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TAX BENEFITS TO FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

The article deals with theoretical and empirical research of the influence of social tax
benefits (allowances) on welfare of families with children in Ukraine and worldwide.
International comparisons of basic features and requirements that serve to qualify
recipients of the social tax allowance such as income threshold; family size and com-
position (including relationships, number and age of children); amount of tax deduc-
tion (social tax allowance); a tax wedge on labour; untaxed income are carried out.
Basic advantages of tax benefits in comparison with direct state aid are generalized
in terms of welfare improvement for families with children. Tax benefits are argued to
work better as incentives for parents to increase their labour efforts. In addition, they
also decrease pressure on working population, lower demand for government ex-
penditures and eliminate problem of "budget freeriders".

Earned income tax credit (EITC) in the USA has been analyzed regarding whether it
is effective in targeting social and fiscal issues in this country. The study concluded
that EITC assists a wide scope of low-income families with children and thus estab-
lishes high income tax progressivity in different brackets in the USA. The special at-
tention was paid to the provisions of EITC and other in-work tax benefits under the
system of married couple (joint) tax filing whose introduction is being currently de-
bated in Ukraine with the aim to promote more socially-oriented tax system.

The efficiency of tax benefits for families with children in Ukraine has been chal-
lenged within the analysis of legislative provisions of social tax allowance (STA) and
estimation of STA influence on the welfare of low-income (poor) families with children.
We have found evidence that STA in Ukraine is characterized with restrictions that
make a large group of families with children ineligible and thus a conclusion was
made that STA discriminates against those who are really in need. Furthermore, in-
sufficient amount of deduction within STA seems inadequate in order to reduce pov-
erty or increase income tax progressivity. Consequently, some recommendations in
order to improve STA in Ukraine are suggested.
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Improving the socio-economic status of the family and improving its welfare is
inextricably linked to the reorientation of the domestic tax system to more socially
oriented approaches to income taxation. Not only taxes but also tax benefits (al-
lowances) on income should be taken into account, as they directly effect the fami-
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ly's financial status, as well as influence the adults’ decisions regarding economic
activity, in particular those on the choice between work and leisure.

Many publications by national researchers such as Y. Kyzyma, O. Kolomiiets,
A. Krysovatyi, I. Lunina, I. Liutyi, . Chekhovska, S. Yurii, etc. are devoted to
the search of new and improvement of the existing approaches to taxation in or-
der to promote the welfare of the most socially vulnerable population groups in
Ukraine. The analysis of recent publications has shown that, among the priority
guidelines for improving tax support for families and providing them with addi-
tional protection against discrimination in comparison with single citizens in the
field of taxation, the introduction of family tax system, which is based on joint
tax filing is actively discussed in Ukraine. As I. Chekhovska points out, this ap-
proach will allow to take into account the actual tax ability of the family and
therefore improve the correspondence of its tax burden to the real financial status
of the family [1, pp. 369-370].

Meanwhile, worldwide experience shows that one of the most pressing prob-
lems in our time is the problem of providing adequate level of welfare for single-
parent families, consisting of a lonely mother (father) and a child (or several chil-
dren). According to the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD), the single-parent families are the most vulnerable in terms of poverty
among all households with children [2].

According to Ukrainian experts I. Liutyi and V. Ivaniuk, overcoming poverty
and narrowing the gap between wealthy and poor income brackets should be ad-
dressed first of all through the transition to the progressive tax system "as the basis
for a fair distribution of fiscal burdens between rich and poor". An important role
in restoring tax progressiveness in this context is played by the improvement of the
system of tax benefits (individual and group) as a result of establishment of indi-
vidual non-taxable minimum income at the economically justified level that corre-
sponds to the minimum subsistence income [3].

However, our interest in tax preferences is largely driven not only by their abil-
ity to minimize the negative impact of excessive tax rates or to promote the vertical
fairness of tax burden distribution between different income categories, but also by
the ability of tax benefits (preferences) to encourage individuals to increase their
labor efforts due to its stimulation function. According to the results of sociological
research, one of the important reason of family poverty is the inability of parents to
self-sufficiency, especially in single-parent families where a single breadwinner
often has limited opportunities for self-development and professional growth and
therefore gradually loses his or her competitiveness in the labor market [4].

The purpose of the article is to investigate the impact of tax benefits (prefer-
ences) on the welfare of families with children.

