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Abstract: An important part of the Gross Domestic Product is available to the
state through taxes, fees and contributions. In the literature, there are many
meanings of the fiscal pressure, also known as the rate of fiscality. Most of
the meanings define this indicator as a ratio between revenue received from
taxes (including social contributions) over a given period and Gross Domestic
Product realized over the same period. This research paper focuses on analyzing
the fiscal pressure in European Union, starting from the structure of mandatory
levies, direct and indirect taxes, and social contributions. Theoretical research
provides input on the current state of knowledge on the subject. The data are
provided by Eurostat based on the European system of national and regional
accounts (ESA 2010). Taxes and social contributions, according to European
System Accounting (ESA 2010), are recorded on an accrual basis.
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1. Introduction

This paper shows a research which has as its main objective to highlight an
analysis of the evolution of the fiscal pressure in the European Union area.
The data are provided by Eurostat based on the European system of national
and regional accounts (ESA 2010). Taxes and social contributions, according
to European System Accounting (ESA 2010), are recorded on an accrual basis.

Theoretical research provides contributions as regards the current
state of knowledge on the subject and clarifies certain aspects necessary for
the subsequent application. The following research hypothesis is attached to
the proposed research objective: between the fiscal revenues, Gross Domestic
Product (GDP), economic development there is a direct relationship. Starting
from this assertion, taxes represent a critical measure both of a good governance
and economic development. Thus, as incomes rise, economies become more
developed. In this sense, according to the World Bank, fiscal revenues above
15% of a country’s Gross Domestic Product represent a key ingredient for
poverty reduction and economic growth. For example, in 2019, the average
tax-to-GDP ratio, among the state members of the European Union was 41.4%
and in the member states of Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development was 33.8%. (Kagan & Uradu, 2021)

Creating a performing fiscal system through designing taxes that satisfy
the requirements of the principle of fiscal equity and the objective of obtaining
sufficient revenues is very important for the state. (Bird & Wilkie, 2012). The
criteria of efficiency and fairness are at the top of the list in the design and
selection of sources of income. Taxes are used as a competitive tool by states,
having different competitive effects (Ulbrich, 2011).

Each type of tax has both negative and positive characteristics. Some
taxes create fewer distortions in business decisions, are more stable than others,
and are easily perceived to taxpayers (in the case of direct taxes). Other taxes
are hidden (in the case of indirect taxes). Some taxes are sensitive to economic
growth and/or inflation, other taxes are not. The different revenue sources have
different impact on taxpayers’ economic decisions and on the distribution of
income and wealth.

2. A short review of the literature about fiscal pressure
The study of fiscal pressure is of particular interest to many theorists of
economics, existing a lot of opinions in the literature regarding the term fiscal

pressure. The link between the rate of fiscal pressure and the flow of fiscal
revenues was first noticed in 1776 by Adam Smith. Fiscal pressure on its optimal
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level was the concern of the economist Laffer in the ‘80s, which through the
curve that bears his name, known as the “Laffer Curve”, expressed the idea that
too high fiscal rates could destroy the basis of taxation (Trandafir & Brezeanu,
2011). In this sense, the fiscal pressure is seen as “a relative expression of the
tax burden borne by the taxpayer” (Brezeanu, 2009). In case of the corporates,
tax burden can be appreciated by utilizing the effective tax rate. The effective
tax rate is considered more relevant than the legal tax rate because it considers
the fiscal incentives, providing a true reflection of the tax burden borne by
companies (Teodorescu & Istudor, 2017).The increase or decrease of the fiscal
pressure over a certain period “is closely linked to the economic and social
role of the state, its intervention in order to ensure the coverage of public
expenditures” (Trandafir & Brezeanu, 2011).

Another opinion reveals that “the fiscal pressure is generally given
by the fiscal rate, which is calculated as the ratio between fiscal revenues
including the contribution to state social insurance in a certain period, usually
one year, and the value of Gross Domestic Product, achieved at the same time,
of a national economy” (Vacarel and others, 2008).

To achieve the goal of fiscal policy, fiscal pressure must consider the
conciliation of two diametrically opposed tendencies: the trend of the state
that wants it to be increasing to cover public expenditure and the trend of
the taxpayer who seeking a fiscal pressure as low as possible (Dobrotd &
Chirculescu, 2010). In close relation with the concept of fiscal pressure, the
concept of fiscal levy is necessary to use. In contemporary times, the fiscal
levy is carried out by means of tax, the reference element in fiscal theory and
practice, and the most important means of financing public needs.

In the analysis of fiscal pressure there are two approaches, one approach
in terms of flow and another in terms of indices (Corduneanu, 1998). The
information provided by the analysis in terms of flow is necessary to perform
the analysis in terms of indices. The fiscal pressure in flow terms, is the
monetary amount of the fiscal obligation, borne by the income at individual,
sectoral and overall level. Fiscal pressure should not only be seen as a state
pressure on the economy, but also as a redistribution of collected revenues, as
they return to the economic circuit through public expenditures.

