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This article deals with the study of expenditure for social protection in the European Union (EU) and
Ukraine, which is the criterion characterising the level of public liability for support of a certain standard of
living of the poorest social groups. During the study it has been found that social expenditure is meant
to be the provision of households and individuals with assistance and other financial resources by
public or private institutions for the purposes of their support ensuring and reducing of the risks in cer-
tain circumstances, which make their lives worse. The structure of expenditure for social protection
has been analysed and grouped by the functions in Ukraine for 2012-2014. It has been determined
that the bulk of social benefits is oriented to the people of the retirement age and the healthcare. The
analysis of the structure of expenditure for social protection in the EU has shown that the funds al-
located to the retirement assistance constitute a significant part of expenditure for social protection

in the EU.

Today the problem of social and economic develop-
ment of countries becomes pressing. Ukraine is no ex-
ception, it is characterised by considerable number of
unsolved social and economic problems. Thus, the to-
tal expenditure for the social sector in Ukraine is quite
considerable compared to EU countries, but the bulk of
social benefits is oriented to the people of the retirement
age and the healthcare. However, the quality of social ser-
vices and other measures of social protection in Ukraine
is still rather low, and social needs of the most vulnerable
groups are not met in the appropriate way. Social pro-
tection should cover all types of interference by public
or private organizations, which are aimed to facilitate
households and individuals for the social risks or needs.
Therefore, using the methodology of the European system
of the integrated social protection statistics (ESSPROS)
the risks or needs, which can lead to social protection
in Ukraine, have been identified. The abovementioned
information determines the relevance of the topic of the
article chosen.

The aim of the article is to study the structure of
expenditure for social protection in the European Union
and Ukraine, as well as to determine its content and func-
tions. The study subject is the structure of expenditure
for social protection in the European Union and Ukraine,
and for risks or needs, which lead to social protection in
Ukraine according to the ESSPROS.

Materials and Methods

During the study the methods of logical, historical,
analytical analysis and sociological research were used.
The expenditure for social protection in the EU and
Ukraine was analysed as a percentage to GDP, and the
existing social risks or needs according to the ESSPROS
methodology, which could lead to social protection,
were grouped.

Results and Discussion

The uniform methodological approaches to the ana-
lysis of expenditure for social protection in the EU and
Ukraine were used making impossible their comparison
(Tab. 1). At the same time, social costs are presented as
a proportion of the gross domestic product; they are the
recognized criterion characterising the level of public
liability for support of a certain standard of living of the
most vulnerable social groups. The social expenditures
are considered to be the provision of households and in-
dividuals with assistance and other financial resources
by public or private institutions for the purposes of their
support ensuring and reducing of the risks in certain cir-
cumstances, which make their lives worse [1, 3, 6].

The comparative analysis of expenditure for social
protection in Ukraine and the European Union showed
that countries with the highest ratio of expenditures for so-
cial protection to GDP such as France (33.7%), Denmark
(33.3%), the Netherlands (31.3%) and Finland (31.2%)
spent twice more for social purposes than three coun-
tries with the lowest ratio — Latvia (14.4%), Estonia and
Romania (14.8% each). In Ukraine, the figure in 2013
was 23.7% (in 2014 it was 22.2%) (Fig. 1) [1, 3-5].

As can be seen from Fig. 1, Ukraine is included to the
top ten countries with the high level of social protection,
which was 23.7% to GDP in 2013. However, it does not
mean that the social protection in our country is at high
level. According to our research concerning this issue
there is a great difference between the level of expendi-
ture for social protection in the EU and Ukraine. For
example, there are differences between the EU Member
States in absolute terms of social expenditures per capi-
tal at purchasing power parity (PPP). In 2013 their value
fluctuated from 2201 Euros in Romania to 14466 Euros
in Luxembourg. If social expenditure in Luxembourg
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Table 1

Analysis of the expenditure for social protection in the
EU countries and Ukraine as a percentage to GDP

was 1206 Euros per capita a month, they were 183 and
193 Euros in Romania and Bulgaria, respectively. As
for Ukraine, in 2013 the expenditure for social protec-
tion per capita was 1542 Euros at PPP, or 129 Euros per

