determine which factors 
have influence on economic viability of farms and which 
indicator shows economic viability of farms. According to 
Miceikienė & Girdžiūtė (2016), Savickienė et al. (2017), 
viability is largely determined by two external factors: sub-
sidies which help maintain economic viability of farms and 
taxes which are the major negative factor of economic via-
bility of farms. Savickienė & Slavickienė (2013) admit that 
certain family farms claim that taxes affect the changes in 
the viability of their operations. Income and profit of the 
farms doubtlessly is the main factor of economic viability. 
According to the European Parliament (2015), profit from 
agriculture is only part of the income structure for many 
family farms, therefore, the issues of economic viability of 
family farms is very important. Key (2018) admits that the 

economic viability status of family farms may depend on 
the government decisions. If policies raise the productivity 
of small farms, this may increase the economic viability 
and halt consolidation of farms. The summary of different 
factors which influence the economic viability of farms has 
been presented in Figure 1.

As suggested by Figure1 the main factors which influ-
ence the economic viability of family farms are the amount 
of subsidies received, the existing tax burden, earnings of 
family farm, and other factors. The other factors may include 
the farmer’s age, education, entrepreneurial characteristics, 
experience. The earnings may depend on the market situa-
tion as well as on other factors mentioned above. Mohamed 
and Gouda (2018) have put forward the same idea suggest-
ing that the calculation of economic viability index includ-
ed criteria such as tenure of family farms, factor of support, 
education, health, water, and infrastructure. It should be 
admitted that this economic viability index is important for 
developing countries with low education, health and infra-
structure level.

According to O’Donoghue et al. (2016), the economic vi-
ability rates of family farm differ substantially from country 
to country. The researchers have also suggested the impor-
tance to discuss about new viability classification into eco-
nomically viable, sustainable, and vulnerable farms. 

Several main questions are related to assessment of eco-
nomic viability of farms. First, which indicators could be 
used for calculation of economic viability? Second, what 
is the viability threshold for identification of viability, i.e. 
whether the farm is viable or non-viable? Finally, how the 
influence of subsidy and taxes on the viability of family 
farms could be assessed?

Fig. 1. Factors influencing the economic viability of farms 
Source: formed authors
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In case of the present research, the index suggested by 
Mohamed and Gouda (2018) would not be used. Instead, the 
research uses the viability indicators and the viability thresh-
old proposed by Scott (2015) (Table 1).

As suggested by Table 1 there are four main indicators 
for assessment of economic viability and these indicators of 
economic viability depend on different factors. With Figure 
1 and indicators in Table 1 combined, the result is presented 
in Figure 2. 

The presented Figure 2 has led to the conclusion that all 
the above indicators of economic viability of farms depend 
on the subsidies (also known as direct payments) and on the 
earnings of family farms. Therefore, the influence of subsi-
dies on economic viability of farms should be assessed in 
context of new post-2020 agricultural policy. According to 
the European Parliament (2016), one of the main questions is 
direct payments after 2020. Subsidies by the European Par-
liament (2016) should be targeted on specific objectives with 
orientation towards clear results, and decoupled direct pay-
ments should be gradually phased out over a pre-announced 

transitional period. The future challenges for new subsidies 
system in the EU agricultural sector implies the need to eval-
uate the subsidies with the view towards potential abandon-
ment or reduction thereof, with minimal effects of economic 
viability of farms.

Another impact on the economic viability of farm comes 
(Figure 2) from the tax burden. As suggested by Figure 2 
only two indicators of economic viability of farms depend 
on the tax burden. Therefore, it is more important to assess 
the influence of taxes on economic viability of farms and 
the relation between economic viability, subsidies and tax 
expenses of farm.

Relation between subsidies and taxation 
Taxes and subsidies are two external factors which have 

an opposite influence on economic viability of farms. Opin-
ions among the researchers who deal with the relation be-
tween these external factors are very different. Certain re-
searchers’ claim that the farmer taxation should be viewed 
individually from the common national tax policy, and the 

Table 1. Indicators of Viability Threshold 

Indicator Formula Viability Threshold 
Return on investment (%) [(net income – value of unpaid labour) / (total assets – total liabilities)] x100 More than 5% 
Expense to income ratio (%) (total farm operating expense and depreciation / total farm cash receipts) x 100 Less than 80% 
Debt to net income ratio (%) (total farm debt / total net income) x 100 Less than 600% 
Direct payments to producers and 
dependency ratio (%)

Dependency ratio = (total direct payments by government / total net farm 
income) x 100 

Less than 20% 

Source: J. Scott, 2001. p. 5

Fig. 2. Factors influencing the indicators of economic viability of farms 
Source: formed authors following J. Scott, 2001
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farmers should be provided with preferential taxation condi-
tions in view of the specific activity, with the benefits being 
referred to as the support to agriculture (Swinnen, 2018; Ca-
hill, 2006; Hill & Blandford, 2007; Slavickienė & Savick-
ienė, 2012). Other researchers claim that benefits in farmer 
taxation oppose the tax fairness principle and should not be 
applied, or should be applied to everyone else, while subsi-
dies distort the economic business logic (Zhong et al., 2011).

According to Bird (1983.citedSoliwoda & Pawlowska-
Tyszko, 2014), agriculture is commonly regarded as the sec-
tor that is very difficult to tax. Moreover, the system of ag-
ricultural taxation depends on the priorities of public policy 
of each country.

