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 In this article we presents the fiscality of natural person in unitary 
members states of E.U. In order to achieve compatibility, there have been 
made up both level synthetic taxation indicators (income and assets tax 
weight in GDP) and, structure indicators (tax weight resulting from 
income and assets taxes, public income on the whole) and the analyzed 
period is between 2004 and 2007 (by taking into account the available 
official data). 
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 European Union administrative system is made up of 27 states out of 
which 24 are unitary and 3 are federal. On the 1st of May 2004, the greatest 
expansion till today took place (10 countries) and on the 1st of January 2007, 
2 others have been accepted. 
 The state’s administrative structure and the constitutional regime 
influence the government’s structure and investment, as well as local 
administration’s activity. Furthermore, the same administrative system may 
be analyzed fro more than one perspective, gaining new stresses and 
meanings (from a unitary character to confederation). 
 In order to achieve compatibility, there have been made up both 
level synthetic taxation indicators (income and assets tax weight in GDP) 
and, structure indicators (tax weight resulting from income and assets taxes, 
public income on the whole) and the analyzed period is between 2004 and 
2007 (by taking into account the available official data). 
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1. INCOME AND ASSETS TAX WEIGHT IN GDP 
The indicator reveals both the rate according to which GDP is 

redistributed by means of natural persons’ taxation and, the implication 
level of public jurisdiction by means of budgetary income policies in 
general and especially fiscal policies, with the purpose of influencing certain 
economic and social activities. In other words, the indicator mentioned 
above represents fiscal pressure of taxes on income and assets. 

In the case of the analyzed countries, the indicator’s values are different, 
irrespective of whether the state is a departmental or a regional one. 

In the case of departmental unitary states, as shown in table 1, the 
average value recorded by the indicator is 5.89%, which means that taxes 
collected from natural persons represent 5.89% of GDP. The indicator’s 
maximum value is 12.9% and it has been recorded in Great Britain in 2004. 
Thus we can notice a rather strong redistribution of GDP through income 
and assets taxes collected from natural persons, compared in fact to 
situations that characterize other states. Along with Great Britain, there are 
other states with a relative high level of indicator, such as Denmark 
(11.44%) and Estonia (10.96% in 2004). 

At the other extreme there are the states which impose easy going 
taxation policies for natural persons. Among them, we can mention Sweden 
which has recorded an indicator level of merely 0.85% of GDP in 2005; this 
value being the minimum value reached during the analyzed period. Other 
countries with an indicator level placed much below the estimated average 
for the period between 2004 and 2007 are Latvia (1.38% in 2007) and 
Lithuania (2.55% in 2006). 

If we analyze the fiscal pressure evolution for each country for the 
estimated period, we can notice that in the case of certain countries, it 
fluctuates more than in the case of others. We can also reckon that the 
tendency is not necessarily rising or decreasing in different cases. It is quite 
frequently noticed the situation of fluctuation (upwards and downwards of 
the analyzed weight). 

In conclusion, in the case of departmental unitary states, income weight 
obtained from income and assets taxes in GDP differs from one state to 
another and from a year to another. 
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Table1: Income and assets tax weight in GDP in some unitary 
departmental states 

Source: Government Finance Statistics Yearbook, International Monetary 
Fund, Washington,  and from International Financial Statistics, International 
Monetary Fund, Washington 
 
  

In the case of regional unitary states, according to table 1, it can be 
noticed an indicator average of 6.60%. The maximum degree of GDP 
redistribution through fiscal income collected from natural persons is 