“The fiscal pressure rate measures the part of fiscal proceeds that
undergoes a compulsory and public distribution process instead of being left
to the discretion of private initiative” (Petric, 2019 p. 189).

3. Methodology and methods for determining the fiscal pressure

As aresearch method, the analysis is performed based on quantitative empirical
research. To highlight the fiscal pressure at the level of the European Union

102



Internal Auditing & Risk Management Year XVI, Supplement No. 62, June 2021

member states, we considered that it is opportune to structure the data by
regrouping them according to the size of the fiscal pressure. In this sense, we
classified the countries by intervals of analysis of the fiscal pressure according
to the Table 1.

Table 1. Intervals of analysis of the Fiscal Pressure

The size of the Fiscal Pressure (deviations +/- from
Analysis interval the EU 28/ EU 27 average) - percentage points
Minimum Maximum
I >=5
IT >=0 <5
111 >=-5 <0
IV <-5

Methods for determining the fiscal pressure at the macroeconomic level:
* The overall tax-to-GDP ratio (Fiscal pressure in the broad sense

— The Overall fiscal pressure or the Rate of taxation) is calculated

accordircng to the relationship 1.

Rot = —x 100 1)

in wich:

Rot = The rate of taxation, which shows the percent of the Gross
Domestic Product available for the state by means the taxes and social
contributions

CL = Compulsory Levies, respectively the total of the receipts realized
in a year from compulsory taxes and social contributions

GDP = Gross Domestic Product

Also, partial rates of taxation can be calculated, by reporting the
taxes (fiscal revenues in the strict sense) and social contributions to the Gross
Domestic Product.

* Fiscal pressure (Fiscal pressure in a narrow sense - the Rate of

Fiscality) is calculated as a ratio between the total of the Fiscal Revenues

and the Gross Domestic Product, according to the relationship 2.

FP =—"x 100 )
in which: FP = Fiscal pressure or the Rate of Fiscality, which shows the per-
cent of the Gross Domestic Product available for the state by means the taxes;
FR = Fiscal Revenues

GDP = Gross Domestic Product

* Rate of social contributions is calculated according to the relationship 3.
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Rsc = -5 % 100
GDP

(3)

in which:
Rsc = Rate of social contributions
SC = Social Contributions
GDP = Gross Domestic Product

4. Analysis of the fiscal pressure in the member states of the European Union

4.1. The overall tax-to-GDP ratio

The tax-to-GDP ratio is usually used to determine how well directs its economic
resources the government of a country.

The overall tax-to-GDP ratio presented corresponds to the total amount
of taxes and social contributions, including voluntary contributions, expressed
as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product. This is one measure of the tax
burden.

The processing of the data provided by the EU reports from 2017 t0 2019
(Annex 1) allowed Member States to be grouped according to the deviation
from the EU average of the value of the overall fiscal pressure (Annex 2 and
Figure 1).

The number of countries in which the overall fiscal pressure exceeds by
at least 5 p.p. (percentage points) the European Union average of the overall
fiscal pressure, is very low. Thus, in 2017 (Figure la) in this situation were
France (48.3%), Belgium (47.1%), Denmark (46.5%); in 2018 (Figure 1b)
France (48.2%) and Belgium (47.1%), and in 2019 (Figure 1¢) France (47.4%),
Denmark (46.9%) and Belgium (45.9%).

Countries where the overall fiscal pressure was greater than or equal
to the European Union average but not more than 5 p.p. there were six in
2017 (Figure 1a): Sweden (44.7%), Finland (43.1%), Austria (42.5%), Greece
(42.2%), Italy (42, 1%), Germany (40.8%). In 2018 (Figure 1b), the number
of countries that had this indicator in the mentioned range was eight: Denmark
(45,1 %), Sweden (44.4%), Austria (42.9%), Greece (42.7%), Finland
(42.5%), Italy (41.9%), Germany (41.3%), Luxembourg (41,0 %), and in 2019
(Figure 1c), there were a number of seven countries: Sweden (43.6%), Austria
(43.1%), Italy (42.6%), Finland (42.3%), Greece (41.9%), Germany (41.7%),
Luxembourg (40.5%).
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Figure 1. Tax-to-GDP ratio - Difference from the EU28 value 2017-2019

2017 - Tax-to-GDP ratio - Difference from the EU28 value 2018 - Tax-to-GDP ratio - Difference from the EU28 value
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The number of countries that have registered an overall fiscal pressure
below the EU28 average up to 5 p.p. was constant in the period 2017 - 2018,
respectively eight countries. In 2017 (Figure la): Netherlands (39.2%),
Luxembourg (38.9%), Hungary (38.0%), Croatia (37.7%), Slovenia (37.6%),
Portugal (36.5%), Czechia (35.4%), United Kingdom (35.2%). In 2018 (Figure
1b): Netherlands (39.3%), Croatia (38.3%), Slovenia (37.8%), Hungary
(37.0%), Portugal (37.0%), Czechia (36.0%), Poland (36.0%), Spain (35.4%).
The situation was different in 2019 (Figure 1¢) when ten countries were in the
mentioned range: Netherlands (39.8%), Croatia (38.7%), Slovenia (37.7%),
Portugal (36.8%), Hungary (36.5%), Czechia (36.1%), Poland (36.0%), Cyprus
(35.6%), Spain (35.4%), United Kingdom (35.3%) %).