Some political decisions of taxation are influenced by ex-
ternal factors in the country. Agriculture has been associated 
with the production of basic food. Agriculture plays a crucial 
role in the life of an economy. It is the backbone of the eco-
nomic system. Agriculture not only provides food and raw 
materials, but also employment opportunities to a very large 
proportion of population (Kusis et al., 2014). According to 
the European Commission (2009), we are expected to fulfil 
these functions of agriculture: to have safe and high quality 
food in a competitive market, to maintain valuable cultural 
landscapes across Europe through sustainable land manage-
ment and to help rural areas remain attractive and viable. 
At the same time, agriculture is undergoing fundamental 
changes which require farmers to adapt to new conditions 
and seize new opportunities. Particular challenges will result 
from the need to adapt to climate change. These functions of 
agriculture doubtlessly can be controlled using different tax 
instruments and subsidies. Choosing the right financial in-
struments is a complicated process for a government. There-
fore, it is important to remember the essence of taxes and 
subsidies. 

Pigou (1947. cited Zodrow & Mieszkowski, 1984) was 
the first to claim that the supply of public services is lower 
in situations where distortionary taxes are used relative to 
first-best optimum where lump sum finance is used. By Ross 
(2015) the economist Pigou argued that negative externali-
ties should be taxed and positive ones subsidised. One of 
Ross’s (2015) proposed methods of resolving transaction 
costs for external economies is government activity, either 
through direct regulation or emission fees. Pigou supported 
the concept of taxing the negative externality until the firm 
embodied the full real cost of production. For pollution, this 
takes the form of emissions taxes. This concept is sometimes 
called the Pigouvian tax. 

It is important to discuss an issue which arises in con-
nection to externalities – the possibility of using corrective 
taxes or subsidies to remove inefficiencies arising from pri-

vate behaviour. Such an approach, if appropriate, is attrac-
tive because it minimises the need for bureaucratic interven-
tion into the resource allocation process, thus avoiding some 
of the potential wastes (Oakland, 1987). The specificity of 
agriculture is that creating a wide range of benefits can have 
a negative impact on the environment. Vaznonis & Startienė 
(2009) have identified them as agricultural external effects. 
Researchers Pretty and Ward (2001) confirm that regulations 
and economic incentives are commonly used to encourage 
change in behaviour, and, at the same time, include estab-
lishment of strictly protected areas, regulations for erosion 
control or adoption of conservation farming, economic in-
centives for habitat protection, and pesticide taxes. There 
is considerable evidence showing that though these may 
change behaviour, there may be little or no positive effect 
on the attitudes. Unfortunately, farmers commonly revert to 
old practices when the incentives end or regulations are no 
longer enforced. The proposal to introduce taxes has been 
based on the fact that private production costs are lower than 
the social cost of production (Vaznonis & Startienė, 2009). 
However, Vaznonis & Startienė (2009) emphasise the fact 
that even without the use of pesticides and fertilisers, taxa-
tion is quite complicated, and it is still important to assess the 
benefits of environmental taxes. Exemption of environmen-
tal taxes provides a reasonable return. 

As it can be noticed, taxes and subsidies are closely inter-
related. In Lithuania, as in other countries of the EU, various 
subsidies are provided to agriculture. Subsidies are imple-
mented by the European Commission (2009) in important 
areas, such as valuable landscape maintenance, production 
of bio-fuels. Some of these areas can be developed through 
promotion of organic farming. Organic farming is one of 
the ways to reduce environmental issues. However, social 
responsibility of farmers is important in addressing environ-
mental issues. Jasinskas & Simanavičienė (2009) claim that 
a socially responsible family farm is a family farm which 
develops organic farming. As an objection to this claim, it 
could be noted that there are non-socially responsible farm-
ers who would set up organic farms to receive subsidies 
and no longer engage in organic farming once the period of 
subsidies has ended. Different tax exemption and subsidies 
should encourage the long-term existence of organic farms, 
even after tax exemption and subsidies expire. The Common 
Agricultural Policy of the European Union (A reformed..., 
2016) is increasingly becoming oriented towards organic 
farming, which provides both environmental and socio-eco-
nomic benefits and is in line with sustainable development 
components, as well as socially responsible business in the 
outer layer. According to Čiegis (2009), another problem re-
lated to organic farming is that a lot of the organic products 
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(milk, beef, poultry) are sold without organic certification 
marks. Therefore, such exempt products are uncompetitive 
in the market. These reasons lead to a socially distorted farm 
competition on the market. Therefore, it is important to find 
a balance between taxes and subsidies on this issue.

On one hand, farmers are supported through subsidies, 
on the other hand they are charged with different taxes, at 
the same time providing them with tax exemptions. There 
appears to be a confrontation between subsidies and taxa-
tion, because privileges are granted twice as subsidies and 
tax exemptions. In 2013 the National Audit Office of the Re-
public of Lithuania carried out a national audit on agricultur-
al tax exemption. The national audit revealed that until that 
moment, agricultural sector had exceptional tax treatment, 
which was favourable compared to normal circumstances, 
and was called a tax exemption. Lithuania and other coun-
tries of the EU countries use tax privileges as one of the tax 
policies. Lower tax rates or exemption for income, for exam-
ple, compensatory and direct payments, exclusion of the tax 
system, comprise the preferential conditions for economic 
activity of agricultural entities (The National Audit Office 
of the Republic of Lithuania, 2013). Farmer taxation has not 
been analysed comprehensively in Lithuania, but research-
ers in other countries have shown deeper inquiry into this 
subject (Miceikienė & Girdžiūtė, 2016). The problem of 
agricultural taxation, tax structure, measurement of taxable 
basis (income, capital), and determining optimal (or sub-op-
timal) tax rate for farmers seem to be viewed more seriously 
in the developed countries (Soliwoda & Pawlowska-Tyszko, 
2014). 

In general, subsidies and taxes system often provides 
dual tax exemptions for family farms. In particular, isolat-
ed areas related to environmental issues are present in the 
existing system. Therefore, this paper aims at assessing the 
influence of subsidies and taxes on economic viability of 

farms, additionally including such taxes as property and en-
vironmental taxes. Consequently, it is important to conduct 
an empirical research on this issue for further study of farmer 
taxation field. 