For the reasons mentioned above an urgent problem in the context of improving
the welfare of families with children in Ukraine and around the world is improving
tax incentives and encouraging parents to work by providing them with targeted tax
benefits (preferences). It is about the tax benefits provided for each child in the
form of tax credit or deduction from parents taxable income.
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The important advantage of such tax benefits (preferences) over direct budget
subsidies or child support payments is that tax preferences put significantly less
pressure on fiscal expenditures. The socio-economic feasibility of introducing pref-
erential taxation, according to the findings of a research conducted by
A. Krysovatyi and G. Vasylevska, is determined by the lowest possible financial
losses of the government as a result of its implementation [5, pp. 39-40]. On the
other hand, it is also conditioned by the high importance of financial resources left
in the pockets of economic agents to fulfill their family responsibilities.

Secondly, the replacement of direct budgetary assistance to low-income
groups with targeted tax benefits, according to Ukrainian researchers S. Yurii and
T. Kyzymy, can become an effective tool that will help to counterbalance the
subjectivity in the allocation of budgetary resources as one of the causes of cor-
ruption [6].

It is also important to note that social tax benefits are not provided uncondition-
ally, but only to most needy working employees, such as low-income families with
minor children, single mothers (fathers), etc. This in turn will help to reduce the tax
burden on working parents and at least partially contribute to solving the problem
of budget "free riders" (individuals who use public benefits but do not pay taxes,
and therefore do not participate in their financing). These "free riders" are a rather
pressing problem in a number of economically developed European countries, es-
pecially the Scandinavian ones. The inflow of immigrants from other countries,
including illegal ones, has increased significantly due to the high level of financing
of the programs of social assistance for families and child protection at the expense
of budget expenditures [7].

The international experience of application of tax preferences for families

with children

The legislation in many developed economies provides for special tax benefits
for taxpayers with children. For instance, the Earned Income Tax Credit is in the
United States, the Working and Child Tax Credits is in the United Kingdom, the
Family Tax Benefit is in Australia and the National Child Benefit and Working
Income Tax Benefits is in Canada. Let’s look into these benefits.

The Earned Income Tax Credit (hereinafter EITC) in the United States was in-
troduced in 1975. EITC is the allowance that allows you to reduce the amount of
personal income tax liabilities. Its size varies depending on the total income and
family composition. Therefore, a prerequisite for obtaining EITC in the United
States is to file a joint annual tax declaration for parents who are married. For ex-
ample, a couple who have one minor can qualify for EITC if their entire annual
income does not exceed 20,600 USD (as of 2017). For families with two minors
this threshold is 50,597 USD, and three or more minors — 53,930 USD (Table 1).
At the same time, it should be noted that only one of the two parents can claim for
EITC — the one whose income is higher.

The aggregate annual income (that is taken into account while determining the
Earned Income Tax Credit) comprises taxable labor income (wages, bonuses, tips)
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for the year. It does not include non-working income such as interest on deposits,
dividends, alimony, retirement benefits or unemployment benefits. It should be
noted that the aggregate annual income that qualifies for EITC must be at least $ 1
USD. The individual who receives earning income and also investment income
may qualify for EITC, but only on the condition that the total amount of his/her
investment income in 2017 did not exceed 3450 USD.

Table 1
Threshold for aggregate annual income entitling to Earned Income Tax Credit
in the USA, 2017

Indicator No children*, One child*, Two children, Thcﬁ?dor;rrgc,)re
usD usD usD USD
Lonely mother
(father), widow 15010 39617 45007 48340
(widower)
A married-
couple filling 20600 452007 50597 53930
jointly

* Minors under 19 years or under 24 years if they are full-time students of higher education institu-
tion; the disabled regardless of age.

Source: The Internal Revenue Service of the United States. URL: https://www.irs.gov/ru/credits-
deductions/individuals/earned-income-tax-credit/eitc-income-limits-maximum-credit-amounts

In 2017, the Internal Revenue Service of the United States provided the follow-
ing maximum amount of EITC:

1) 6318 USD if the person has three or more minors;
2) 5616 USD if the person has two minors;

3) 3400 USD if the person has one minor;

4) 510 USD if the person does not have minors.

Fig. 1 depicts a curve showing the dependency of EITC on the aggregate annual
income of a family with two minors in the United States in 2017. According to our
calculations, families whose aggregate annual income ranged from 1 USD to
14,000 USD received almost 40 cents compensation for each dollar they earned.
So, if the aggregate annual income was 2,000, EITC was 810. And for the aggre-
gate annual income 10,000, EITC was equal to 4010 USD.

Families with income between 14,000 USD and 20,000 USD were eligible for
the maximum EITC (5,616 USD). For those families whose income exceeded this
limit, EITC was significantly smaller. Thus, for families with an income
of 35,000 USD, EITC was 3279 USD. For every dollar earned they only received
just over 9 cents of compensation, which is almost 4 times less than that for the
families with lower income. And for those individuals whose income was 45,000
USD, the size of EITC decreased to 331 USD, which is less than 3 cents per each
dollar earned.