Years a month [10].
Countries i i
2010 1 2011 2012 1 2013 It has been deterr.nm?,d that the dlfferenges between
. the European countries in terms of expenditure for so-
Austria 296 28.9 29.2 298 cial protection may be partially related to different levels
Belgium 29.4 29.7 29.9 30.2 of welfare and prices, reflecting, in addition, differences
Bulgaria 17.3 16.7 16.7 17.6 in the systems of social protection, demographic trends,
UK 28.8 28.7 28.8 28.1 unemployment rates and other social, institutional and
5 " 328 323 320 333 economic factors.
enm.ar . . . . In particular, the structure of social expenditure it-
Estonia 17.6 15.6 15.0 14.8 self is different in the EU. Thus, the share of expendi-
Ireland 24.5 23.2 23.0 22.0 ture for social assistance and benefits in 2013 fluctuated
Spain 24.7 25.4 255 25.7 from 93.6% of social expenditure in the Netherlands to
o) X . : ]
Italy 8.8 285 293 298 98.9% in the United Kingdom, Me;lta and Estonia. Ad
ministrative costs ranged from 1.1% of the total expen-
Cyprus 20.1 208 21.0 223 diture in such countries as Cyprus, Malta, Estonia and
Latvia 18.1 15.1 14.2 14.4 the United Kingdom to 5.3% in Ireland. In addition, in
Lithuania 18.9 16.9 16.3 15.3 some countries rather significant part of the funds for
Luxembour 229 223 23.0 23,1 social security was chgrged to other expenses: in Portu-
Vil J 187 185 185 187 gal —4.2% and Lithuania — 3.1%. In Ukraine, in 2013 the
alta : : : : structure of social expenditure was as follows: 98.1% —
Netherlands 299 | 30. 309 | 313 social assistance (in 2014 — 98.3%), 1.4% — administra-
Germany 29.8 28.6 28.7 29.0 tive expenses (1.2%) and 0.5% — other expenditure (0.5%).
Poland 196 18.6 17.7 16.7 The studies have shown that most social assistance
Portugal 258 258 26.4 276 is proqued regardless of wealth, i.e. vylthout checking
- the recipients for poverty. In general, within the EU only
Romania 17.3 16.4 15.4 14.8 a tenth of the funds oriented to social protection was
Slovakia 183 17.9 18.1 184 stipulated by the level of welfare of its recipients. The
Slovenia 244 24.5 249 25.0 value of social assistance was rather higher in Ireland
Hungary 27 | 217 | 214 | 209 811 9%) an(} th; 1‘3/““;":111(1?%‘110“23( ;@3%)2311 5)013; In
- raine, only 3.1% of the funds (3.7% in orien-
U.krame 25.3 23.2 24.0 23.7 ted to social assistance were stipulated by the level of
Finland 292 | 288 | 30. 31.2 welfare of its recipients in 2013. This includes targeted
France 327 325 333 337 social assistance, i.e. housing subsidies and low-income
Croatia 208 | 204 | 209 | 217 fam¥y aISISIStance- han 60% ofall i ] .
: otally, more than o of all expenditures for socia
hR I 20.1 20.1 20.5 20.2 L . . . .
Czech Republic 0 0 0 protection were in cash in the EU in 2013. The biggest
Sweden 286 28.2 29.3 300 share of payments was in Cyprus (82.2%), Italy (75.4%)
%
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1 — Belgium 7 — Portugal 13 — Ireland 19 — Bulgaria
2 — Sweden 8 — Spain 14 — Croatia 20 — Poland
3 — Austria 9 — Slovenia 15 — Hungary 21 — Lithuania
4 — ltaly 10 — Ukraine 16 — Czech Republic 22 — Romania
5 — Germany 11 — Luxembourg 17 — Malta 23 — Estonia
6 — United Kingdom 12 — Cyprus 18 — Slovakia 24 — Latvia

Fig. 1. The comparative analysis of expenditure for social protection in the EU countries and Ukraine in 2013.
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Fig. 2. Identified risks or needs, which can lead to social protection in Ukraine
according to the ESSPROS.

and Latvia (74.0%). In Ukraine, 82.0% of the total so-
cial assistance was given in cash in 2013 (in 2014 — 82.9%)).

We have found out that the total expenditure for the
social sector in Ukraine is quite large in comparison with
the EU countries, but the quality of social services and
other measures of social protection in Ukraine is still
rather low, and social needs of the most vulnerable groups
are not met in the appropriate way.

Social protection should cover all types of interfe-
rence by public or private organizations, which are aimed
to facilitate households and individuals for the social risks
or needs. That is why using the methodology of the Euro-
pean system of the integrated social protection statistics
(ESSPROS) risks or needs, which can lead to social pro-
tection in Ukraine, have been identified (Fig. 2) [2-5].