Material and Methods

This part of the paper deals with the methods and data 
employed in the empirical research. The findings of theo-
retical studies have shown that different factors may have 
influence on economic viability of farms. The two main fac-
tors are subsidies and taxes. Various tests may be used to de-
termine this influence. To investigate the economic viability 
of farms, in this research, subsidies and taxes are analysed 
under the logistic regression model. According to King and 
Ryan (2002), logistic regression is one of the most frequently 
used statistical methods to examine factor impact on limited 
dependent variable.

Logistic regression is a mathematical modelling tech-
nique appropriate for describing the relationship between 
one or more independent variables and a dependent variable 
where the outcome is discrete in nature (Hosmer & Leme-
show, 1989, cited Hildreth & Dewitt, 2016). For the pres-
ent empirical research, two modelling techniques have been 
used: binary logistic regression (BLR) and linear probability 
(LPM). According to Milosavljevic et al. (2015), the goal 
of the BLR analysis is to find the model that is best adapt-
ed to the data but is still an acceptable model that describes 
the relationship between the dependent variable and a set of 
independent ones describing it. The dependent variable is 
usually marked Y and independent one X. The BLR model 
includes main independent variables X (intensity of the sub-
sidies, size of farm, farm activities), and dependent variables 
Y (economic viability status changes). According to Pohl-
man & Leitner (2003), if a dependent variable is a binary 

Table 2. Independent variable factors
Variable factor Description
Farm activity Farm activity is given value “1” or “0”: if farm activity is crop production – “1”, if no “0”; if farm activity 

is animal husbandry “1”, if no – “0”. Control variable is mixed activity of a farm.
Farm size According to the Orders by the Minister of Agriculture (2010), farms are classified by economic size. 

Following Vitunskienė (2014. p. 284), farm grouping by economic size has been used: micro (>8 ths. Eur), 
small (8 ths. Eur – 25 ths. Eur), medium (25 ths. Eur - 100 ths. Eur), large (<100 ths. Eur).
Farm size is given value “1” or “0”: if farm size is micro – “1”, if no – “0”; if farm size is small “1”, if no – 
“0”; if farm size is medium – “1”, if no – “0”. Control variable is large size of farm.

Intensity of subsidies Subsidy size and total output ratio.
Intensity of subsidies and 
farm size multiplication

Multiplications of intensity of the subsidies and farm size coded as“1” and “0” have been used as indepen-
dent variables. 

Intensity of taxes Taxes size and total output ratio.
Intensity of taxes and farm 
size multiplication

Multiplication of intensity of the taxes and farm size coded as“1” and “0” has been used as independent 
variables. 
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outcome, an analyst can choose among discriminant analy-
sis and LPM, logistic or probit regression. LPM and logistic 
regression are the most common models used with binary 
outcomes. Therefore, BLR and LPM have been used for the 
present research.

For the empirical research, data on 97 farms covering 
2009-2013 year period, which have been obtained from the 
Accounting Data Network of Farmers, have been used. The 
number of farms was 116.447 on 1 January 2014 in Lith-
uania (SE Agri-Information, 2014). The determination of 
sample size was performed according to Israel (1992): for a 
population of more than 100,000. 100 sample sizes provides 
for precision of 10%. The present empirical research has in-
volved 97 farms, will give 10 percent margin of error. Using 
panel data from 97 farms of different size (micro, small, me-
dium, large) this paper provides an econometric evaluation 
of the impact of subsidies and taxes on economic viability of 
family farms.

To assess the influence interrelation between subsidies 
and economic viability of farms, and the interrelation be-
tween taxes and economic viability of farms, different inde-
pendent variables factors have been used. As suggested by 
Table 2 some independent variables factors (such as size and 
activity of farm) are coded into a binary form. Intensity of 
the subsidies has been calculated as subsidy size and total 
output ratio.

In the first part of the empirical research, dependent vari-
ables factor is economic viability status changes, involving 
comparison of economic viability indicators with vs. with-
out subsidies. Three indicators of viability (Return on Invest-
ment, Expense to Income Ratio, Debt to Net Income Ratio) 
by Scott (2001), see Table 1have been chosen. One of the 
indicators (Direct Payments to Producers and Dependency 
Ratio) was rejected, because of its ineligibility for empiri-
cal research. Farm is considered viable; if all three indicator 
of viability comply with the viability threshold, see Table 1. 
The three indicators have been calculated for the case with 
subsidies and without subsidies. Then, the economic viabil-
ity status of farm with subsidies vs. without subsidies has 
been compared. Finally, the economic viability status chang-

es have been coded into the binary form: if farm without sub-
sidies becomes unviable, it is given value “1”, if other – “0”.

In the second part of the empirical research, dependent 
variable factor is economic viability status changes, involv-
ing comparison of economic viability indicators with vs. 
without additional extra. In both cases, the received subsi-
dies have not been included in this empirical research. Only 
one indicator of viability (Expense to Income Ratio) by Scott 
(2001), see Table 1 has been chosen. The other indicators 
have been rejected because of their ineligibility for empirical 
research. Additional taxes are added to the expenses of farm, 
see Table 3.

Taxes mentioned in Table 3 have influence on economic 
viability status of the farm. The same methods as in the first 
part of the empirical research have been used. The both parts 
of the empirical research involve comparison of the interrela-
tion between subsidies and economic viability of farms, and 
interrelation between taxes and economic viability of farms 
under three different models using BLR and LPM (see Table 
4). For all three models, dependent variable Y is economic 
viability status changes. Another independent variable used 
for all three models is farm activities (crop production, an-
imal husbandry, mixed). As suggested by Table4 core inde-
pendent variable X is different for all three models.