Income and assets tax weight in GDP(%) Departmental unitary 
states 

2004 2005 2006 2007 

Czech Republic  3,67 3,65 3,78 3,80 

Demark 11,44 10,07 9,81 9,48 

Estonia 10,96       

Finland 6,85 6,40 6,10 6,06 

Latvia 1,43 1,58 1,62 1,38 

Lithuania - 2,76 2,55 2,58 

Luxemburg 8,71 7,77 7,93 8,06 

Malta 6,14       

Great Britain 12,79 12,23 11,76 11,92 

The Netherlands 7,28 8,01 7,58 7,10 

Poland 3,01 3,00 3,09 3,09 

Portugal 5,82 5,42 5,42 5,41 

Slovakia 2,88 2,88 2,77 2,85 

Slovenia 3,98 7,03 7,13 6,55 

Sweden 3,54 0,85 1,09 2,05 

Hungary 5,93 5,81 5,11 5,11 

General average 5,89 
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reflected in the indicator’s maximum level, recorded in Italy in 2004 
(10.18). A pretty big difference can be noticed between the indicator’s fiscal 
pressure of income and asset taxes of the 3 countries. The minimum level 
has been reached in France in 2005; its value was of 4.19%. And yet, this 
minimum level approaches quite a lot the average level of the estimated 
weight for departmental unitary states, fact that leads to the conclusion that 
in unitary states, fiscal authorities lead quite constrictive taxation policies 
regarding natural persons, compared to the situation encountered in the 
other mentioned countries. 

Regarding the indicator’s evolution in each of the 3 countries for the 
period between 2004 and 2007, we may conclude that there is a small 
fluctuation in opposite ways from one year to another while in Italy there is 
a tendency to cut down the weight but maintaining the indicator on a high 
level. 

 
Table 2: Income and assets weight in GDP in regional unitary states 

Source: Government Finance Statistics Yearbook, International Monetary 
Fund, Washington,  and from International Financial Statistics, International 
Monetary Fund, Washington 

 
2. FISCAL INCOME WEIGHT RESULTED FROM INCOME AND 

ASSETS TAXES, PUBLIC INCOME ON THE WHOLE 
 
This indicator reflects both the place held by income of a fiscal 

component within the public income assembly, as well as the manner of 
dividing the financial resources between central authority and the local ones, 

Income and assets weight tax in GDP (%) Regional 
unitary states 

2004 2005 2006 2007 

France 4,92 4,19 4,67 4,65 

Italy 10,18 9,95 9,50 9,50 

Spain 5,41 - - - 

General 
average 

6,60 
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but also the interventionist means used for public income in general and 
especially the fiscal income. In other words, the indicator mentioned above 
represents the fiscal structure of income and assets taxes. 

In the case of departmental unitary states, after processing the data, the 
resulting values are presented in table 3. The general average of fiscal 
structure is estimated to 14.41% of central budget funds and 29.86% of local 
budgets. 

The estimated value of the indicator’s estimated maximum value is of 
85.77% inside local budget (Lithuania in 2004) and 33.63% inside central 
budgets (Great Britain in 2004). Starting from this, we can observe that the 
budget income resulted from natural persons taxation are in most cases 
concentrated to local budgets. The exception according to which this income 
is gathered to central budget is present in several countries such as: 
Luxembourg, Great Britain, The Netherlands and Portugal. 

Income and assets taxation of natural persons bring a great contribution 
to total public income in countries such as: Lithuania (88.77% in 2004), 
Sweden (64.22% in 2007), Latvia (55.53% in 2004), Denmark (51.87% in 
2005). 

Regarded from the opposite perspective, the lowest weight of analyzed 
fiscal income, public income on the whole is of 0.14% in local budgets and 
2.27% in central budgets. From this analysis, Great Britain reaches the 
maximum point in the case of central budgets and at the same time the 
minimum point, in the case of local budgets. 

The lowest public income resulting from income and assets taxes 
appears in countries like: Great Britain (0.14% for the entire assessed 
period), Luxembourg (1.96% in 2006), and Sweden (2.88% in 2006). 

