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Abstract: The purpose and the objectives of this approacbuwiscribe to the highlighting and t
delineation of the representative marlas milestones in the uneven dynamics, both in eintespace, of th
complex process of adaptation of the fiscal systente context of reforming the European Socialdels.
In this respect, the statistical analysis made saraple grouping countriewith different types of capitalic
social economic systems, forefront and retrospelstioutlines, a series of steps in the reformingthea
European Social Models, and it is to be noticedf#ice that the adaptation of the national fiscdlssistems
related to the requirements of the social and ecooaeivelopment on each step, was to be distinct
conceived and differentiated applied, through time@in components. The neglect of the interdeperes
between the components of each fiscal systen lead to making unrealistic assessments and prax
regarding their adaptation process to the requinésnef European Social Models reform. Even morehe
context of producing destabilizing phenomena (reices crisis, unemployment) which disrupicial and
economic processes, the issue of fiscal sustaityatmfly have most unwanted consequer
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1 Introduction

This paper, aims as main objective, the highlightand tle delineation of the main markers
connecting fiscal systems in the context of refoignihe European Social Models, both conceg
and empirical.

The motivation in approaching this theme residesifthe confluence of at least three defining asy
for the countries on “the old” contine

First, within the European social and economic esystand its subsidiaries, visibly coexist m
versions of capitalist social and economic systeeash one, with its own development mo
Second, in the context dfuilding the European construction, the defininghelision of natione
autonomy (from enforcing and insurance of autong@oiynt of view) is the fiscal one. Never the le
it is to be noticed that ,in time, the Europeani&ddodels needed and still ne to be developed ar
adapted, according to the fast changes of socthleannomic systems, and to the global system
whole. In such a context, regarding the qualityhef fiscal systems as subsystems within the hi
order systems (the national saicand economic systems), it is admitted that thefean Integratio
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created the premises of adapting the first, ta¢lqeirements of the second, including in the canéx
reforming the European Social Models.

Such an adaptation process is by excellence, alegngme, through the current approach of the

matter, the highlighting and the delineation of thpresentative markers as milestones are imposing
themselves in its dynamics, even more becauseuhésen both in time and space in the European
Union.

2 Conceptual Basis

As a high complexity process with profound implioas on the economic, social and political aspect
of life, the European integration seems to be amseribed to the evolution of social and economic
systems on “the old” continent, targeting their@lepment by its aim. In order to accomplish thiss i
required to substantiate and implement, on suitbh&s, development models and strategies both in
the economic and social European system and sulisidiary, on the level of each national economic
and social system.

In an usual acknowledgement, the concepEwfopean Social Modek the generic name, used to
describe the divers European experience regardigg simultaneous promotion of sustainable
economic growth and social cohesion (Gu&a2006). Also, regarding the fact that within the
European social and economic system, visibly codixis versions of capitalist social and economic
systems, “it is obvious in any case that theredsane, single, European Social Model. There are
many varieties...” (Wener, 2006), respectively: therdic model (Scandinavian), the Anglo-Saxon
model, the Continental model, the Southern moddltar “catching-up” model (Socol & Marip&
Socol, 2010). At the same time, according to tipedrahanges of the social and economic systems,
and the global one, there was and still is necggsareform the European Social Models. In order to
do this, it is known the fact that “the modernieatiof the social model means developing and
adapting it to take account of the rapidly changiegs economy and society and to ensure the positive
mutually supportive role of economic and social iges” (Commission of the European
Communities, 2001).