Countries that have registered an overall fiscal pressure below the
EU28 average by more than 5 p.p. there were eleven in 2017, ten in 2018, and
eight in 2019. In 2017 (Figure 1a): Poland (35.0%), Spain (34.7%), Slovakia
(34.2%), Cyprus (33.2%), Estonia (32.8%), Malta (31.9%), Latvia (31.4%),
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Lithuania (29.8%), Bulgaria (29.4%), Romania (25.8%), Ireland (23.3%).
In 2018 (Figure 1b): United Kingdom (35,2 %), Slovakia (34.3%), Cyprus
(33.5%), Estonia (33.1%), Malta (32.3%), Latvia (31.4%), Lithuania (30.3%),
Bulgaria (30.0%), Romania (26.8%), Ireland (23.2%). In 2019 (Figure 1c):
Slovakia (34.6%), Estonia (33.3%), Malta (32.1%), Latvia (31.3%), Lithuania
(30.4%), Bulgaria (30.3%), Romania (26.8%), Ireland (22.7%).

Figure 2. Tax-to-GDP ratio - Difference from the EU27 value 2020-2022

(forecast)
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The analysis of the forecasted data regarding the evolution of the
overall fiscal pressure (Annex 1) for the period 2020-2022 reveals that the
number of countries exceeding by 5 p.p. the European Union average remains
low (France and Denmark). It can be seen that the forecasted data reveals a
decreasing trend in the overall fiscal pressure in both countries.

The number of countries in which the overall fiscal pressure has been
forecast to be greater than or equal to the European Union average but not
more than 5 p.p. was relatively constant in the period 2020-2022 (Figure 2a,
2b, 2¢).The same trend was also observed for the other two analyzed intervals.
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In the case of Romania, the forecasts regarding the evolution of the
overall fiscal pressure in the period 2020-2022 place it in the group of countries
that have registered an overall fiscal pressure below the EU27 average by more
than 5 p.p. (25,9% in 2020; 25,8% in 2021; 25,7% in 2022 — see Annex 1).

4.2. Fiscal pressure at the level of indirect taxes

In accordance with the European System of National and Regional Accounts,
indirect taxes are those related to imports and production. The fiscal pressure
at the level of indirect taxes is determined as the ratio between the total fiscal
revenues resulting from these types of taxes and the Gross Domestic Product
in a well-defined period.

Figure 3. Indirect taxes in EU state members (as % of GDP)
Difference from EU28 value - Year 2019
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Significant differences are observed between the member states
of the European Union. The new Member States are showing an upward
trend in consumption taxes. As an example, Croatia stands out through high
consumption taxation. Lower shares of the fiscal pressure related to indirect
taxes were registered by the Netherlands, Spain, Germany, economically
developed countries. Significant values of the fiscal pressure related to indirect
taxes were registered in the analysis period in countries such as Estonia,
Lithuania, and Latvia, with values close to the EU27 average (Figure 3).

Romania is in the group of countries that have registered a fiscal
pressure at the indirect taxes below the EU28 average up to 5 p.p. (Figure 3).

107



Internal Auditing & Risk Management Year XVI, Supplement No. 62, June 2021

4.3. Fiscal pressure at the level of direct taxes

In the case of direct taxes (Figure 4) the level of fiscal pressure was higher in
countries such as Denmark, Sweden, Italy, Belgium.

The explanation is that in these countries, revenue redistribution is one of the
main objectives of government authorities.

Figure 4. Direct tax in EU state members (as % of GDP)
Difference from EU28 value - Year 2019

EU 28 value
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Regarding the fiscal pressure related to direct taxes, Romania (4.8 %) is
in the group of countries that have registered values below the EU28 average
with more than 5 pp, along with Poland, Slovenia, Hungary, Bulgaria, Croatia,
and others. The reduced fiscal pressure at the level of direct taxes in the case
of Romania is explained by the modification of the fiscal legislation (started in
2018) at the level of taxation of the income of natural persons (reduction of the
tax rate from 16% to 10%).