88 ISSN 2663-6557. Economy and Forecasting. 2019, 2



Tax benefits to families with children @

Tax Credit, USD

6000

5000

4000

3000

2000

1000

0

QO 9 & & & & & & & & & &8 & & & & & & S & & &
O O " & & & & & & & & O " & &
PEFF ST LFFLSF T TS S

Aggregate annual income, USD

Fig. 1. Earned Income Tax Credit in the USA for families with two minors,
2017

Source: produced by the author on the basis of data of the Internal Revenue Service of the United
States. URL.: https://apps.irs.gov/app/eitc2017/ProcessUpdated SummaryResults.do

According to the Economic Report of the President of the United States, in
2017 nearly 16 million families with children benefited from EITC in the United
States [8, p. 171]. It is obvious that this mechanism of giving tax preferences to
low- and middle-income families contributes to a more efficient redistribution of
income and enhances social justice.

Tax credits for families with children in the United Kingdom, Ireland and
New Zealand are only for the working population. Thus, in the UK, only
those who work at least 16 hours a week are eligible for the Working and
Child Tax Credits, in Ireland - 19 hours a week for the last three months and
in New Zealand - 20 hours a week (lonely mother or father) and 30 hours a
week (two parents).

Today, the level of family tax benefits in OECD countries does not exceed 1%
of GDP. Germany and the Czech Republic have the highest rate where it gradually
increased to 0,9% of GDP in the last decade (Table 2).

In addition, according to the OECD, the tax wedge is defined as the ratio of
the amount of taxes paid by an average single worker without children in the
corresponding total labor costs of the employer (including individual income
tax, unified social contribution, etc.). In 2017 tax wedge for the unmarried indi-
vidual without children was 35,9%, for a married individual with two children
it was 26,1%, that is by almost 10 percentage points less. The largest gap is in
Poland (25,6 percentage points), accounting for 35,6% of the tax wedge for an
unmarried childless individual and only 10% of the tax wedge for a family with
two children [10].

ISSN 2663-6557. Ekon. prognozuvanna. 2019, 2 89



@ N. Frolova

The analysis of individual tax benefits for families with children in Ukraine

Financial support to the most socially vulnerable sectors (families with chil-
dren) is particularly urgent in times of economic instability in Ukraine. The rising
unemployment, rising utility rates and rising inflation have had a particularly nega-
tive impact on the welfare of the population. According to the Ministry of Social
Policy of Ukraine, in 2018 more than 270,000 families with children had the status
of disadvantaged and received State social aid [11, p. 35]. According to the Article
2 of the Law of Ukraine "On State Aid to Families with Children" the disadvan-
taged families are those who have an average total monthly income below the sub-
sistence income for the family.

Table 2
Tax benefits for families in selected OECD countries, % GDP

Country 2001 | 2003 | 2005 | 2007 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013
The Czech Republic 0,4 04 0,4 0,4 0,7 0,8 0,8 0,9 0,9
Germany 0,9 1 0,9 0,8 0,8 0,9 0,9 0,9 0,9
France 0,8 0,7 0,7 0,7 0,7 0,7 0,8 . 0,7
Hungary . . . . . 0 0,6 0,6 0,6
Italy . . . . 0,5 0,5 04 0,5 0,6
Switzerland . . . 0,5 04 04 0,4 0,5 0,5
The Netherlands 0,3 0,5 0,7 0,8 0,5 . 0,5 . 0,5
Belgium 04 0,4 04 04 0,5 04 0,4 04 0,5
The USA 0,7 0,6 0,6 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,4
Poland . . 0 0 05 |04 | 04 | 04 | 04
Israel . . . . 0,2 . 01 | 02 0,3
Japan 0,4 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 . 0,3 0,2 0,2
Portugal " 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2
Korea 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2
Canada 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,2
Norway " 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1
Spain 0 0,1 0,1 0,2 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1
Ireland 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1
Estonia . . . . 0,2 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,1
The United Kingdom | 0,1 0,3 0,3 0,3 04 0,3 0,3 0,2 0,1

Source: according to the OECD [9].

At present, the only form of tax support to economically disadvantaged families
in Ukraine is the social tax allowance that is provided as a deduction from taxable
income of taxpayers.
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According to paragraph 169.4.1 of the Article 169 of the Tax Code of
Ukraine "the social tax allowance is applied to the income accrued to a taxable
person in the form of a salary (other payments, compensations and reimburse-
ments with the equivalent status according to the legislation) during the tax re-
porting month, if the amount of the taxable income does not exceed the amount
of the monthly subsistence income of a working-age individual set as of 1 Jan-
uary of the tax reporting year multiplied by 1,4 and rounded to the nearest 10
UAH". In 2019, the maximum income to which social tax allowance can be ap-
plied is 2690 UAH (per child).