The integration of thdiscal subsystenm the social and economic systems, is circumedrito the
same evolution process, and through its complexeoorit representen assembly of social and
economic interrelations in monetary form, generatad the mobilization and use of the fiscal
resources, organized and run through a system @giip social and economic institutions, including
the ones specialized in their formation and adntiaieon. On a broader spectrum, the formation and
the use of financial resources (including the fisoees) refers to “two different moments of the sam
process, with close ties between them, of intargttiTherefore, the purchase of financial resources
(including the fiscal ones) to the public financiahds “is justified only through their guidancer fo
meeting certain defined public needs”, and the afséhese resources can only be made “only if,
previously, there were constituted the appropfiatels” (Filip, 2002). This way, reporting also teet
side of fiscal resources utilization through pulgigpenditure, and not only to the side regardiry th
mobilization, is a rational support to make reaistssessments not only about the notion of fiscal
system and its content and structural componentsalbo about its adaptability to the requiremerfits
social and economic development, including regaridst adaptation in the context of reforming the
European Social Models.
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At the same time, due to the interdependences ket processes in financial-monetary form, and
the processes in natural-material form (Filip, 20ahese development models, also included, in
principle, fiscal variables. Regarding the placetloé fiscal subsystem in the evolved social and
economic systems, it reveals its self the fact thatmobilization side (by taxation and social sigu
contributions) and the use and allocation sideo(igh government public expenditure) of the fiscal
resources, are real channels used by the sociatinmdonsiderably stimulate economic growth and
its odds (especially competition and the ability adapt the social and economic system to the
requirements of globalization). In particular, etcontext of building the European Union, subsumed
its self to the social and economic developmenthsan influence lies under the impact of the
reforming actions of the European Social Modelfaalgh in each national social and economic
system, the “hard core” of carrying out and insgrautonomy is own fiscal subsystem.

3 Empirical Benchmarks

In an empirical plan and related to the integrafioocess, this approach notice the existence oémor
stages in the evolution of the European Social Mofi&una, 2006). Briefly, the first stage revealed
its self through: the maintenance of the socialfavel costs at manageable levels in the Western
countries, a rapid economic growth, the mutual supbetween the macroeconomics and the social
welfare state, for over two decades. This stagearfsolidation of the European Social Model
philosophy, ended with the two oil shocks and thanges in some power relationships on the
energetic resources and raw materials markets,alsat because the demographic development
indicators, the rapid technological progress amdgiobalization process. The second stage, between
1974 and 1985 was characterized through its ewaiutiat leaded to the discouragement of labor and
investments, and it slowed down the GDP growthamglterm. The third stage, the one after 1986,
although refers to some progress, showed in aroabvinanner the imperative need of reforming the
European Social Models, because of their precarsmgal efficiency, context that had a great
influence on the adaptation of the fiscal subsystem

This approach identifies, within the last stagéerathe year 1993, three sub-stages, between 1893 a
2000, 2001 and 2007, respectively 2008 and 201e. statistical analysis is based on a series of
synthetic indicators, searching to outline bothlthvel (by arithmetic averagexy) and theirdynamics

(by the regression line, with the slopeand the coefficient of determinatid®f) for each period of
time. For methodological reasons regarding thelavidity and comparability of the data, and thedhee
not to complicate the exposure, this approach eilglpresent only the calculations related to filhst
stage, between 2001 and 2007. For the stage betdd@$hand 2010, because of its relatively low
duration, we only present the levels of the appadpiindicators.

The motivation for the previous timing lies in tfect that in the year 1993 was triggered the fiscal
consolidation process that targeted the stop olbtiuigiet deficits triggered in the previous decades.