4.4. Fiscal pressure at the level of social contributions

As shown in Figure 5, in conjunction with the data in Annexes 8 and 9, there
was a much higher level of fiscal pressure related to social contributions in
developed countries. From the group of developed countries, the highest levels
of fiscal pressure at the level of social contributions are found in countries
such as Germany (17.3%), France (16.8%), Belgium (15,7 %). Some emerging
countries have exceeded the EU 28 average but no more than 5 p.p., such as
Czechia (15.6%) and Slovenia (16%). However, in 2019, there was no country
that exceeded the EU 28 average by 5%.
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Figure 5. Social contributions in EU state members (as % of GDP)
Difference from EU28 value - Year 2019

EU 28 value
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Romania was in the group of countries whose fiscal pressure related
to social contributions was below the EU 28 average but not more than 5 p.p.
(11,3 %).

5. Conclusions

Following the analysis performed on the level of overall fiscal pressure, we
noticed that the lowest levels (less than or equal to 30%) are registered in
developing countries, such as Bulgaria and Romania. From the group of
developed countries, we find the highest shares of the overall fiscal pressure
(over 45%) in France, Denmark, and Belgium.

From the structural analysis of the fiscal pressure, we found the
following:

* At the level of direct taxes, the fiscal pressure tends to be high in those
countries where government authorities attach greater importance to
income redistribution. The highest value of the fiscal pressure exerted by
direct taxes was recorded in Denmark (29,7 % in 2017; 28,9 % in 2018;
30,7% in 2019) and Sweden (18,9 % in 2017; 18,6 % in 2018; 18,0% in
2019). In these countries, direct taxes have an important contribution to
the formation of budget revenues.

* At the level of indirect taxes, there is no significant difference between
developed and emerging countries. As an example, Croatia (19.6% in
2017; 20.1% in 2018; 20.3% in 2019) versus Sweden (22.7% in 2017;
22.4% in 2018; 22.2% in 2019).
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At the level of social contributions, the fiscal pressure registered the
highest values in France (18.8% in 2017; 18.0% in 2018; 16.8% in 2019)
and Germany (16.7% in2017; 17.1%1in 2018; 17.3% in 2019), developed
countries, founders of the European Union.

Currently, fiscal pressure is a concept that arouses the interest of both
researchers and private practitioners. Numerous researches are carried out
on the relationship between economic growth and fiscal policy of a state.
Establishing a maximum ceiling of fiscal pressure is difficult to achieve because
this indicator differs depending on the country, period, economic, social, and
political context.
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Annexes
Annex 1. Tax-to-GDP ratio in EU state members
Country/ Tax-to-GDP ratio
Region [%]
2020 2021 2022
2017 2018 2019 (F) (F) (F)

EU27 41.0 41.2 41.1 40.4 39.5 39.2
EU28 40.1 40.3 40.2 - - -

Euro area 41.4 41.6 41.6 40.8 39.9 39.6
Belgium 47.1 47.1 45.9 44.0 43.4 43.4
Bulgaria 29.4 30.0 30.3 31.0 30.1 29.8
Czechia 354 36.0 36.1 35.7 33.6 33.2
Denmark 46.5 45.1 46.9 46.5 44.6 42.8
Germany 40.8 41.3 41.7 40.5 39.7 39.8
Estonia 32.8 33.1 33.3 34.2 35.2 33.5
Ireland 23.3 23.2 22.7 20.8 20.1 19.8
Greece 42.2 42.7 41.9 38.2 37.8 37.7
Spain 34.7 354 354 36.7 35.9 35.0
France 48.3 48.2 47.4 45.8 44.6 44.5
Croatia 37.7 38.3 38.7 37.9 37.7 36.8
Italy 42.1 41.9 42.6 42.9 41.8 41.4
Cyprus 33.2 33.5 35.6 35.7 36.7 36.2
Latvia 314 314 31.3 31.7 31.6 31.3
Lithuania 29.8 30.3 30.4 31.2 30.6 30.9
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Country/ Tax-to-GDP ratio
Region [%]
2020 2021 2022
2017 2018 2019 (F) (F) (F)
Luxembourg 38.9 41.0 40.5 38.3 38.3 37.9
Hungary 38.0 37.0 36.5 36.4 34.7 33.4
Malta 31.9 32.3 32.1 30.0 29.5 29.8
Netherlands 39.2 39.3 39.8 39.7 39.4 38.0
Austria 42.5 429 43.1 42.5 41.9 42.1
Poland 35.0 36.0 36.0 35.9 35.9 35.3
Portugal 36.5 37.0 36.8 34.7 33.8 33.3
Romania 25.8 26.8 26.8 25.9 25.8 25.7
Slovenia 37.6 37.8 37.7 37.5 36.8 36.6
Slovakia 34.2 34.3 34.6 34.6 34.2 33.7
Finland 43.1 425 423 41.8 42.0 41.7
Sweden 44.7 444 43.6 42.9 42.7 43.2
Iliinlitgil(i)m 35.2 35.2 35.3 | No forecast data available

Sources: 1. Years 2017-2019 (Eurostat, 2020 p. 4);
2. Forecast for years 2020-2022 (Publications Office of the European Union, 2021 p. 19)