The indicator’s tendency cannot be generalized as it differs from one 
country to another, it may indicate an increase or a decrease or even a 
fluctuation in opposite ways from a year to another. 
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Table 3: Fiscal income and assets taxes, on budget’s components in 
departmental unitary states 

Fiscal income weight resulting from income 
and assets taxes, public income on the whole 

(%) 
Departmental 
unitary states 

Type of budget 

2004 2005 2006 2007 

Central budget 11,31 11,51 11,47 11,51 
Czech Republic 

Local budget 16,48 16,15 13,54 14,49 

Central budget 29,53 30,39 29,97 27,89 
Denmark 

Local budget 49,57 51,87 51,28 50,75 

Central budget 10,56 - - - 
Estonia 

Local budget 51,13 - - - 

Central budget 17,03 16,21 15,66 15,56 
Finland 

Local budget 47,50 46,72 45,84 44,47 

Central budget 5,58 5,96 6,04 6,01 
Latvia 

Local budget 55,53 54,27 54,34 54,20 

Central budget 8,11 16,51 15,62 15,71 
Lithuania 

Local budget 85,77 37,23 39,36 38,97 

Central budget 21,29 19,39 20,25 20,29 
Luxemburg 

Local budget 2,20 2,09 1,96 2,29 

Central budget 18,67 - - - 
Malta 

Local budget - - - - 

Central budget 33,63 33,62 32,53 32,71 
Great Britain 

Local budget 0,14 0,14 0,14 0,14 

Central budget 18,31 20,48 19,56 18,10 
The Netherlands 

Local budget 3,96 3,99 4,09 4,38 

Central budget 9,49 9,88 9,18 9,21 
Poland 

Local budget 16,39 17,30 23,60 24,14 

Central budget 15,49 14,42 14,39 15,13 
Portugal 

Local budget 9,99 10,76 10,81 11,10 

Central budget 8,49 8,43 7,95 7,72 
Slovakia 

Local budget 40,99 19,93 13,23 13,21 

Central budget 9,04 10,04 9,75 9,79 
Slovenia 

Local budget 51,90 32,22 31,57 29,83 

Central budget 8,46 2,27 2,88 3,06 
Sweden 

Local budget 64,04 63,35 64,21 64,22 

Central budget 15,59 15,76 13,90 14,12 
Hungary  

Local budget 19,77 19,76 21,13 20,13 
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Table 4: Structure of fiscal income resulted from income and assets 

taxes on budgetary system’s components in regional unitary states 
 

Fiscal income weight resulted from 
income and assets taxes, public 

income on the whole, in regional 
unitary states   

Regional 
unitary 
states 

Type of budget 

2004 2005 2006 2007 
Central budget 17,03 19,86 20,15 20,00 

France 
Regional+local budgets 47,50 33,06 32,84 32,82 

Central budget 27,41 27,26 25,75 26,01 
Italy 

Regional+local budgets 14,22 15,90 16,48 16,61 
Central budget 17,31 - - - 

Spain 
Regional+local budgets 24,22 - - - 

Central budget 21,06 General 
Average Regional+local budgets 25,53 
Source: Government Finance Statistics Yearbook, International Monetary 
Fund, Washington and fromInternational Financial Statistics, International 
Monetary Fund, Washington 
 

In the case of regional unitary states, the analysis has been achieved by 
means of joining regional budgets with local budgets and the data are 
presented in table 4. 

Unlike departmental states, in the case of regional ones it may be 
observed a drawing near of indicator’s average value for the two categories 
of budgets. The average is of 21.06% in the case of central budgets and 
25.53% in the case of local budgets. 

The minimum weight of the analyzed fiscal income, public income on 
the whole, is found in Italy in 2004 (14.22%) in the case of local budgets 
and; in the case of central budgets funds, the minimum weight is 17.03% in 
France in 2004. Regarding indicator’s maximum values, France reaches in 
2004 a level of 47.50% from the total income in the case of local budgets. In 
the case of central budgets, the maximum level is of 27.41% and it is found 
in Italy in 2004. 
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Natural persons’ taxation system is to a normal level in regional states 
and draws near the on exercised in departmental states. The general 
tendency is for the estimated weight to be slightly higher inside the local 
budgets. There is also an exception, which is Italy, which gathers a greater 
part of income resulting from natural persons’ taxes to the central budget. 
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