The logistic regression analysis has been performed us-
ing software GRETL under the BLR and LPM. According to 
Schuppert (2009), if several independent variables and one 
categorical dependent variable are present, the BRL regres-
sion model for empirical estimations is designed as follows:

                eb0+bkXitk+εit
P(Yit) = –––––––––––, (1)
               1 + eb0+bkXitk

where P(Yit) is probability of Y occurring, subscript i denotes 
the i-th observation in the sample. Here ε indicates the natural 
logarithm base, e indicates the error. Interception b0 at y-axis 
and bk is regression coefficient of Xitk, where X predictor is 
variable.

The LPM regression according Moutinho & Hutcheson 
(2011) model for empirical estimations is designed as fol-
lows: 

Table 3. Additional tax calculation methodology
Tax Calculation methodology
Environmental pollution 
tax from mobile sources

Accounting Data Network 2013 of farmers has been used, and statistical calculation of the average of fuel 
consumption among farms by farm size has been performed. Then, the conditional environmental tax has 
been calculated.

Real estate tax Accounting Data Network 2013 of farmers has been used, and statistical calculation of the value of produc-
tion buildings at the farm in the balance sheet has been performed. Then, the conditional real estate tax has 
been calculated.

Income tax Standard rate income tax, without tax exemption, has been calculated. 
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Yit = α + βkXitk + εit. (2)

Subscript i denote the i-th observation in the sample. Here, 
α indicates the value of Yit when all values of the explanato-
ry variables are zero. Regression coefficient βk describes the 
change in Yit that is associated with unit change in Xitk. 

Here (Table 4) logit models scale to categorical depen-
dent variables with more than two outcomes. Model exam-
ines how two-dimensional variable Y (in this the probability 
that the family farm will stay viable or not) depends on one 
or more independent variables (eg: X1, X2, ...,Xn) -family 
farm intensity of subsidies, farm size, intensity of taxes and 
farm activities type.

The categorical variable is not included directly in the re-
gression model, but by replacing it with a two-digit variable 
that acquires the values: “0” - denotes the maintaining the 
viability, “1” denotes the becoming a non-viable.β1,…, β11, 
as usual, mark the regression coefficients, giving information 
how strongly and in which direction independent variables 
affect the odds ratio of the dependent variable.

Results and Discussion

Table 5 provides the results of the estimation of different 
versions of model presented in Table 4. The results of the 
influence of subsidies on economic viability of farm are pre-
sented in Table 5. As suggested by Table5 the majority of the 
variables have the expected signs and those with unexpect-
ed signs are mostly insignificant. For several variables, the 
estimated coefficients differ for farms of animal husbandry 
activity vs. farms of crop activity in terms of sign and sig-
nificance.

According to Peng et al. (2002), the value of the regres-
sion coefficient determines the direction of the relationship 
between X and the logit of Y. When this relationship is great-

er than zero, larger (or smaller) X values are associated with 
larger (or smaller) logit of Y. Conversely, if regression co-
efficient is less than zero, larger (or smaller) X values are 
associated with smaller (or larger) logits of Y.

As suggested by Table 5 the BLR results in all three 
model show that economic viability status changes have the 
greatest influence on a farm of animal husbandry activity 
and crop production activity compared to a farm of mixed 
activity. These results suggest that crop production activi-
ty farms have a higher chance to be viable without subsi-
dies, because the effect of subsidies on economic viability 
of these farms is not as great as the effect on mixed activity 
farms. The previous study done by Argilés (2001) showed 
different result that crop production activity farm increased 
the probability of failure and higher values of output to eco-
nomic size gave higher probability of farm viability in Spain 
case (1989-1991). Differences between our research results 
and Argil’s (2001) research may leads differences between 
countries, changes in farming peculiarities due per year. Also 
Argilés(2001) concentrated more detail on accounting infor-
mation using for farm viability status calculation.

To evaluate the model data (Table 5), it is important to 
assess data reliability. The reliability shows the percent cor-
rectly predicted. Wooldridge (2009, cited Hauser & Booth, 
2011) admits the importance of the percent correctly pre-
dicted, as this percent is a useful goodness-of-fit measure, 
although it can be very misleading. The percent correctly 
predicted in all three models calculated by BRL (Table 5) 
is quite high. All three models correctly predicted are better 
than the blind conjecture.

According to Joreskog (1999), R² is usually interpreted 
as the relative amount of variance of dependent variable Y 
(economic viability status changes) explained or accounted 
for by explanatory variables Xn. According to Ivanitskaya 
& Tregub (2013), the higher the R2 the better is a model. As 

Table 4. Model for logistic regression analysis
First part of the research (influence of subsidies) Second part of the research (influence of extra taxes)

Model No. Dependent 
variable Y

Core indepen-
dent variable X

Other independent 
variable X

Model No. Dependent 
variable Y

Core indepen-
dent variable X

Other independent 
variable X

1

Economic 
viability status 

changes

Intensity  
of subsidies

Farm activities

1

Economic 
viability status 

changes

Intensity  
of taxes

Farm activities
2

Intensity  
of subsidies

Intensity  
of subsidies²

2

Intensity  
of taxes
Intensity  
of taxes²

3

Intensity  
of subsidies

Intensity  
of subsidies x

Farm size

3

Intensity  
of taxes
Intensity  
of taxes x
Farm size
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suggested by Table 5 in the given model 3 under LPM, R2 is 
0.4879. Which provides 48.79% probability that the forecast 
built using this model will be true. That is, all X explain Y 
at 48.79%.

According to Ivanitskaya & Tregub (2013), that Standard 
Error represents a standard error of estimation, which is used 
during the stage of model testing. Standard error of the mod-
el is presented in brackets in Table 5.