At the same time, only working taxpayers who have two or more children under
the age of 18 are eligible to receive social tax allowance in our country. Such re-
strictions significantly narrow the range of families with children who can claim
for this support in our country.

Thus, considering that in Ukraine only about 24% of households have two or
more minors and less than 25% of employees (the data of State Statistics Service of
Ukraine, March 2019) receive salaries below 5000 UAH, we estimate that only
about 7% of employees receive social tax allowance. The actual number of families
benefiting from this tax allowance may be even smaller, since only one of the two
working parents is eligible for social tax allowance.

It is worth noting that in the past the social tax allowance system was more so-
cially oriented. For example, in 2005 about 52,1% of employees in Ukraine, in-
cluding 42,8% of industry workers, were entitled to use social tax allowance as
determined by the size of their salary [12].

Therefore, such a low threshold that limits the entitlement to social tax al-
lowance is ineffective in terms of achieving progressiveness in the income tax
system. Therefore, it does not contribute to ensuring its fairness in the redistri-
bution of income between poor and wealthy households. International compari-
sons indicate that this threshold is quite high in almost all OECD countries.
There, families with two or more children are eligible for social tax allowance,
even if one of the working parents earns an average salary. For example, in the
United Kingdom this threshold was 10600 EUR in 2015, in Finland — 16500
EUR, in Cyprus — £ 19500 EUR [13]. The only exceptions are Australia, Ice-
land and Mexico (Table 3).

According to the State Statistics Service of Ukraine, the average nominal sala-
ry of a full-time employee in Ukraine in May 2019 amounted to 8957 UAH,
which is 3,3 times higher than the threshold for obtaining social tax allowance.
According to our calculations, if we give entitlement to social tax allowance to
workers who receive at least average salaries (this is approximately 48% of all
full-time employees), we should set a threshold that is equal to the actual subsist-
ence income for the working-age persons (according to the estimation of the Min-
istry of Social Policy of Ukraine in May 2019 it amounted to 4745 UAH, includ-
ing all compulsory payments) that would increase the number of households
using this tax allowance to 11,5%.
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Personal income tax,

Table 3

% of labor costs for families with two children and one working parent receiving

an average salary

Country 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017
Australia 19,9 199 | 206 | 21,8 | 22,0 | 22,7 | 230 | 230
Austria 9,9 10,3 10,7 11,1 | 11,3 11,7 9,2 9,5
Belgium 13,6 13,7 13,6 13,2 13,1 12,8 11,7 11,6
The United Kingdom| 13,2 12,6 13,8 132 | 12,9 12,2 12,2 12,1
Greece 6,0 8,7 8,4 8,2 8,5 1,7 8,3 8,4
Denmark 319 | 321 | 322 | 319 | 31,7 | 31,9 | 319 | 318
Estonia 6,9 7,4 7,8 8,4 8,8 8,4 8,4 8,5
Israel 8,6 8,7 8,3 8,2 8,7 9,1 9,5 9,2
Ireland 5,6 6,4 7,2 7,1 7,4 7,2 6,1 5,8
Iceland 15,7 17,0 17,7 18,5 | 18,7 19,5 19,9 19,8
Spain 6,1 6,4 6,8 6,9 7,0 58 5,8 5,8
Italy 106 | 11,1 114 | 11,0 | 11,0 11,2 11,2 11,3
Canada 7,6 7,7 7,7 7,9 79 8,9 9,4 9,5
Korea 1,8 1,6 19 2,3 2,5 2,8 3,1 34
Latvia 11,2 9,6 9,9 9,4 6,8 7,2 7,3 8,1
Luxembourg 4,0 4,3 4,6 5,2 55 5,7 5,8 51
Mexico 4,3 7,1 7,3 7,6 7,9 8,1 8,4 8,8
The Netherlands 14,4 | 147 14,9 143 | 134 | 14,9 14,5 15,1
Germany -0,5 0,1 0,5 0,6 0,8 0,8 0,9 1,0
New Zealand 17,0 | 159 16,4 | 16,9 | 17,2 17,6 17,9 18,1
Norway 16,8 | 16,9 16,7 16,7 | 17,1 17,0 | 16,5 16,3
Poland 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,2 0,7 0,9 1,2 1,4
Portugal 2,7 2,7 3,1 51 5,0 59 3,6 3,7
Slovakia -4,0 -2,2 -2,1 -2,2 -1,8 -15 -1,1 -0,5
Slovenia 2,5 2,6 2,4 2,3 2,4 2,5 2,6 2,8
The USA 3,3 51 53 5,2 55 5,6 5,8 6,0
Turkey 8,4 8,4 8,5 8,8 8,9 9,1 8,9 9,3
Hungary 11,2 6,6 6,4 6,1 6,3 6,6 47 4,0
Finland 18,3 18,1 17,7 18,3 18,3 18,4 17,7 17,0
France 5,8 5,8 5,9 5,6 57 57 58 58
The Czech Republic | -3,9 -3,1 -3,9 -3,9 -3,4 -3,4 -52 -4,6
Chile 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Switzerland 55 5,0 4,7 4,3 4,0 4,0 4,0 4,0
Sweden 135 | 13,6 13,6 13,8 | 13,2 134 | 13,6 13,7
Japan 34 4,3 54 5,3 55 5,6 5,6 5,7
OECD 8,3 8,5 8,7 8,8 8,9 9,0 8,8 8,9