Annex 2. Tax-to-GDP ratio - Difference from EU28 value

Yo 2017 2018 2019
Couney/ Begion| DIFF 4] | | Comtry / Remion | DIFF %] | | Countrv ' Rerion| DIFF [%]

1|France L France 7o France i 7.2
2|Belsivm P10 | |Balziom 52 | |Denmes: [ XX
3 |Denmark fh 54 Drenmark W 438 Bslgium gh 57
4|Sweden Mas Swadsn M 41 Sweden LEE]
5 |Finland A0 Austria A 25 Austria Ao
&|Apstriz Maa Grzzce & 2.4 Italy Mo
7|Greace M2 Finland M 22 Finland A2
B |Italy Ao Ialy M 1.5 Grescs A7
2|Euro area N3 Ewo area M 1.3 CGermany M 1s
10 |Garmany AoT Gesmany N 10 Eurozrez Al
11 [Netherlands 00 Lusemboug s M 0.7 Lsmembows A o3
12 |Lembours -12 Hetherlands Ma-1.0 Hetherlands o4
13 |[Hunessry 21 Croatia 20 Crostiz s
14 |Croatia 24 Slovenia W25 Slovenia s
5 |Slovenia -5 Hunzare W-33 Pormeal L =X
16 |Posiuesl s Portuzal 33 Hunssrv W7
17|Czachia -47 Czechia o -43 Czechia . N
18|Unied Kinzdom | -40 Poland M -43 Poland 42
12 |Poland '!l -5.1 | |Spain ﬂ -390 | |Cwpms E N
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Yo, 2017 2018 2019
County/ Bemion| DIFF %] | | Comtry / Bemion |DIFF %] | | Countrv ' Rerion| DIFF [%]
20|5pain W-54 | |United Kinglom [ -5.1 Spain LT
21 |Slovakis @50 ||Slovakia 60 | |[UniedKinsdom |8 490
22 [Cvprs 62 | |Cvpros W 6.8 | |Slovakis 56
23 |Ez iz $-73 | |Estonia W -7.2 | |Estonia [ Y
24 [ Malm [T -5 Mals [ N
25 [Latvia ®-57 ||Latvia W -0 | |Lawvia [ Y]
26 |Lithnania 103 | |Lithmnia 100 | |Lithoania [ ET
27 |Bul=ria 107 | |Bulsaris -103 | [Bulsria ¥ oo
28 |Fomaniz 143 | |Fomaenia -135 | [Romenia 134
22 [Tratend 1568 | [I=land 171 | [Izeland 173

DIFF [%] - Difference from the EU28 value

Annex 3. Tax-to-GDP ratio - Difference from EU27 value

No. 2020 (Forecast) 2021 (Forecast) 2022 (Forecast)
Country / Region| DIFF [%]]| | Country / Region| DIFF [%]| |Country / Region| DIFF [%)]
1|Denmark 61 Denmark 51 France hs3
2|France * 5.4 France ‘ 5.0 Belgium Mao
3|Belgium P36 Belgium #3309 Sweden P 40
4|ltaly Pos Sweden L W) Denmark P36
5|Sweden P os Finland #os Austria LX)
6| Austria Foa Austria # o4 Finland #os
7|Finland M4 Italy #o3 Italy Poo
8|Euro area P o4 Euro area M o4 Germany P o6
91Germany & ol Germany & o1 Euro area M o4
10|Netherlands .07 Netherlands .02 Netherlands V.12
11|Luxembourg L A Luxembourg ¥.13 Luxembourg .13
12|Greece LX) Greece .18 Greece .15
13|Croatia Vo5 Croatia .19 Croatia W4
14|Slovenia 29 ||Slovenia 807 Slovenia W26
15/Spain 37 ||Cyprus .08 Cyprus 30
16|Hungary ¥-40 | |[Spain W36 Poland W39
17|Poland .45 ||Poland W36 | [Spain 40
18|Czechia 9 .47 | |Estonia 844 Slovakia W55
19|Cyprus 47 |Hungary W48 Estonia * -5.8
20/Portugal W .57 | |[Slovakia W .53 | |Hungary W58
21|Slovakia ¥ 58 | |Portugal ¥ .57 | |Portugal ¥ 59
22|Estonia W 62 | |Czechia W59 Czechia ¥ 60
23|Latvia ¥ 87 ||Latvia ¥ 80 Latvia 79
24|Lithuania ¥ 92 | |Lithuania ¥ 89 | |Lithuania ¥ 53
25|Bulgaria ¥ 94 | |Bulgaria W .95 | |Bulgaria W94
26|Malta W.104 | |Malta ¥.100 | [Malta W o9g
27|Romania ¥.14.5 | |Romania ¥.13.8 | |Romania P13
28|Treland W_19.6 | |ireland W_195 | |ireland Vo194
29|United Kingdom | No data | [United Kingdom | No data | |United Kingdom | No data

DIFF [%] - Difference from the EU27 value
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Annex 4. Indirect tax in EU state members, structured by main tax category