Second, in the year 2000 rose the issue of upddtisgEuropean Social Model, regarding the
following aspects: the need to improve the levelediication and training (skill), adopting a new
attitude regarding professional training and lifegdearning, the reforming of the security systerd a
promoting the social inclusion. As we can see,fits aspects are related to the human capital and
oriented to the labor market supply. Regarding aoprotection, there were emphasized: the
sustainability of pensions and labor payment, lis gocial inclusion with the highlighting of the
individual ability to answer challenges and to segvin a competitive economy. Even more, this
second stage, distinguished its self by bringingtamlate the reinventing of the European Social
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Model, “by making it more flexible but without iteosing the elements of social solidarity” (Spidla,
2005). In a similar way, it was told that “thereai;iew version of the Lisbon Strategy. It states e
need a more competitive economy, but that we shoaotdignore social and environmental policy
aspects in our efforts at modernization” (WenelQ&0 The justification for invocating the need for
deep social transformations lies in the fact thate was a growth of average age of populationt@ue
birth decline in the European Union countries ttlatreases labor force and alters the equilibrium
between generations, this phenomenon leading toddwease of the economic potential and
generating a high level of dependence. Especitdily,analysis for this period, based on indicators
such as real GDP growth rate (growth rate of GDRinde - percentage change on previous year),
unemployment rate (annual average) and long temmpfoyment share in unemployment, showed a
series of empirical regularities. Regarding the &P growth rate, most European countries (except
for some belonging to the Anglo-Saxon model, sushiraland or the “catching-up” model, like
Hungary) registered notable performances, refledigda high level of this indicator and by a
ascendant sustained dynamics of this indicatoraRiegg unemployment, we see that it was at high
levels in some countries, the general trend befndrapping (less in the countries belonging to the
Anglo-Saxon model and respectively to the Contiaennodel). Never the less, long term
unemployment had significant shares (even over if%a)l unemployment. Regardless of what these
calculations show and of some similarities to tlfgrmances of the previous period, we must
mention that the analyzed period’s performancesevirgierior to the performances of the previous
period.

In the context of producing deep destabilizing mimana that greatly disturbed the economic and
social processes in the last years, this approathenmany voices that question the possibilities o
maintaining some national social protection systeand of such expensive governmental mechanisms
in Europe, outlining a different stage in reformitng European Social Models and in the adaptation
of the fiscal subsystems. Especially, the analysisthis particular stage, based on the same s¥inth
indicators shows unprecedented aggravation botheif levels and dynamics. In the year 2009 the
level of the real GDP growth rate was a negative iomall countries of the analyses sample, with one
exception, Poland (1.7%). Regarding the unemploymege, its level had a considerable growth in
most countries, over 20% in Spain in 2010 (20.1%).

In the given context of the social and economi@daggarding the previous period with an impact on
the reforming of the European Social Models, itolsviously that the adaptation of the fiscal
subsystems in that context was distinctively corexiand differentiated applied, through their main
components. In this respect approach first delmedte adaptation of social and economic
interrelations subsystems in monetary form thay thmbilize through and respectively use fiscal
resources. Tied to this matter, we must say thathe globalization context, we see on one side, a
growth trend of the financial availability (includj the fiscal ones) required in order to suppoctao
programs of some stronger social and economic mgstand on the other side, a growing need for
social transformations regarding the adaptatiotho$se social and economic systems in order to face
competition. In this context, we see that the gloaftfinancial resources (including the fiscal gnies

the welfare state can be a defining condition tengjthen the social cohesion within the European
Union, based on rational criteria with their allboa-use side.

In a similar way, the analysis for the stages betw2001 and 2007 respectively 2008 and 2010 based
on synthetic indicators regardirigtal general government expendituigs percentage of GDP) and
total receipts from taxes and social contributiofiscluding imputed social contributions) after
deduction of amounts assessed but unlikely to bected (as percentage of GDP) shows a series of
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empirical regularities. Regarding the level of kganeral government expenditui®)( for the stage
between 2001 and 2007, the highest values wereuntiges belonging to the Nordic model, the
Continental model respectively to the Southern rmoddile the lower values mainly were in
countries of the “catching-up” model. It is alsolte noticed the fact that the values of this inidica
for that stage were lower than those for the previstage in the case of all Nordic model countries
and the Continental model. For the stage betwe®8 20id 2010 this approach notice values of the
same indicator higher than the values for the previstage (exceptions: Sweden, Germany, Malta,
Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia andt&sviand) (see Table 1). By reporting to the
dynamics of the total general government expeneglitre notice for the stage between 2001 and 2007,
on one hand, a significant dropping trend for allmiries of the Nordic model, and on the other hand
a significant growing trend for the countries ok tAnglo-Saxon model. Especially, a significant
reduction trend of total general government expeneli was noticed in most countries of the
Continental model (exception: France), while a dgtowef total general government expenditure was
noticed in most countries of the Southern modetéption: Malta).