Source: prepared by the author on the basis of the OECD Statistics [9].
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In addition, number and age of children, in our view, are the discriminatory re-
strictions. Today, an individual who has one child, even if he/she receives a mini-
mum salary (4173 USD per month in 2019) is not eligible for social tax allowance.
At the same time, in some countries such restrictions are absent (Fig. 2) and deduc-
tions from the taxable income of parents are made even if children are in the age of
thirty on the condition that they are currently studying and do not have their own
income yet (Spain) [14].

22500 M 3rd child

2nd child

B 1st child

Fig. 2. The amount of deductions from taxable income for children
in individual EU countries in 2015, Euro per year

Source: produced by the author on the basis of PwC data [13].

As we can see from Fig. 2, the amount of tax benefits in the former socialist
countries (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Hungary) in monetary terms is inferior to
more economically developed EU member states (Germany, Belgium). For exam-
ple, in Germany the amount of deductions from taxable annual income per child is
7008 EUR per year that is more than 10 times higher than the 680 EUR in Hunga-
ry. This situation is due to a significant gap between salaries in these countries
(Table 4).

In Belgium, Slovenia, Spain and Croatia the size of the deduction depends on
the number of children. A larger deduction is provided for the second and third
child than for the first one. In Belgium, for example, the deduction for the third
child is 4820 EUR per year, in Spain and Croatia about 4000 EUR per year. At the
same time, in Hungary tax deductions for families with one or two children are al-
lowed at 205 EUR per year, but if there are three or more children, the deduction
increases to 680 EUR per child. Accordingly, in 2015 the taxable income of a fami-
ly with three children is reduced by 2040 EUR per year (680*3) and for a family
with two children - reduced by only 410 EUR (205*2).

ISSN 2663-6557. Ekon. prognozuvanna. 2019, 2 93



@ N. Frolova

Table 4
Total net salary for families with two children and two working parents
receiving average salaries in 2015, Euro per year

Country Net salary
Germany 62 054,00
Austria 61 873,00
Belgium 59 174,00
Spain 42 231,00
Slovenia 26 388,00
Latvia 23 034,00
Estonia 22 539,00
Croatia 18 984,00
Hungary 15 209,00
Lithuania 13 520,00
the EU average 52 912,00

Source: produced by the author on the basis of Eurostat data [15].

It is also worth noting that families with children under three can claim for
higher tax deductions in such countries, as ltaly, Spain, Latvia and Portugal.
Particularly, in Latvia an additional 560 EUR is deducted for every child. As a
result, the amount of deductions for each child up to three years old in 2015
reached 2540 EUR (1980 + 560 EUR) per year. A similar situation is also ob-
served in Spain: in 2015 the amount of deductions for each child under the age
of three is increased by an additional 2800 EUR and amounted to 5200 EUR
(2400 + 2800 EUR) per year.

Unfortunately, in Ukraine more than 43% of households living below the pov-
erty line in 2018 had children under the age of three. The average per capita in-
come in such families was less than 75% of the subsistence income. However, ac-
cording to the Ministry of Social Policy, the highest poverty rate (over 55%) was
observed in families with multiple children [11, p. 14]. However, there are no spe-
cial conditions for granting social tax benefits for these categories of taxpayers in
the national legislation.