Estimates in levels (model 1) show clear signs that sub-
sidies have low effect on economic viability status of family 
farms. This is shown by the intensity of the subsidies coef-
ficient: if intensity of the subsidies increases by 1% point, 
this leads to viability increase 1 times more. As suggested 
by Table 5for farms of animal husbandry activity, subsidies 
are more important compared to farms of mixed activity. 
The results show that more likely is to become viable for 
53 times more for farm of animal husbandry compared to 
mixed activity farms. The estimate of model 2 supports the 
similar results as provided by model 1. Model 3 provides the 
difference of influence of subsidies on economic viability by 
size of family farm. In general, subsidies have greater effect 
on viability of large size farms. The research results have 
actually shown that if farm is viable with subsidies, this farm 
will be viable without subsidies too. The results in Table 5 
show that there are more issues with unviable farms, because 

subsidies do not guarantee farm viability. It is challenging 
for the government to find decisions regarding the mode of 
use of financial instruments to make sure that mixed activ-
ity farms became viable and capable of competing on the 
global market. Appropriate financial instruments could en-
sure not only survival of conventional farms, such as animal 
husbandry or crop production, but also unconventional farms 
(mixed activities), which is important not only in terms of 
economic, but also social and environmental aspects.

Unfortunately, previous research on economic viability 
of family farm did not pay attention what is effect of subsi-
dies to economic viability status. The majority of previous 
research focus on new methods to evaluate economic viabil-
ity status (Savickiene et al., 2015), on comparing economic 
viability status of family farms between different countries 
(Savickiene et al., 2015), different regions (Oberholtzer et 
al., 2010; Brown et al., 2012; Hennessy & Moran, 2014) and 
different farm activity effect to economic viability of fami-
ly farms (O’Brien & Hennessy, 2007; Hennessy & Moran, 
2014).

In this paper, it has already been mentioned that there is 
a close relation between subsidization and taxation. There-
fore, following the investigation of influence of subsidies on 
economic viability of farms, it is important to look at the 
influence of taxes on economic viability of farms. Family 

Table 5. Logistic regression analysis results of subsidies influence for economic viability

Model 1 2 3
BLR LPM BLR LPM BLR LPM

Intensity of subsidies 0.0057***
(0.0020)

0.0005***
(0.0001)

0.0088***
(0.0027)

0.0014***
(0.0003)

0.0250*
(0.0149)

0.0045***
(0.0012)

Intensity of subsidies² −3.1078x10-6**

(1.2773x10-6)
−4.5486x10-7***

(1.4814x10-7)
Intensity of subsidies x 
micro farm

−0.0211
(0.0152)

−0.0037***
(0.0013)

Intensity of subsidies x 
small farm

−0.0199
(0.0150)

−0.0041***
(0.0012)

Intensity of subsidies x 
medium farm

−0.0159
(0.0156)

−0.0035***
(0.0013)

Farm  
of animal husbandry

3.9743***
(1.3697)

−0.6538
(0.4305)

3.9446***
(1.37377)

−0.5864
(0.4264)

4.1071***
(1.3828)

−0.3398
(0.4362)

Farm  
of crop production

1.3051
(1.3520)

−0.2918
(0.3750)

1.3050
(1.35554)

−0.2811
(0.3709)

1.2993
(1.35920)

−0.2734
(0.3704)

N (sample) 483 483 483 483 483 483
R-squared 0.4707 0.4835 0.4879
R² (McFadden) 0.3373 0.3436 0.3438
Correctly predicted (%) 85.1 84.7 85.3

All estimations include the constant, time and unit dummies. Standard Error presented in brackets.
* indicates significance at the 10 percent level
** indicates significance at the 5 percent level
*** indicates significance at the 1 percent level
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farms often complain that taxes are high and farms are unvi-
able because of the high taxes. Therefore, the purpose of our 
research also includes evaluation of the influence of taxes on 
economic viability and dispelling the myth that farms are un-
viable because of the high taxes. Empirical research results 
of the influence of taxes on economic viability of farms are 
presented in Table 6. As suggested by Table 6the majority of 
the variables have unexpected signs, meaning that variables 
are mostly insignificant.

Estimates in levels (model 1) show that the increase 
of intensity of taxes by 1% point is less likely, that taxes 
would increase 1 times more. As suggested by Table 6 the 
estimate of model 2 supports the different results as model 
1. If intensity of taxes increase by 1% point is more likely 
that taxes would increase 1 times more. Model 3 provides 
the difference in influence of taxes on economic viability by 
farm size. It may be noticed that medium size farms have 
expected signs. This is a clear sign that taxes have greater 
influence on economic viability on mixed activity farm vs. 
animal activity farm. The results show that the likelihood of 
becoming more viable is 1.18 times greater for a farm of 
animal husbandry compared to a mixed activity farm. Pre-
vious research made by Binkiene et al. (2015) disclose that 
after improvement of tax system (of personal income and 
social taxes recalculation) would unsure economic viability 

of micro, small and medium family farms in Lithuania case. 
This research showed that viable family farm number would 
increase to 8 percent. Unfortunately, Binkiene et al. (2015) 
did not take into account environmental and property taxes. 
This leads that the results are different from ours research 
results. In the context of climate changes, we believe that it 
is important to include environmental taxes in tax system of 
family farms. It is therefore necessary to assess the impact of 
new taxes on viability of family farms.

The results of evaluation of the influence of taxes on 
economic viability of family farms has shown similar re-
sults as in case of the subsidies, with the situation being 
more complicated for mixed activity farm. Therefore, it can 
be assumed that mixed farms are much more sensitive than 
animal husbandry or crop production farm. The results of 
research suggest that compliance of farm tax with VAT payer 
status or farm size is not enough good for their use, because 
taxes may have a different effect depending on the farm ac-
tivity. Our research results disclose that new taxes would not 
have high impact for changes of economic viability status of 
family farm. These results are different compare with pre-
vious research and this leads different taxes. Unfortunately, 
subsidies impact to economic status is high for majority of 
farms. Therefore, the decreasing of subsidies after 2020 re-
mains a new challenge of family farm in Lithuania.