Regarding the level of total receipts from taxed aocial contributions (including imputed social
contributions) after deduction of amounts assedsédunlikely to be collectedT], for the stage
between 2001 and 2007, the highest values wersteegd in the countries of the Nordic model,
respectively the Continental model, while lowerues were mostly in the countries of the Southern
model, respectively the “catching-up” model. At geme time, it is to be noticed that the values of
this indicator for this stage were lower than thésethe previous stage in all the countries of the
Nordic model and of the “catching-up” model (excéeps: Bulgaria and Czech Republic). For the
stage between 2008 and 2010 there are valuessointfiicator lower than the values of the previous
period (exceptions: Netherlands, United Kingdomyr@ny, Cyprus, Italy, Malta, Portugal, Estonia,
Lithuania, Poland and Slovakia).

Table 1 The level and the dynamics o&?, T? and SP” for a series of European countries (2001-2007)

Country Mg bG RGZ mr bT RT2 Mgp bsp Rsp2

Denmark 53.4 -0.660 0.728 49.7 0.260 0.323 43.3 99.10.389
Finland 49.0 -0.053 0.009 439 -0.250 0.769 42.0003®. 0.000
Netherlands 458 -0.142 0.166 38.4 0.107 0.191 36,285 0.559
Sweden 539 -0.646 0.712 48.3 -0.096 0.091 42.30230. 0.004
Irelanc 341 0.49¢ 0.69<| 31.c 0.58¢ 0.767| 29.6 0.89C 0.89¢

United Kingdom| 42.7 0.700 0.908 36.9 0.217 0.296.236-0.547 0.959
Austria 51.1 -0.446 0.311 445 -0571 0.939 40.7.049 0.012
Belgium 49.8 -0.125 0.039 46.2 -0.171 0.734 35.5049. 0.023
France 52,7 0.096 0.108 449 0.060 0.129 40.6 0.28811
Germany 46.7 -0.689 0.749 404 -0.128 0.475 46.0178. 0.439
Luxembourg 40.0 -0.421 0.144 38.3 -0.682 0.947 42-2.052 0.031
Cyprus 415 0539 0.291 344 1.489 0.892 227 0.56598
Greece 452 0.110 0.098 34.0 -0.235 0.438 35.9 330.40.288

Italy 48.0 0.078 0.160 414 0.242 0.314 37.3 0.184515

Malta 445 -0.092 0.012 339 059 0.952 31.6 0.178134
Portugal 439 0346 0.364 344 0410 0.828 32.7 99.80.948
Spain 38.7 0.028 0.03f 354 0.653 0.957 334 0.00D20
Bulgaria 38.8 -0.446 0.222 31.1 0.403 0.361 30.7.868 0.607
Czech Republic| 449 -0.471 0.408 36.0 0.460 0.676.82-0.205 0.166
Estonia 344 -0.242 0.444 30.7 0.075 0.111 28.613:D. 0.097
Hungary 49.8 0.385 0.27p 379 0.082 0.040 32.6 10.78.911
Latvia 358 0342 0397 29.1 0317 0.6/4 289 -1.8@.992
Lithuania 342 -0289 0226 287 0.178 0463 30.0.215 0.299
Poland 43.6 -0.246 0.353 327 0.314 0.433 39.9 86.90.863
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Romania 348 0.039 0.004 28.6 0.128 0.198 29.9 770.00.040
Slovakia 395 -1.775 0908 24.0 0.317 0.543 32.7.06D 0.011
Slovenia 455 -0.728 0.893 38.2 -0.017 0.012 36.805® 0.108

Source: statistical data available at the followiwgb
addresshttp://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/gsiasistics/search_database.

Notes ? as percentage GDP, ? as percentage G.