According to the paragraph 169.1 of the Article 169 of the Tax Code of
Ukraine, the amount of social tax allowance in Ukraine in 2019 is 960,50 UAH
(50% of the subsistence income of working-age citizens). A lonely mother (father),
a widow (widower) and taxpayers who support a disabled child are eligible for 150
per cent of the allowance in the amount of 1440,75 UAH per child. For example,
an employee who is the father of two minors (one of them is a disabled person) can
expect a social tax allowance of 2401,25 UAH (960,50 + 1440,75 UAH). Thus, if
the monthly taxable income of such an employee does not exceed 5380 UAH
(2690*2), the real rate of his/her income tax, according to our calculations, is
13,7%, compared with 19,5% (statutory tax rate for income and war tax) paid by an
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individual without children. In France, for example, a family with two children
pays five times less income tax than an individual without children who receives
the same income [16].

It is also worth drawing attention to the fact that Ukraine does not provide
any deductions from taxable income when military levy is withheld. Although
the rate of this levy is negligible (1,5%), it negates the impact of social tax al-
lowance on the poor. For example, a lonely mother with two children, working
part-time and receiving, for example, 50% of the minimum salary, is exempted
from paying personal income tax, since the amount of social tax allowance
(2881,50 UAH) exceeds her taxable income, but at the same time pays military
levy in full.

So, as our analysis has shown, socially effective and tangible tax benefits for
families with children in Ukraine are virtually absent. They only apply to work-
ing parents who receive salaries and are only applicable to the personal income
tax.

The bulk of benefits from the social tax allowance only goes to a small pro-
portion of very low income families with children. This fact indicates the re-
gressivenes of the existing benefit system and the very small social effect that
should be given to increasing the level of social support and welfare of such
families.

Conclusions and recommendations

The identified weaknesses in the system of tax social allowance for families
with children in Ukraine prove that the current mechanism is not effective enough
to overcome poverty and increase incentives to work.

In order to improve national fiscal and social policies, as well as employment
policies, we suggest the following proposals:

Firstly, there is a need to raise the threshold for entitlement to social tax allow-
ance. This would also help to unshadow earned income because employees would
not have to understate their real salaries in order to get social tax allowance.

Secondly, regarding the fact that only one parent is able to claim for social tax
allowance, it does not encourage the other parent to increase his/her work efforts
and make a profit from work. We suggest giving the right to deduct social tax al-
lowance from the taxable income of each working parent.

Thirdly, it is necessary to extend the types of benefits for families with children,
for example by introducing a non-taxable minimum for military levy.

Fourthly, it is advisable to abolish the restrictions on the number of children in
the family who qualify for social tax allowance by providing such a right to all em-
ployees with children without exception.

The implementation of the above mentioned proposals would require corre-
sponding amendments to the Tax Code of Ukraine, as well as other laws. It would
ultimately help to strengthen social protection and increase the welfare of families
with children, reduce poverty in Ukraine and gradually bring it closer to the tax and
social standards of the developed countries.
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MOJATKOBI NPE®EPEHIIII JUISA CIMEN 3 JITbMHA

[IpoBeneHO TEOPETHKO-EMITIpHYHE JOCIHTIHKEHHS BIUIMBY MOJATKOBHX COLiaTh-
HUX Titer (mpedepennii) Ha 1o0poOyT ciM'l 3 HITPMU Ha MpUKIIaAi 3apyOiKHUX
JepkaB Ta YKpaiHd. 3MiHCHEHO MDKHApPOJHI 3ICTaBIE€HHS OCHOBHHX XapaKTEpHC-
THUK 3aCTOCYBaHHS MOJATKOBUX COLIAILHUX TIIBT, SIK-OT TPAHUYHUH MOPIT JOXOY,
IO J]a€ TMPaBO HA OTPHUMAHHS MIUIBTH; PO3Mip BHpaxyBaHb (ITOJAaTKOBA COLiajbHA
MiIbra); MOJATKOBUM KIIMH Ha IIPAIi0; HEOMIOAaTKOBYBaHUN MIHIMYM JIOXO/iB; Ta-
pameTpu ciM'T (Ckian cim', BiK Ta KUTBKICTh JIiTEH) TOIIO.

V3aranbHEHO OCHOBHI TepeBaru MoJaTKOBUX HpedepeHwild MOPiBHAHO 3 Mpsi-
MOIO JIEP)KaBHOIO T'POIIOBOI0 JOTIOMOTOI0 Yy KOHTEKCTI MiABHIICHHS JOOpOOYTY
ciMell 3 IiTbMH, 1110 MepeadavaloTh; CTUMYJIIOBaHHS OAThKIiB 10 30UIBIICHHS TPY-
JOBUX 3yCHJIb; 3MEHILIEHHS MOAaTKOBOTO TUCKY Ha MpaIlol0ue HACeIEeHHs, Tociia-
ONeHHsT HaBaHTaKEHHS Ha BUAATKOBY YaCTHHY OFOJDKETY, a TaKOX BHPIIICHHS
npo0siemMu "'0roKeTHUX 0e3011eTHUKIB" .