(as % of GDP)
Structure of indirect tax, by main tax category (as % of GDP)
2017 2018 2019
Countr; Taxes on . Taxes on . Taxes on .
Y production Of which: production Of which: production Of which:
. VAT . VAT . VAT
and imports and imports and imports

EU28 13.6 7.1 13.6 7.1 13.6 7.2
Euro area 13.2 6.9 13.3 6.9 13.3 6.9
Belgium 13.5 6.8 13.9 6.9 13.9 6.8
|Bulgaria 15.1 9.0 15.2 9.1 15.6 9.2
Czechia 12.6 7.7 12.5 7.7 12.1 7.6
Denmark 16.1 9.5 16.4 9.8 15.7 9.5
Germany 10.7 6.9 10.8 7.0 10.9 7.1
Estonia 14.4 9.1 13.9 9.0 14.2 8.8
Ireland 8.5 4.5 8.0 4.4 7.8 4.3
Greece 17.3 8.1 17.1 8.3 17.5 8.4
|Spain 11.8 6.5 11.9 6.6 11.7 6.5
France 16.4 7.1 16.7 7.2 17.0 7.2
Croatia 19.6 13.2 20.1 13.5 20.3 13.7
Ttaly 14.6 6.3 14.5 6.2 14.6 6.2
Cyprus 15.9 9.5 16.0 9.9 15.1 9.3
Latvia 14.1 8.0 14.5 8.4 14.2 8.6
Lithuania 11.9 7.8 11.8 7.8 11.8 7.9
Luxembourg 12.1 6.3 12.0 6.2 11.6 6.0
Hungary 18.2 9.5 18.6 9.7 18.1 9.5
Malta 12.8 7.3 12.9 7.5 12.2 7.0
Netherlands 12.0 6.8 12.1 6.8 12.5 7.2
Austria 14.3 7.7 14.0 7.6 14.1 7.6
Poland 14.0 7.8 14.3 8.1 14.0 8.0
Portugal 15.1 8.6 154 8.8 15.2 8.8
Romania 10.3 6.2 10.7 6.4 10.7 6.2
Slovenia 14.4 8.1 14.3 8.2 13.8 8.0
Slovakia 11.1 7.0 12.1 7.0 12.2 7.3
Finland 14.2 9.1 14.2 9.1 14.2 9.1
Sweden 22.7 9.3 224 9.2 222 9.2
United Kingdom 13.1 6.8 13.1 7.0 13.0 7.0

Sources: 1. (Eurostat, 2018 p. 5) for year 2017, 2. (Eurostat, 2019 p. 5) for year 2018,
3. (Eurostat, 2020 p. 5) for year 2019
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Annex 5. Indirect tax in EU state members (as % of GDP)
Difference from EU28 value

No 2017 2018 2019
Country DIFF (%) Country DIFF (%) Country DIFF (%)

1[Sweden * 9.1 Sweden * 8.8 Sweden * 8.6
2|Croatia * 6.0 Croatia ' 6.5 Croatia ' 6.7
3|Hungary P a6 Hungary M s0 Hungary P a4s
4|Greece P37 Greece H3s Greece # 39
5|France Hos France P France M 34
6|Denmark Mos Denmark Mg Denmark Mo
7|Cyprus Ho3 Cyprus P24 |Bulgaria Foo
8|Bulgaria ;s Portugal M Portugal e
9|Portugal s | Bulgaria e Cyprus ;s
10/Ttaly o Ttaly P o9 Ttaly 10
11|Estonia & o8 Latvia Moo Estonia M 06
12|Slovenia M os Poland Moz Latvia M o6
13| Austria & o7 Slovenia Moz Finland M o6
14|Finland M o6 Finland M o6 Austria M os
15|Latvia & os Austria M o4 Poland M o4
16|Poland M o4 Belgium M o3 Belgium & o3
17|Belgium 0.1 Estonia M o3 Slovenia o2
18|Euro area .04 Euro area .03 Euro area .03
19| United Kingdom |¥ -0.5 United Kingdom | ¥ -0.5 United Kingdom | ¥ -0.6
20|Malta 038 Malta W07 Netherlands W11
21|Czechia ¥-10 Czechia L I Malta V.14
22 [Luxembourg .15 Netherlands .15 Slovakia .14
23 [Netherlands .16 Slovakia .15 Czechia .15
24/|Lithuania 817 Luxembourg  |¥M-1.6 Lithuania .18
25|Spain .18 |Spain W-17 | [Spain B-19
26/Slovakia Vo5 Lithuania W1 Luxembourg  |¥-2.0
27|Germany o9 Germany o3 Germany L BN
28|Romania 33 Romania W29 Romania W29
29(Ireland * -5.1 Ireland * -5.6 Ireland * -5.8

DIFF [%] - Difference from the EU28 value
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Annex 6. Direct tax in EU state members, structured by main tax category (as
% of GDP)