Table 6. Logistic regression analysis results of the influence of taxes on economic viability

Model 1 2 3
BLR LPM BLR LPM BLR LPM

Intensity of taxes -0.0009
(0.0013)

-8.2489.105

(6.7501.105)
0.0001

(0.0025)
3.5504.105

(0.0001)
0.0010

(0.0038)
0.0006

(0.0004)
Intensity of taxes² -1.1619.106

(2.669.106)
-1.3232.107

(1.067.107)
Intensity of taxesž micro farm -0.0022

(0.0042)
-0.0009**
(0.0004)

Intensity of taxesž small farm -0.0019
(0.0037)

-0.0008*
(0.004)

Intensity of taxesž medium farm -0.0017
(0.0039)

-0.0008*
(0.0004)

Farm of animal husbandry 0.1020
(0,9184)

0.0089
(0.0395)

0.0652
(0,9224)

0.0048
(0.0396)

0.1659
(0.9332)

-0.0190
(0.2987)

Farm of crop production 0.0073
(0.7161)

0.0009
(0.0305)

0.0013
(0.7163)

7.775.105

(0.0305)
-0.0338
(0.7257)

-0.0780
(0.2574)

N (sample) 484 484 449 484 449 484
R-squared 0.2861 0.2885 0.2964
R² (McFadden)
Correctly predicted (%) 92.8 92.8 92.8

All estimation included constant, time and unit dummies. Standard Error presented in brackets.
* indicates significance at the 10 percent level.
** indicates significance at the 5 percent level.
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Conclusion

Agriculture is important not just as production of basic 
food, but as important role in the life of an economy. In the 
economic perspective, it is important to have viable farms 
in the country. Viability of a farmer farm is the ability to 
cover its costs as well as provide the capital invested. The 
main factors, which have influence on economic viability of 
farmers ‘farms, are the amount of subsidies, tax burden, and 
earnings. There are four main indicators to assess economic 
viability: Return on Investment, Expense to Income Ratio, 
Debt to Net Income Ratio, Direct Payments to Producers, 
and Dependency Ratio. All these indicators of economic vi-
ability of farms depend on the subsidies and farm earnings. 
Taxes have influence on only two indicators (Return on In-
vestment, Expense to Income Ratio) of economic viability.

Relation between subsidies and taxation was noticed by 
Pigou about 70 years ago and shows that negative exter-
nalities should be taxed, while positive ones – subsidised. 
The specificity of agriculture has positive and, at the same 
time, negative effect on the environment. One of the goals 
behind subsidies is to promote positive farming practices, 
while negative externalities should be taxed. Most of tax ex-
emption cases promote positive farming practices as well. 
Therefore, subsidies and tax breaks seem to be performing 
the same function. Unfortunately, the double promotion 
measures do not bring a double benefit.

The empirical research results have demonstrated that 
family farms which are viable while receiving subsidies, 
would still be viable if the subsidies are eliminated. There-
fore, these family farms will be able to stay viable even if they 
are provided with less subsidies after the new cpost-2020 
common agricultural policy is in place. Unfortunately, there 
are still a significant proportion of family farms, which re-
ceive subsidies, but are non-viable. Lithuania does not have 
effective subsidy and tax exemption systems. The criteria to 
be applied should be reviewed and subsidies should not be 
granted to all family farms. Instead, they should be provided 
to non-viable family farms only. This, in turn, would require 
preventive measures for avoidance of manipulation when a 
farm is artificially rendered non-viable. 

References

A reformed CAP for competitive, sustainable and resilient agri-
culture (2016). http://www.aieaa.org/sites/default/files/FR%20
-%20160525_fr_contribution_to_the_post-2020_cap.pdf

Adelaja, A., Sullivan, K. & Lake, M. B. (2005). Agricultural Vi-
ability at the Urban Fringe. In: Selected Paper Presented at the 
International Conference on Emerging Issues along Urban/

Rural Interfaces: Linking Science and Society, Atlanta, Geor-
gia, March. https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/e1c2/dbcb1a36bc-
3c6dff38b21150db3dee34a6e0.pdf#page=157

Agri-Information & Rural Business Centre (2014). Lithuanian 
Agriculture Facts & Figures. https://www.vic.lt/publication.
php?id=15105

Argilés, J. M. (2001). Accounting information and the prediction 
of farm non-viability. European Accounting Review, 10(1), 73-
105.

Baker, R. V. & Wood, S. (2010). Towards robust development of 
retail planning policy: Maintaining the viability and vitality of 
main street shopping precincts. Geographical Research, 48(1), 
65-74. doi:10.1111/j.1745-5871.2009.00622.x

Besuspariene, E. (2017). Singularity of sustainable taxation in ag-
riculture. In: International Scientific Conference Rural Devel-
opment, 909-916.

Binkienė, D., Miceikienė, A. & Savickienė, J. (2015). The ef-
fect of taxes and subsidies on economic viability of farms. 
In: STRATEGICA: 3rd International Academic Conference, 
424-436.

Brain, M. & Deac, A. L. (2010). Predisposition to risk farming. 
Internal Auditing & Risk Management, 3(19), 43-46.

Brown, J. P., Goetz, S. J. & Fleming, D. A. (2012). Multifunction-
al agriculture and farm viability in the United States. Agricul-
tural & Applied Economics Association’s 2012 AAEA Annual 
Meeting, 323-2016-11552, 1-31.

Cahill, C. (2006). Taxation and Social Security in Agriculture. 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. 
https://www.oecd.org/tad/37174811.pdf

Čiegis, R. (2009). Development of sustainable agriculture in Lith-
uania. Management Theory and Studies for Rural Business and 
Infrastructure Development, 16 (1), 30-37

European Commission (2009). Why do we need a common agri-
cultural policy? http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-post-2013/
reports/why_en.pdf

European Parliament (2015). Comparison of farmers’ incomes in 
the EU member states. http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/
etudes/STUD/2015/540374/IPOL_STU%282015%29540374_
EN.pdf

European Parliament (2016). Research for agri committee – CAP 
reform post-2020 – Challenges in agriculture.

h t t p : / / w w w. e u r o p a r l . e u r o p a . e u / R e g D a t a / e t u d e s /
STUD/2016/585898/IPOL_STU(2016)585898_EN.pdf

European Union (2016). Cork 2.0 declaration „A better life in 
rural areas“. http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/sites/enrd/files/cork-dec-
laration_en.pdf

Hajduga, E. (2014). Taxation of agricultural activities in Poland – 
selected aspects. Research Papers of the Wroclaw University of 
Economics, Prace Naukowe Uniwersytetu Ekonomicznego we 
Wroclawiu, 351, 165-174.