Regarding the dynamics of the total receipts frames and social contributions (including imputed
social contributions) after deduction of amountseased but unlikely to be collected for the stage
between 2001 and 2007, there is a significant grgwirend in the countries of the Anglo-Saxon
model, in most countries of the Southern model €pton: Greece), and in most countries of the
“catching-up” model (exception: Slovenia). A sigoifnt dropping trend was registered in most
countries of the Continental model (exception: Ee@nRegarding the Nordic model countries, there
was a dropping trend (Finland and Sweden) or a igigpivend (Denmark and Netherlands), both less
significant.

In that same context, this paper focuses also erattalysis based on structural indicators regarding
total general government expenditure. Regarding ahalysis on the same two stages based on
indicators ofgeneral government expenditure on social protectiam percentage of total general
government expenditure), it is to be noticed that &lso indicates some empirical regularities.

By reference to the level of general governmenteaxiture on social protectiolsP, for the stage
between 2001 and 2007, the highest values wer&ercountries of the Nordic model (exception:
Netherlands) and the Continental model (exceptBelgium), while the lowest values were in
countries of the Anglo-Saxon model, of the Southmwdel and of the “catching-up” model. It is
significant that the values of this indicator forststage were higher than those for the previen®g

in all the countries of the Continental model, ®euthern model and mostly the countries of the
“catching-up” model (exceptions: Estonia, Latvidthuania, Romania and Slovenia). The Anglo-
Saxon model countries registered values of thigcatdr for this stage lower than those of the
previous stage. For the period between 2008 an@,28tevealed values of this indicator higher than
those from the previous stage, in almost all thantes (exceptions: Finland, Sweden, Latvia,
Slovakia and Slovenia).

Regarding the dynamics of the general governmeperakture on social protection, for the stage
corresponding to the period between 2001 and 280@yealed that it is diversified, and it has bath
significant growth trend (Ireland, Cyprus, Portugald Hungary), and a significant dropping trend
(United Kingdom, Greece, Bulgaria, Latvia and Pdyanmostly with trends of low growth or
dropping. A growth trend was registered in the ¢oes of the Continental model (exceptions: Austria
and Luxembourg) and the Southern model (excep@rece). Also it was obvious a dropping trend
in the countries of the “catching-up” model (exdeps: Hungary and Slovenia). Regarding the
countries of the Nordic model, there were both gngw{Denmark and Finland) and dropping trends
(Netherlands and Finland).

In subsidiary, the current paper also focuses enattalysis based on structural indicators regarding
general government expenditure on social protectidnout the analysis for the stages between 2001
and 2007 respectively 2008 and 2010, based onatwti of: general government expenditure on
sickness and disabilit(S&D), general government expenditure on old #94), generalgovernment
expenditure on family and childrér&C) andgeneral government expenditure on unemployrtignt
(as percentage of general government expendituresomial protection) is revealed that it also

indicates empirical regularities.
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Regarding the level of these general governmengredifures, for the stage between 2001 and 2007,
the highest values are for government expenditareld age, followed by government expenditure on
sickness and disability, government expenditurdaonily and children and government expenditure
on unemployment (see Table 2).

Table 2 The leve? and the dynamics 0fS&D, OA, F&C and U for a series of European countries (2001-