Structure of direct tax. bv main tax categorv (as % of GDP)
2017 2018 2019
Of which: Of which: Of which:
Country Taxeson | Taxes on | Taxesonthe | Taxeson | Taxeson | Taxesonthe | Taxeson | Taxeson | Taxes onthe
income, |individual or| income or income, |individual or| income or income, |individual or| income or
wealth, etc| household | profits of |wealth, etc| household | profits of |wealth, etc| household | profits of

income | corporations income | corporations income | corporations

EU28 13.1 9.4 2.7 13.2 9.5 2.7 13.1 9.6 2.6
Euro area 12.8 9.2 2.7 13.0 9.5 2.7 13.0 9.5 2.7
Belgium 16.9 12.1 4.1 16.8 11.8 4.3 15.8 114 37
|Bulgaria 5.7 33 23 5.8 33 22 5.5 33 2.0
Czechia i 4.0 3.5 8.0 4.3 35 8.4 4.9 33
Denmark 29.7 254 3.0 289 24.7 2.9 30.7 26.5 3.1
Germany 12.9 9.4 2.7 13.3 9.7 29 133 9.8 2.7
Estonia 7.2 5.7 1.5 7.4 54 2.0 7.3 54 1.8
Ireland 10.5 7.3 2.8 10.7 7.1 3.2 10.3 6.9 3.1
Greece 10.0 6.2 1.9 10.1 6.2 22 9.7 5.9 22
Spain 10.2 7.5 2.3 10.6 7.8 2.5 10.4 8.0 2.1
France 12.8 8.7 2.9 13.3 9.6 2.7 13.1 9.5 2.8
Croatia 6.3 33 2.3 6.5 3.6 2.3 6.6 3.6 24
Italy 14.5 11.8 2.1 14.1 11.6 1.9 14.4 11.8 1.9
Cyprus 9.4 3.1 5.7 9.1 32 5.5 9.7 33 5.9
Latvia 8.5 6.6 1.6 74 6.0 1.1 7.0 6.5 0.2
Lithuania 54 39 1.5 5.7 4.1 1.5 8.7 7.1 1.6
Luxembourg 154 9.1 52 16.4 9.3 5.8 16.5 9.3 5.9
|Hungary 74 5.1 1.9 6.7 5.2 1.2 6.6 5.1 1.2
Malta 14.1 7.0 6.6 134 7.3 5.6 13.6 74 5.7
Netherlands 12.7 8.3 33 12.5 8.0 3.5 132 8.5 37
Austria 13.0 9.3 2.5 13.5 9.6 2.8 137 9.8 2.8
Poland 7.3 5.0 1.9 7.8 5.3 2.1 7.9 5.3 22
Portugal 10.1 6.5 32 10.1 6.5 33 9.8 6.4 3.1
Romania 6.1 3.5 2.0 4.9 24 2.1 4.8 23 2.1
Slovenia 7.5 5.1 1.8 7.8 53 1.9 7.9 53 2.0
Slovakia 74 34 3.5 7.3 3.6 33 72 3.8 3.0
Finland 16.6 12.6 2.7 15.9 12.2 2.5 15.9 12.2 2.5
Sweden 18.9 15.8 2.9 18.6 15.1 3.1 18.0 14.7 3.0
United Kingdom 14.2 9.2 2.9 14.0 9.1 2.7 13.9 9.2 24

Sources: 1. (Eurostat, 2018 p. 5) for year 2017; 2. (Eurostat, 2019 p. 5) for year 2018;
3. (Eurostat, 2020 p. 5) for year 2019
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Annex 7. Direct tax in EU state members (as % of GDP)
Difference from EU28 value

No 2017 2018 2019
Country DIFF (%) Country DIFF (%) Country DIFF (%)
1|Denmark 166 | [Denmark A 157 | |Denmark 176
2[Sweden * 5.8 Sweden 1‘ 54 Sweden & 49
3|Belgium # 38 Belgium P36 Luxembourg | 3.4
4|Finland MNss Luxembourg M2 Finland #os
5|Luxembourg Nos Finland N7 Belgium t X
6/ltaly M4 Ttaly M o9 Italy # 13
7|United Kingdom | 1.1 United Kingdom | 0.8 United Kingdom |# 0.8
8|Malta # 10 Austria # o3 Austria # o6
9|Austria .01 Malta Moz Malta Fos
10|Germany .02 Germany & o1 Germany Fo2
11|Euro area .03 France M o1 Netherlands & o1
12|France .03 Euro area 02 France & 0.0
13| Netherlands W04 Netherlands .07 Euro area 0.1
14|Ireland W6 Ireland W25 | |Spain W27
15|Spain W29 Spain W6 Ireland Aos
16|Portugal B30 Greece W31 Portugal 833
17|Greece 31 Portugal 3 Greece 34
18|Cyprus 837 Cyprus 41 Cyprus 34
19|Latvia W46 Czechia L) Lithuania .44
20|Czechia * -5.4 Poland * -54 Czechia W47
21|Slovenia W .56 | |Slovenia W .54 | [Poland L)
22|Hungary W57 Estonia W58 Slovenia L)
23|Slovakia * -5.7 Latvia * -5.8 Estonia * -5.8
24|Poland s Slovakia W59 Slovakia W59
25|Estonia W .59 | |Hungary W65 | |Latvia ¥ 6.1
26|Croatia * -6.8 Croatia * -6.7 Croatia * -6.5
27|Romania W 70 | |Bulgaria W .74 | |Hungary W65
28|Bulgaria W .74 | |Lithuania W .75 | |Bulgaria W76
29| Lithuania W77 Romania W83 Romania W83