Hauser, R. P. & Booth, D. (2011). Predicting bankruptcy with ro-
bust logistic regression. Journal of Data Science, 9(4), 565-584. 

Hennessy, T. & Moran, B. (2014). The viability of the Irish farm-
ing sector in 2014. Dublin, Teagasc. https://www.teagasc.ie/
media/website/publications/2016/Viability-Analysis_2015.pdf.

Hennessy, T., Shrestha, S. & Farrell, M. (2008). Quantifying the 
viability of farming in Ireland: can decoupling address the re-



14 Erika Besusparienė and Astrida Miceikienė

gional imbalances? Irish Geography, 41(1), 29-47.
Hildreth, J. & Dewitt, S. (2016). Logistic Regression for Early 

Warning of Economic Failure of Construction Equipment. 
http://ascpro.ascweb.org/chair/paper/CPRT150002016.pdf

Hill, B. & Blandford, D. (2007).Taxation concessions as instru-
ments of agricultural policy (No. 349-2016-17918). https://age-
consearch.umn.edu/record/7976/files/cp07hi01.pdf

Israel, G. D. (1992). Determining sample size. Gainesville: Uni-
versity of Florida, Florida Cooperative Extension Service, 
Institute of Food and Agriculture Sciences, EDIS. Fact Sheet 
PEOD-6, November 1992.

Ivanitskaya, S. & Tregub, I. V. (2013). Mathematical model of 
income tax revenue on the UK example. http://www.freit.org/
WorkingPapers/Papers/Development/FREIT550.pdf

Jasinskas, E. & Simanavičienė, Z. (2009). The influence of gov-
ernment’s support on social responsibility of farmers’ farms. 
Economics & Management, 14, 257-263.

Joreskog, K. G. (1999). What is the interpretation of R2? http://
www.ssicentral.com/lisrel/techdocs/Whatistheinterpretation-
ofR2.pdf

Juškevičienė, D. (2012). The evaluation of differentiation of direct 
burden taxes for citizens engaged in agricultural activity. Man-
agement Theory and Studies for Rural Business and Infrastruc-
ture Development, 2 (31), 53-61.

Juškevičienė, D. & Lakis,  A. (2010). Agricultural holdings for 
tax purposes of grouping alternatives. Management Theory and 
Studies for Rural Business and Infrastructure Development, 
22(3), 66-75.

Kazakevičius Z. (2009). Incomes of farmers and the economic size 
of agricultural holding. Management Theory and Studies for 
Rural Business and Infrastructure Development, 16(1), 67-73.

Key, N. (2018). Farm size and productivity growth in the Unit-
ed States Corn Belt. Food Policy, March 2018. https://www.
researchgate.net/profile/Nigel_Key/publication/324069688_
Farm_size_and_productivity_growth_in_the_United_States_
Corn_Belt/links/5ac53348a6fdcc051daf1c33/Farm-size-and-
productivity-growth-in-the-United-States-Corn-Belt.pdf

King, E. N. & Ryan, T. P. (2002). A preliminary investigation of 
maximum likelihood logistic regression versus exact logistic 
regression. The American Statistician, 56(3), 163-170. 

Kusis, J., Miltovica, B. & Feldmane, L. (2014). Latvian urban 
youth perceptions and stereotypes of farmer and agriculture. 
Economic Science for Rural Development, 33, 194-200.

Lamb, G. (1994). Community supported agriculture. Threefold Re-
view, 11, 39-43.

Leibus, I. & Irmeja, A. (2014). Tax payments of agricultural sec-
tor in Latvia. Economic Science for Rural Development, 33, 
132-141.

Meyer, R. L. (2011). Subsidies as an instrument in agriculture 
finance: A review. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bit-
stream/handle/10986/12696/707300ESW0P1120ies0as0an0In-
strument.pdf?sequence=1

Miceikienė, A. & Girdžiūtė, L. (2016). Farmers’ economic via-
bility assessment in the context of taxation and support. http://
spu.fem.uniag.sk/mvd2016/proceedings/en/articles/s5/miceik-
iene_girdziute.pdf

Milosavijevic, B., Pušic, R. & Dašic, P. (2015). Binary Logistic 

Regression modeling of Idle CO Emissions in order to estimate 
predictors influences in old vehicle park. Mathematical Prob-
lems in Engineering, 20151-10. doi:10.1155/2015/463158

Mohamed, E. S. & Gouda, M. S. (2018). Assessment of Agricul-
tural Sustainability in Some Areas West of Nile Delta. https://
ejss.journals.ekb.eg/article_13487_a81ec9dad08dff23d590ed-
5c7558db0b.pdf

Moutinho, L. & Hutcheson, G. D. (2011). The SAGE dictionary 
of quantitative management research. Sage. https://datajobs.
com/data-science-repo/OLS-Regression-[GD-Hutcheson].pdf

Mukhtar, H. & Nasim, A. (2016). Agricultural Taxation in Punjab: 
The Missing Billions (No. 01-16). http://ideaspak.org/images/
Publications/Fiscal-Federalism/Agricultural-Income-Tax-Pun-
jab-Missing-Billions.pdf

National Audit Office of the Republic of Lithuania (2013). Ag-
ricultural tax benefits, 20/12/2013 Nr. VA-P-60-3-24. https://
www.vkontrole.lt/failas.aspx?id=3094

O’Brien, M. & Hennessy, T. (2007). The Contribution of Off-farm 
Income to the Viability of Farming in Ireland. An Examina-
tion of the Contribution of Off-Farm Income to the Viability 
and Sustainability of Farm Households and the Productivity of 
Farm Businesses, 8-37.