2007)
Country Msen  bBsgn  Regp” | Moa boa Roa” | Mege  bege  Regcd® | My by R,
Denmark 221 0523 0.921 226 -0.024 0.013.9150.843 0.678
Finland 209 0.149 0490 432 0525 0904 128 73.00.661] 12.4 -0.553 0.814
Netherlands
Swedel 244 1.01¢ 0.40%t | 46.£ -0.51€¢ 0.14%| 11.& -0.12C 0.271| 8.€ -0.237 0.32¢
Ireland 176 2666 0.799 284 -0921 0.720 22.0 1®.10.034| 12.6 -0.785 0.882
United Kingdom| 18.0 -0.141 0.951 46.7 0.190 0.4335.21 0.492 0.566 2.0 -0.025 0.053
Austria 89 0.245 0.944 594 -0.163 0.511 124 06.2 0.836 6.2 0.043 0.124
Belgium
France 119 -0.049 0326 544 0515 0.823 11.2 950.00.713 8.8 -0.169 0.178
Germany 125 -0.131 0.589 457 0.268 0.526 10.4 300.00.385| 12.2 0.074 0.035
Luxembour 11.1 -0.15¢ 0.60¢ | 60.1 -0.191 0.427| 19.C -0.07¢ 0.12¢| 5.2 0.36¢ 0.77¢
Cyprus 84 -0.089 0.242 419 -0491 0.829 180 3.09.124| 5.6 -0.112 0.288
Greece 13.3 -0.873 0.254 65.1 -0.135 0.017 3.6 60.09.359 2.7 0172 0.470
Italy 96 0.057 0.157 66.9 0.056 0.119 5.6 0.062218, 2.7 0.043 0.261
Malta 13.4 0.311 0.663 529 0.240 0.171 8.6 -0.33B860| 4.3 -0.063 0.022
Portugal 10.8 -1.265 0.900 55.8 1.491 0.973 10.1.449 0.708 6.6 0.344 0.424
Spair 16.7 0.00¢ 0.0071| 48.C -0.16: 0.26: 3.8 0.07¢ 0.37¢| 12.z 0.06¢ 0.37¢
Bulgaria 16.2 1.003 0.32f 634 -0.896 0.335 11.9.549 0.034/ 3.4 -0.555 0.374
Czech Republic 247 0.056 0.034 505 0.169 0.267 7 90.496 0.492 2.7 -0.115 0.607
Estonic 18.5 0.94: 0.93¢| 56.€ 0.331 0.377| 14.& -0.01C 0.001| 3.€ 0.007 0.001
Hungary 23.0 -0497 0.726 374 0.146 0.128 13.611@®. 0.092 3.2 -0.038 0.120
Latvia 17.9 59.5 10.7 3.6
Lithuania 20.2 1522 0.94Fy 539 -1.798 0.706 7.8201. 0.723 3.9 -0.035 0.130
Poland 148 -0.165 0.141 59.8 -0.605 0.715 7.2 0.09.362 5,5 0.298 0.812
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia 16.0 -0.001 0.000 574 -1.157 0.683 11.0.002 0.001 3.9 -0.356 0.799

Source statistical data available at the following weldleess:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/psidtistics/search_database.
Note ¥ as percentage &P,

The level of general government expenditure onagd registered the highest values mainly in the
countries of the Continental model (exception: Gary), the Southern model (exceptions: Cyprus
and Spain) and the “catching-up model” (exceptidnngary). At the same time it is to be noticed that
the values of this indicator for the stage betw2@®3 and 2010 were lower than those for the preaviou
period mainly in countries of the Southern modetéptions: Malta and Portugal) and the “catching-
up” model (exceptions: Bulgaria and Czech Republic)

The level of general government expenditure onngisk and disability registered the highest valoes i
the countries of the Nordic model, the Anglo-Saxeodel and the “catching-up” model. At the same
time, is revealed that the values for this indicébo the stage between 2008 and 2010 were lovear th
those of the previous stage, mainly in the cousitoethe Southern model (exception: Italy) and the
“catching-up model” (exceptions: Estonia, Latvia dmthuania).

The level of general government expenditure on lfaad children indicator registered its highest
values mostly in the countries of the Nordic mo@adceptions: Finland and Sweden) and the Anglo-
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Saxon model (exception: United Kingdom). At the satime is revealed that the values of this
indicator for the stage between 2008 and 2010 twgieer than those of the previous period, mainly in
the countries of the Southern model (exceptiongr@y and Portugal) and the “catching-up” model
(exceptions: Estonia and Latvia).

The level of general government expenditure on ymeyment registered its highest values in the
counties of the Nordic model, but in other courstrieo (Ireland, Germany and Spain). At the same
time, is revealed that the values of this indicéorthe stage between 2008 and 2010 were higler th
those for the previous stage, mainly in the coestof the Southern model (exceptions: Cyprus and
Malta) and the “catching-up” model (exceptions: garia, Poland and Slovenia).