DIFF [%] - Difterence from the EU28 value
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Annex 8. Social contributions (as % of GDP)

Country Net social contributions (as % of GDP)
2017 2018 2019
EU28 13.3 13.3 13.3
Euro area 15.2 15.2 15.1
Belgium 16.1 15.7 15.7
Bulgaria 8.4 8.7 8.9
Czechia 15.1 15.6 15.6
Denmark 0.9 0.9 0.8
Germany 16.7 17.1 17.3
Estonia 11.4 11.7 11.8
Ireland 43 4.2 4.5
Greece 14.4 14.2 14.6
Spain 12.3 12.4 12.9
France 18.8 18.0 16.8
Croatia 11.9 12.0 11.8
Italy 13.1 13.3 13.5
Cyprus 8.7 8.7 10.7
Latvia 8.7 9.5 10.0
Lithuania 12.6 13.0 10.0
Luxembourg 12,5 12.2 12.1
Hungary 12.8 12.3 11.8
Malta 6.3 6.2 6.0
Netherlands 14.3 14.4 14.0
Austria 15.1 15.2 154
Poland 13.9 14.1 14.2
Portugal 11.7 11.7 11.9
Romania 9.3 11.5 11.3
Slovenia 14.8 15.8 16.0
Slovakia 14.8 15.0 15.3
Finland 12.2 11.9 11.9
Sweden 3.3 3.4 3.4
United Kingdom 7.9 7.8 8.1

Sources: 1. (Eurostat, 2018 p. 5) for year 2017; 2. (Eurostat, 2019 p. 5) for year 2018;
3. (Eurostat, 2020 p. 5) for year 2019
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Annex 9. Social contributions in EU state members (as % of GDP)
Difference from EU28 value

No 2017 2018 2019
Country DIFF (%) Country DIFF (%) Country DIFF (%)
1[{France ‘ 5.5 France M 47 Germany P 40
2|Germany s34 Germany #Nss France Mss
3|Belgium Fosg Slovenia Aos Slovenia No7
4|Euro area ;1o Belgium MNo4 Belgium P24
5|Czechia Mg Czechia #o3 Czechia #Ao3
6|Austria M1 Euro area L. BK) Austria Mo
7[Slovenia Mis Austria Mo Slovakia Moo
8|Slovakia Mis Slovakia N1y Euro area P 1s
9|Greece ;1 Netherlands &1 Greece P13
10|Netherlands 1o Greece M o9 Poland M o9
11{Poland M o6 Poland M os Netherlands M o7
12|ltaly .02 Italy # 0.0 Ttaly Moo
13|Hungary W05 Lithuania .03 Spain W04
14| Lithuania ¥-07 | |Spain 09 | |Luxembourg |[¥W-12
15|Luxembourg | -0.8 | |Hungary ¥-1.0 | [Portugal W14
16/Spain ¥-10 Luxembourg  |¥-1.1 Finland .14
17|Finland .11 Croatia .13 Estonia .15
18|Croatia .14 Finland .14 Croatia ¥.15
19|Portugal W16 Estonia .16 | |Hungary W15
20|Estonia W19 Portugal .16 | |[Romania W20
21|Romania W40 Romania ¥.13 Cyprus W6
22|Cyprus W46 Latvia .33 Latvia ¥ 33
23|Latvia W46 | |Bulgaria ¥ 46 | |Lithuania ¥.33
24|Bulgaria W49 Cyprus 946 | |Bulgaria W44
25|United Kingdom [¥ -5.4 | |United Kingdom |¥ -5.5 | |United Kingdom ¥ -5.2
26|Malta W70 | |Malta W71 | |Malta W73
27]Ireland W90 Ireland ¥ 91 | |ireland W88
28|Sweden ¥_10.0 Sweden ¥ 99 Sweden ¥ 99
29| Denmark W_124 | |Denmark W_124 | |Denmark .12

DIFF [%] - Difference from the EU28 value

Remarks:

1. at the time of writing this paper there were no data published by Eurostat for all
Member States for 2020 (regarding fiscal pressure). To complete the approach,
we used forecast data.

2. in order to frame the size of this paper within a limit of 20 pages, in chapters
4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 the results obtained and their interpretation were presented
only for 2019.
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