According to Fig. 2 this list of risks or needs, on the
one hand, limits the amount of social security by areas,
which are the most relevant in the European context; on
the other hand, it serves as a tool for comparable statis-
tics when institutions, regulations and social traditions
of the countries differ radically. Various risks and needs
determine the priority of the objects, which the funds
and assistance are intended for regardless of legislative
or institutional structures. The term “the function of so-
cial protection” is usually used in this context.

Based on the previous research and the data of the State
Statistics Service the structure of expenditure for social
protection by the functions in Ukraine for 2012-2014
are presented (Tab. 2) [1, 7-9].

According to Tab. 2 the bulk of social benefits is ori-
ented to the people of the retirement age and the health-
care. In Ukraine, this item of expenditure for social pro-
tection is the most important and the greatest among all
European countries. In 2013 expenses for the function
“Old Age” were 64.0% of all expenses for social pro-
tection (14.9% of GDP) and in 2014 — 65.5% (14.3%
of GDP).

Comparing the situation in the EU it can be noted that
the funds allocated to the retirement assistance cons-
titute the significant part of the costs for social protec-
tion. For example, in 2013 the value of these expendi-
tures was particularly high in Latvia, Italy and Romania
where they were 53.2%, 50.7% and 50.1% of the total
expenditure for social protection, respectively. The fac-
tors, which contribute to such level of this type of social
assistance, include rather high proportion of the popula-
tion over 65 and older (at the beginning of 2014 it was
21.4% of the population in Italy to 18.5% on average in
EU-28). On the contrary, in Ireland this assistance was
only 27.5% of the total social expenses. This is partially
related to the fact that the population in Ireland is the
youngest in Europe: at the beginning of 2014 28.0% of
the population in Ireland were younger than 20 years
(the average value in the EU-28 was 21.0%), and only
12.6% of the population in this country were older than
65 years.

Assistance for disease and medical care was ana-
lysed next. It was found that in 2013 it was the second
in the EU in the ratio of the total expenditure for social
protection. In the Netherlands and Croatia their value
was the highest among expenditure for social protection
and constituted 35.4% and 34.9% of all social expendi-
ture, respectively. Instead, in Denmark and Cyprus it was
only 20.2% and 20.6% of the total expenditure for so-
cial protection.

In Ukraine, this item is also the second among all
types of expenditures, but it has even lower rates than
Denmark and Cyprus. In 2013, the share of this ex-
penditure was 18.1% of the total expenditure for social

Table 2
Expenditure for social protection by the functions in Ukraine
Social . . 2012 2013 2014
oclal protection assistance thousand UAH % thousand UAH % thousand UAH %
Disease/Medical Care 60509 773.7 17.6 64 076 027.4 18.1 55742 945.8 16.1
Disability 4527877.0 1.3 4015557.2 1.1 41703171 1.2
Old age 226011 000.3 65.7 226 791 082.8 64.0 226 572 634.0 65.5
Dependent survivors of breadwinners 25143483 0.7 2550428.7 0.7 2511185.8 0.7
Family/children 35340490.7 10.3 39691901.9 11.2 38932434.0 11.2
Unemployment 5438 379.0 1.6 6382967.6 1.8 5385 406.9 1.6
Dwelling 74557629 2.2 6779027.7 1.9 68875149 2.0
Social isolation 2095 599.9 0.6 4050674.4 1.2 5942 094.9 1.7
Total 343893 231.8| 100.0 | 354337667.7 | 100.0 | 346 144533.4| 100.0
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protection (4.2% of GDP), and in 2014 — 16.1% (3.5%
of GDP).

Disability assistance in the EU differs significantly
in various countries in the structure of the total expendi-
ture for social protection. In 2013 in Croatia and Den-
mark it was 17.0% and 13.1%, respectively, while in
Cyprus and Malta less than 4% of social expenditure
were consumed for this purpose (3.3% and 3.9%, re-
spectively).

In Ukraine, this item of expenditure is one of the
smallest. In 2013 1.1% of all expenditure for social pro-
tection, or 0.3% of GDP was consumed in total for this
item of expenditure; in 2014 — 1.2% or 0.3% of GDP.

To support families and children in 2013 the most
funds were allocated in Luxembourg (15.9% of the total so-
cial expenditure), Ireland (13.4%) and Hungary (12.1%).
At the same time, the Netherlands, Italy and Portugal
spent less than 5% of social expenses for this purpose.