Ha ocHOBI aHaliTUYHOI OIIIHKM MEXaHi3My 3aCTOCYBaHHsI MOJAaTKOBOI'O Kpe-
muty Ha 3apoonenwuii goxin (IIK3/) y CILIA BusiBieno ¢akropu, siki 3abe3mneqy-
I0Th MOT0 BUCOKY HE JIMIIIE COMLIabHY, a i (icKaibHy e(QEeKTUBHICT, 00OYMOBIICHY
OXOIUIEHHSM Jy’Ke IIMPOKOTO KOJja CiMeH 3 JITbMHU Ta CIIPUSHHIM [IPOTPECUBHOCTI
OMOAATKyBaHHS Pi3HUX Tpyn noxoniB. Oco0nuBy yBary OyJo HpUIIEHO pO3-
KpUTTIO ocoOnuBocTei 3acrocyBanHs [1K3/] Ta iHmumx mogatkoBux npedepenuin
y paMKax CHCTEMH CiIMEHHOTro (CHiJILHOTO) OMOJATKYBaHHS, IO € MEPCIEKTHB-
HUM HanpsiMoM pedopMyBaHHS BITUM3HSIHOI MOAAaTKOBOI CUCTEMH 3 METOIO BIOC-
KOHaJIeHHS 11 coliaibHOT CIIPSIMOBAHOCTI.

Oninka epeKTUBHOCTI MOJATKOBUX NpedepeHLiil A ciMe 3 1iTbMH B YKpai-
Hi TPYHTY€ETBCSl Ha pe3yJbTaTax aHajli3y 3aKOHOJABYMX HOPM IIOAO 3aCTOCYBaH-
Hs1 moaatkoBoi coniansHoi minbru (I1CIT) Ta omiHkK HOro BIIUBY Ha JA00pOOYT
cimeii 3 nitemMu. Henmomniku, BUsIBNICH] B pe3yJIbTaTi Takoi OL[IHKH, IOB'A3aHi 1ep e-
BaXHO 13 JUCKPHUMiHALITHUMH MOJI0O)KEHHSIMH, IO iCTOTHO 3BYXXYIOTh JOCTYII 1O
IICII BepcTB HaceneHHs, sKi i AilicHO moTpeOyIOTh (Hacammepen ciMei 3 IiTh-
MH), a TakoX i3 TuM, o piBeHs [ICII Ha chOronHi BUSABUBCS HEIOCTaTHHO BHCO-
KHM JUIsI TOTO, 1100 CHPHUATH BUPIMIEHHIO MpoOiieMru OiMHOCTI 4n 3a0e3reuuTH
3pOCTaHHS MPOTPECUBHOCTI ONOAATKYBaHHS JOXOAIB. 3a MiACYMKaMH IpoOBeje-
HOTO aHAIi3y HaBEIEHO DS PEKOMEHAAlil IOJ0 BIOCKOHAJIECHHS MEXaHi3My
IICII B YkpaiHi.

Knrouoei cnosa: nooamkogi npepepenyii, nooamrkosa coyianbHa niibed, nooam-
KOBULL Kpeoum, no0amox 3 00X00i8 Qizuunux ocio
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HAJIOT'OBBIE IPE®EPEHIINU JIJIsI CEMEHX C JIETbMHU

[TpoBeneHO TEOPETHKO-IMIUPUIECKOE HCCIENOBAHUE BIUSHHUS COLUATBHBIX
HaJIOTOBBIX IpedepeHnnid (JIbroT) Ha 0J1arocoCTOSHUE CEMBU C ACTHBMH B MEXKIY-
HapoJHOM MacmTabe u B YkpanHe. OCyLIeCTBICHB MEXIYHAPOIHBIE COMIOCTABIIE-
HHUSI OCHOBHBIX COCTABIISIOIINX, KOTOPBIMH XapaKTEpU3YIOTCS HAJIIOTOBBIE COLM-
aJIbHBIE JIBIOTHI, B YaCTHOCTH TAaKHX Kak: MPeleNIbHBIA MOpPOr J0X04a, KOTOPBIHA
JIaeT MPaBO Ha MOJIyYeHHE JIBIOTHI; Pa3Mep BBIUETOB (HAJIOTOBasi COIMANBHAS JIbIO-
Ta); HAJIOTOBBIN KJIMH Ha TPyX; HeoOnaraeMblii HAJIOTOM MUHUMYM JOXOZOB; Napa-
METPBI CEMBH (COCTaB CEMBH, BO3PACT U KOJIMYECTBO JETEH) U TPOH.