Regarding the dynamics of the general governmeguérmkiture on old age, for the stage between 2001
and 2007, is revealed a growing trend mainly indbentries of the Continental model (exceptions:

Austria and Luxembourg), the Southern model (exoapt Cyprus, Greece and Spain) and the
“catching-up” model (exceptions: Bulgaria, LithuanPoland and Slovenia).

Regarding the dynamics of general government expeedon sickness and disability, for the stage
between 2001 and 2007, is revealed a growing tierttie countries of the Nordic model. Also a
significant growing trend was registered in IrelaBdlgaria, Estonia and Lithuania.

Regarding the dynamics of general government experdon family and children indicator, for the
stage between 2001 and 2007, we see a dropping imetie countries of the Nordic model and a
growing trend in the countries of the Anglo-Saxoodal.

Regarding the dynamics of general government experdn unemployment, for the stage between
2001 and 2007, is revealed a dropping trend ircthumtries of the Nordic model and the Anglo-Saxon
model.

4 Conclusions

Being subsystems of the national social and econsgstems, the fiscal systems need to be generally
adapted to the requirements of the first type stesys, and in particular, in the context of refomgni
the European Social Models.

Regarding the analyzed countries, the current aimlghowed, under all targeted aspects, the
existence of significant differentiations, withoaekcluding the possibility to refer and formulate,
punctually, certain similarities between the expreces of these countries regarding the adaptation o
their fiscal subsystems in the context of reforntimg European Social Models.

As a general trend, it is obvious that in the sthgaveen 2001 and 2007, the dimensions of the
mobilization and allocation-use processes of theali resources in all of the countries of the Nordi
model and the Continental model, were at the higlee®ls. In principle, for most of the analyzed
countries, in the period between 2008 and 201Q@herbackground of producing deeply destabilizing
phenomena that considerably perturbed the econamit social processes, the levels of those
processes mediated by their own fiscal subsystemse superior to the first stage. Through the
dynamics of these processes, the first one stapdsmuone hand, with a relative reduction in the
countries of the Nordic model and the Continentaldel, and on the other hand, with a relative
expansion in the countries of the other models.

Regarding the global dimensions of the allocatiea-af the fiscal resources that address directly to
social protection processes, their highest levaigife stage between 2001 and 2007 were also in the
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countries of the Nordic model and the Continentatled. In principle, for most analyzed countries, in

the following period, on the same background ofdpring deeply destabilizing phenomena, the
levels of those processes mediated by their owgalfisubsystems, were superior to the first stage.
Through the dynamics of these processes, thedfrstvo, stands up, on one side, with a relative
reduction in the countries of the Southern model thre “catching-up” model, and on the other side,
with a relative expansion in the countries of thigeo two type of models, having dynamics of uneven
homogeneity.

Never the less, regarding the structural dimensidrtbe previous mentioned processes, it revesls it
self the fact that the countries of the Continemtaldel, the Southern model and the “catching-up”
model are characterized by high levels of genemdegiment expenditure on old age, while the
countries of the Nordic model and the Anglo-Saxoodet, by higher levels of the other general

government expenditure on social protection. Thinotlge dynamics of these processes, the first of
two, stands up, on one hand with a relative expansi the countries of the Continental model, the
Southern model and the “catching-up” model, andhenother hand, with a relative reduction in the

countries of the Nordic model and the Anglo-Saxaudei.

All of these assertions suggest the fact that ¢fierming of the European Social Models (except for
the Nordic model, the best performing in achievihg agreed objectives) is a desideratum far from
being accomplished, in which context, the adaptatibthe fiscal subsystems, in the near futurel, wil
be subject to some major challenges, even morehensame background of producing deeply
destabilizing phenomena (recession, crisis, uneynmmt) that disrupt economic and social
processes, reveals the fact that problem of fgstiainability can have most unwanted consequences.
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