In Ukraine in 2013 this expenditure item was the
third in terms of all expenditure items (11.2% of the to-
tal expenditures or 2.6% of GDP). In 2014 expenditure
was also 11.2% of all expenses (2.5% of GDP).

The studies demonstrated that the major differences
between the EU Member States were in the ratio of so-
cial expenditure oriented to solving the problem of un-
employment. Expenditure for social protection of the
unemployed in 2013 fluctuated from 14.7% of the total
expenditure for social protection in Ireland to 1.1% in
Romania.

In Ukraine expenses on unemployment problems were
also low, and in 2013 constituted 1.8% of the total ex-
penditure for social protection, or 0.4% of GDP. In 2014
there was a slight decrease up to 1.6%, which was 0.3%
of GDP.

Assistance to dependent survivors of breadwin-
ners was funded most in 2013 in Croatia (9.8% of the to-
tal expenditure for social protection), Spain (9.7%) and
Italy (9.3%). The least expenditure for dependents was
in the United Kingdom and Estonia where it did not ex-
ceed 0.5% of the total expenditure.

Ukraine in 2013 and 2014 spent 0.7% of the total
expenditure for social protection on this item each year;
it was 0.2% of GDP in both years.

Relatively small funds in the EU are directed to solve
housing problems. In 2013 the largest expenditure for
housing was recorded in the United Kingdom (5.2%),
while at the same time in Portugal, Lithuania, Bulgaria,
Slovenia and Croatia less than 0.1% of the total social
expenditure was allocated for this purpose. Small social
expenditure for housing is typical both for Ukraine and
for the European Union. In 2013 and 2014 it was 1.9%
and 2.0% of the total expenditure for social protection,
respectively (0.4% of GDP).

Expenses on social isolation in the EU in 2013 were
the smallest expenditure item. Only the Netherlands and

Cyprus spent for this type of social protection 5.2% and
5.0%, respectively. Most countries spent 2% on average
of the total expenditure, and Croatia, Hungary, Germa-
ny, Italy, Estonia, Spain, Portugal, Ireland and Latvia
spent less than 1% of the total expenditure for this type
of social protection.

In Ukraine, the expenditure for social isolation is also
one of the least funded item of expenditures for social
protection. However, it should be noted that the expen-
diture for this item has increased: in 2012 it was only
0.6%, while in 2013 the expenditure for social isolation
increased to 1.2%, and in 2014 it increased to 1.7% of
the total expenditure for social protection [2, 3, 8, 9, 10].

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the study conducted the conclusion can be
made that the total expenditure for social protection and
social security in Ukraine is quite large, even compared
to the developed European countries. However, despite
the considerable amount of social expenses, the quality
of social services and other measures of social protec-
tion in Ukraine is still rather low, and social needs of
the most vulnerable groups are not met in appropriate
way.

It has been found that the differences between Eu-
ropean countries and Ukraine in terms of expenditure
for social protection may be partially related to different
levels of welfare, prices and differences in the systems of
social protection, demographic trends, unemploymen-
trates and other social, institutional and economic fac-
tors. The studies have shown that most social assistance
is provided regardless of wealth, i.e. without checking
the recipients for poverty. In general, within the EU only
a tenth of the funds oriented to social protection was
stipulated by the level of welfare of its recipients. In
Ukraine in 2013 only 3.1% of the funds (3.7% in 2014)
oriented to social assistance were stipulated by the level
of welfare of its recipients. This includes targeted social
assistance, i.e. housing subsidies and low-income fami-
ly assistance.

The analysis has shown that systematic implemen-
tation of the European legislation needs to change the
relevant instruments of social protection and reconsider
the basic functions of social protection in Ukraine ta-
king into account quantitative and qualitative statistical
indicators of social protection according to the Euro-
pean system of the integrated social protection statistics
(ESSPROS).