O’Donoghue, C., Devisme, S., Ryan, M., Conneely, R. & Gil-
lespie, P. (2016). Farm economic sustainability in the Euro-
pean Union: A pilot study. Studies in Agricultural Economics, 
118(3), 163-171.

Oakland, W. (1987). Theory of public goods. Handbook of Public 
Economics, 2, 485–535.

Oberholtzer, L., Clancy, K. & Esseks, J. D. (2010). The future 
of farming on the urban edge: Insights from 15 US counties 
about farmland protection and farm viability. Journal of Ag-
riculture, Food Systems, and Community Development, 1(2), 
59-75.

Orders by the Minister of Agriculture (2010). On agricultur-
al holdings of farm of standard gross margin and economic 
size, expressed in terms of economic size units calculation de-
scription of the procedure, 23 December, 2010, No. 3D-1106. 
https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/lt/TAD/TAIS.390083/
kwNslVNVrj

Peng, C. Y. J., Lee, K. L. & Ingersoll, G. M. (2002). An introduc-
tion to logistic regression analysis and reporting. The Journal of 
Educational Research, 96(1), 3-14.

Pohlman, J. T. & Leitner, D. W. (2003). A comparison of ordinary 
least squares and logistic regression. https://kb.osu.edu/dspace/
bitstream/handle/1811/23983/V103N5_118.pdf;jsession-
id=0AE74945AD2511109D3C398CC5D32A2D?sequence=1

Pretty, J. & Ward, H. (2001). Social capital and the environment. 
World Development, 29 (2), 209-227.

Proskura, K. P. (2014). Agricultural Sector Taxation: development 
and risks. Ekonomika АPK, (2), 29-35.

Ravenscroft, N. (2000). The Vitality and Viability of Town 
Centres. Urban Studies (Routledge), 37(13), 2533-2549. 
doi:10.1080/00420980020005460

Ross, S. (2015). How can individuals or businesses handle transac-
tion costs for economic externalities? http://www.investopedia.
com/ask/answers/052615/how-can-individuals-or-business-
es-handle-transaction-costs-economic-externalities.asp



15The influence of subsidies and taxes on economic viability of family farms in Lithuania

Savickienė, J. & Miceikienė, A. (2018). Sustainable economic 
development assessment model for family farms. Agricultural 
Economics, 64(12), 527-535.

Savickiene, J., Miceikiene, A. & Jurgelaitiene, L. (2015). Assess-
ment of economic viability in agriculture. In: STRATEGICA: 
3rd International Academic Conference, 411-423.

Savickienė, J., Miceikienė, A. & Lalić, S. (2017). Trend of sus-
tainable economic development of family farms: Case of Lith-
uania. Management Theory and Studies for Rural Business and 
Infrastructure Development, 39(4), 465-489.

Savickienė, J. & Slavickienė, A. (2013). Assessment of the prin-
ciples of family holding taxation. Intelektinė ekonomika, 7 (1), 
86-100.

Schuppert, A. (2009). Binomial (or Binary) Logistic regression. 
http://www.let.rug.nl/nerbonne/teach/rema-stats-meth-sem-
inar/presentations/Binary-Logistic-Regression-Schuep-
pert-2009.pdf

Scott, J. (2001). Atlantic, G. P. I. The Nova Scotia Genuine Prog-
ress Index Soils and Agriculture Accounts. Tantallon, NS: GPI 
Atlantic. http://www.gpiatlantic.org/pdf/agriculture/farmviabil-
ity.pdf

Slavickienė, A. & Savickienė, J. (2012). Influence of the taxation 
base on the farm’s economic viability. Science and Studies of 
Accounting and Finance: Problems and Perspectives, 54(6), 
221-227.

Soliwoda, M. & Pawlowska-Tyszko, J. (2014). Agricultural taxa-
tion in Poland vs. solutions in selected EU countries. Economic 

Science for Rural Development, 33, 99-107.
Swinnen, J. (2018). The political economy of agricultural and food 

policies. Palgrave Macmillan US.
The National Audit Office of the Republic of Lithuania (2013). 

Agricultural tax exemption. https://www.vkontrole.lt/failas.as-
px?id=3094

Vaznonis, B. & Startienė, G. (2009). Social responsibility aspects 
of agricultural externalities economical regulation. Economics 
& Management, 14, 335-344.

Veen, H., Meulen, H., Bommel, K. & Doorneweert, B. (2007). 
Exploring agricultural taxation in Europe. Agricultural Eco-
nomics Research Institute, Haga. https://library.wur.nl/
WebQuery/wurpubs/fulltext/23200

Vitunskienė, V. (2014). The role of CAP payment in supporting 
farms income in Lithuania and the European Union as a whole. 
Science and Studies of Accounting and Finance: Problems and 
Perspectives, 9(1), 281-289.

Wang, J. H. (2015). Recruiting Young Farmers to Join Small-Scale 
Farming: A Structural Policy Perspective. http://ap.fftc.agnet.
org/files/ap_policy/329/329_1.pdf

Zhong, C., Turvey, C., Zhang, J. & Xu, C. (2011). Does taxation 
have real effects on agricultural output? Theory and empirical 
evidence from China. Journal of Economic Policy Reform, 
14(3), 227-242.

Zodrow, G. R. & Mieszkowski, P. (1984). Pigou, Tiebout, Prop-
erty taxation, and the under provision of local public goods. 
Journal of Urban Economics, 19, 356-370.

Received: February, 24, 2019; Accepted: June, 27, 2019; Published: February, 29, 2020