O0600mIeHsI OCHOBHBIE IPEUMYINECTBA JBIOTHBIX HAJOTOBBIX IpedepeHIIHA
CPaBHHUTEJIBHO C MPSMOW TOCYAapCTBEHHOH MOMOIIBIO B KOHTEKCTE MOBBIIICHHUS
051ar0CcOCTOSIHUSL CeMEH C IEeTbMH, KOTOpBIE NIPENyCMaTpUBalOT CTUMYJIHPOBAHHE
poauTenell K yBEIIMUEHUIO TPYJOBBIX YCUIINH; YMEHBIICHHE HAJIOTOBOTO JABJICHUS
Ha paborTarolee HaceleHne, YMEHbIIEHHE AaBJICHHU Ha PACXOJHYIO YacTh Oro/Ke-
Ta, a TAK)Ke MUHUMU3AIUIO IPOOIeMbl "0I0IKETHBIX 0€30MIETHUKOB'" .

Ha ocHoBe amanm3a mexaHnW3Ma MPUMEHEHHUs HAJIOTOBOTO KpeAWTa Ha 3apado-
tausbiid goxox (HK3) B CILIA, Obutu BBISIBIEHBI (DaKTOPBI, KOTOpPBIE 0Oecneyu-
BAaIOT €r0 BBICOKYIO HE TOJBKO COLMANIbHYIO, HO M (HCKaNIbHYIO 3()()EKTUBHOCTD,
00yCJIOBIEHHYIO OXBaTOM BEeCbMa IIUPOKOI'O KpPyra ceMel ¢ AE€TbMH U €ro I0JIo-
JKUTENBHBIM BJIMSIHUEM Ha TMPOTPECCHBHOCTH HAJOTOOOJIOKEHUS Pa3HBIX TPy
noxonoB. Ocoboe BHUMaHUe OBLIO yneneHo ocodeHHocTsiM npumenenns HK3/[ u
JpyTuX JBTOTHBIX HAJOTOBBIX MpedepeHIHid B paMKaX CHCTEMbI CeMeHHOro (co-
BMECTHOTO) HAJIOTOOOI0XKEHHS, KOTOPOE SIBJISIETCS] MEPCICKTUBHBIM HaIpaBJICHU-
eM peOpMUPOBaHHUSI OTEUECTBEHHON HAJIOTOBOM CUCTEMBI C LIEJIBIO TIOBBILLICHHUS €€
COLIMAJIBHON HAIPaBJIEHHOCTH.

Onenka 3¢ ¢EeKTUBHOCTH JIBIOTHBIX HAJOTOBBIX NpedepeHuuid ams cemeil c
JeTbMHU B YKpaWHEe OCHOBBIBACTCSl Ha BBIBOJAX aHAIM3a 3aKOHOJATEIBHBIX HOPM
OTHOCHTEIHHO TPUMEHEHHS HaloroBol conuanbHoit merotel (HCJI) u pesynpraTax
ouenku BimsiHus HCJI Ha GnarococtostHie ManooOeCcIiedeHHBIX CeMeH ¢ AeThMH.
Henocrartku, BeISIBJICHHBIC B pe3yJIbTaTe TAKOW OLICHKH, CBS3aHBI PEUMYIIIECTBEHHO
C JUCKpUMHHAUMOHHBIMA HopMamu peanm3auud HCJI, koTopeie CyliecTBEHHO
Cy)XalOT JIOCTYINl K HEM CJ0eB HaceleHUs, JEHCTBUTEIBHO B HEW HYXKIIAIOIIMUXCH,
a TaKke ¢ TeM, 4To cymecTByrommid ypoenb HCJI okasascs HeocTaToOduHO BBICO-
KHAM JUISL TOTO, YTOOBI CIIOCOOCTBOBATh PEUICHUIO MPOOieMbl OeHOCTH Wil obec-
NeYUBaTh POCT MPOTPECCUBHOCTH HaOroo0nokeHust 1oxonoB. C y4eToM CKa3aH-
HOT'O aBTOPOM pa3paboTaH psij PEeKOMEHIAlNH, CIIOCOOCTBYIOIINX COBEPIICHCTBO-
BaHuto mexanuzma HCJI B Ykpaune.

Knrouesvle cnosa: nvecomuvie Hano2o06vle npeepenyuu, HAI0208as COYUANLHAS Tb2OMd,
HAN0208bl Kpeoum, HAo2 ¢ 00X0008 GU3UYECKUX Jiuy
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