It has been determined that the bulk of social bene-
fits is oriented to the people of the retirement age and
the healthcare. In Ukraine, this item of expenditure for
social protection is the most important and the greatest
among all European countries. In 2013 expenses for the
function “Old Age” constituted 64.0% of all expenses for
social protection (14.9% of GDP) and in 2014 - 65.5%
(14.3% of GDP).
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HAYKOBE Y3ATrAJIbHEHHSA PE3YILTATIB MOHITOPUHIY BUOATKIB HA COLIANBHUNA
3AXUCT Y KPAIHAX €EBPOMENCBKOIO COIO3Y TA B YKPAIHI

M.B.3apiykoea

Knroyoei crnioea: coujanbHUl 3axucm; QhyHKUii coyianbHo20 3axucmy; couiarnbHi pusuku
LocnidxeHi sumpamu Ha coyianbHUl 3axucm y KpaiHax €gporneticbkoeo Corozy (€C) ma YkpaiHu,
W0 € Kpumepiem, KUl xapakmepusye cmyriiHb 0epxxagHoi 8idrnoeidasibHoCcmi 3 NiIOMPUMKU 1e8HO20
cmarOapmy Xummsi HalibiOHiWwux eepcme HaceneHHs. B xodi nposedeHHs1 docnidxeHb byrio eu3Ha-
4YeHo, Wo rid couianbHUMU sudamkamu po3yMitomb HalaHHS 2pOMadCbLKUMU YU rpug8amHuUMU iHCmu-
myuisamu dorloMozga ma iHWuUx ¢hiHaHcosux Kowmie domoaocriodapcmeam ma okpemum ocobam 3
Memoro 3abe3rieqeHHs i NidMpPUMKU ma 3HUXEHHS PU3UKI8 y MeeHUx obcmasuHax, Wo noaipuwyroma
ix )xumms. [NpoaHarnizoeaHo ma yepynogaHo cmpykmypy eudamekie Ha coujaribHul 3axucm 3a yHK-
uismu 8 Ykpaini 3a 2012-2014 poku. BcmaHoeneHo, wo 0cCHO8HuUl o0bcsie couianbHUX guraam Cripsi-
Mo8yembCsi Ha 0cib NneHciliHo20 8iKy ma Medu4He obcry2o8yeaHHs. [posedeHul aHanis cmpykmypu
sudamekig Ha couianbHUl 3axucm & €C rokasas, Wo Kowmu, HarpaerneHi Ha 0orioMoay y 368’a3Ky 3
8UXOOOM Ha reHCciIlo, cknadaromb 3Ha4YHy YacmuHy eumpam Ha coujanbHul 3axucm y €C.

HAYYHOE OBOBLLEHUE PE3YJIbTATOB MOHUTOPUHIA PACXOOB HA COLUAJIbHYIO
3ALLNTY B CTPAHAX EBPOINMENCKOIO COKO3A U B YKPAUHE

M.B.3apu4koea

Knrodesnbie criosa: coyuanbHas 3aujuma, OyHKUUU coyuanbHoU 3aujumel; cCoyuarbHbIe PUCKU
UccnedosaHbl pacxodbl Ha coyuarnbHyr 3auumy 8 cmpaHax Eeponetickoeo Coro3a (EC) u 8 YkpauHe,
KOmopbie 51810MCS KpumepueMm, Xxapakmepu3ayouwumMm cmerneHb 20Cy0apcmeeHHOU 0meemcmeeH-
Hocmu o noddepxaHuro ornpedenieHHo20 cmaHdapma xu3HuU 6edHelwux crioes HacerneHusi. B xode
nposedeHusi uccredosaHuli 6110 orpedesieHo, Ymo rod couuasibHbIMU pacxodamu MoHUMarom rpe-
docmaerneHue obu,eCmeeHHbIMU UnUu YacmHbIMU yYpexOeHUsaMU nocobuli u opyaux ¢huHaHCO8bIX
cpedcme domoxossiticmeam u omOesibHbIM fluyam ¢ yernbio obecriedeHust ux mnoddep>XKU U CHUXEHUST
puckos 8 ornpederieHHbIX 06cmosimenbcmeax, yxyowarouux ux XusHb. [poaHanuauposaHa u cepyr-
nuposaHa cmpykmypa pacxo008 Ha coyuarbHyto 3awumy no pyHKUusmM 8 YkpauHe 3a 2012-2014
200bl. YcmaHo8eHo, 4mo 0CHOBHOU 06beM coyualibHbIX 8blrsiam HarnpasesieH Ha jlul NeHCUOHHO20
g8o3pacma u meduyuHckoe obcnyxueaHue. [MpoeedeHHbIl aHanu3 cmpykmypbl pacxodo8 Ha coyu-
anbHyro 3auwumy 8 EC nokasan, ymo cpedcmea, HarpasrieHHbIe Ha MOMOWb 8 C853U C 8bIXOOOM Ha
MeHCU0, COCMAaesIsAm 3HaqdumerbHyr Yacme pacxo0os Ha coyuarnbHyto 3auwumy 6 EC.



