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IHCTUTYLIUHI AETEPMIHAHTU AKOCTI 3AMHATOCTI:
MOPIBHANBbHUA AHATI3 YKPAIHU TA NUTBU

AHomauis. Y nepiod nocmkpu3oe020 8i0HO8/IeHHSI ma yughpoeoi mpaHcgopmauii PUHKY
npaui numaHHs sKkocmi 3atHsmocmi Habysae ocobnueoi 3Hayywocmi. BoHa gusHavyae
30amHicmb iHCmumyuyitiHoi cucmemu 3abesnedysamu cmabinbHicmb, coyiasibHUl 3a-
xucm i npogecitiHy momueaujiro. B yKpaiHCbKOMY KOHmMeKcmi siKicmb 3alHsamocmi 3anu-
waemaCsi HePiBHOMIPHOO: 3Ha4YHa YacmuHa rpauyieHuUKie y HecmaHOapmHux chopmamax —
30Kkpema ¢hpinaHc, doensidosa ma rnnameopmHa npayssi — repebysae rnosa mexamu rpa-
808020 pezyntosaHHs. KomneHcamopHa posrb domozocrnodapcms, hpacmeHmapHicme
HopMamueHoe20 ross, cnabka yugposa iHmezpauis ma obmexeHuli docmyn Ao coujarb-
Hoeo Oianoegy ceid4amb npo HedocmamH IHCmumyuitiHy cripoMoXxHicmb. BodHouvac
8rsus iHcmumyuitiHUx mMmexaHiamie Ha 30amdicme cucmemu npaui adanmysamucs 00 Ho-
sux ¢hopmamis 3aliHamocmi 3anuwaemescs HedocmamHbo docrnidxeHuM. Tak camo riom-
pebye ysaau numaHHs1 pecypcHOI cripoMoxxHocmi domozocrnodapcme siK YUHHUKa mpydo-
8oi cmabinbHocmi.

Memoto docnidxeHHs € iOeHmudgbikauisi Ko4osux iHcmumyuyitiHux demepMiHaHmig SKO-
cmi 3alHsimocmi Ha npuknadi YkpaiHu ma Jlumeu, ouiHka ix echbekmugHocmi ma ¢bopmy-
JI08aHHsA pekomeHOauit 0511 MoOepHi3auii yKpaiHCbKOI nonimuku 3aldHamocmi. Y mexax
r1OPI8HSANILHO20 aHarlidy po32/IiHymo HOpMamusHe OXOIIeHHs, iHemumyuitiHy docmyri-
Hicmb, yughposy iHgbpacmpykmypy, MexaHiamu couyjiabHoz0 Oianocy ma giHaHcogy cmili-
Kicmb Oomoezocriofapcme. Ocobnugy yegaecy npudineHo HecmaHOapmHuUM opmamam
npayi ma poni CiM’i K KoMrneHcamopHo2o mMexaHiamy dobpobymy. Jlumosckka moderib
OeMOHCMpye 8ULY y3200XKeHiCmb peayriamopHUX iIHCmpyMeHmig, yughposy iHmeezpauito
ma HopMamusHy 2Hy4YKkicmb, modi siK ykpaiHCbka cucmemMa nompebye OHO8/EHHS paso-
80i 6a3u, po3wWUPeHHST OXOIM/IeHHSI ma 8U3HaHHS HO8UX ghopmamig mpydoeoi yyacmi.
BanpornoHosaHO cmpameziyHi HarnpsMu 800CKOHaIEHHS MOIMUKU 3alHsamocmi 3 ypaxy-
8aHHAM MPUHYUNI8 couiarlbHOI sKocmi npayi, 8UKUKIE MOCMKPU308020 pO3BUMKY ma r1o-
mpebu 8 iHcmumyuitHit cmilikocmi. lNepcrnekmueu nodanbuwux 00CiOXXeHb OXOrIMb
PO3pObKY iHOUKamopig coyiasibHOI IKOCMI, OUIHKY KOMIEeHcamopHUX MexaHiamie OoMo20-
criofapcme i Modesito8aHHs 8nausy iHemumyuyitiHoi docmynHocmi Ha npodyKmMueHiCmb
3aliHamocmi.

Knroyoei cnoea: sikicmb 3aliHimocmi, iHcmumyuitiHa y3200XKeHicmb, couianbHull dianoe,
yugpposa iHmeezpauis, pinaHc, niamgopmHa rpaysi, mpydosa Momusauis, couianbHUl
3axucm, iHcmumyuidHa docmyrnHicmb, noAimuka 3alHamocmi, couianbHa siKicmb npaui,
nocmkpu308e 8iOHOBMEHHS.

Abstract. In the context of post-crisis recovery and the digital transformation of labor
markets, the issue of employment quality has gained renewed analytical relevance. It
reflects the institutional system’s capacity to ensure stability, protection, and motivation for
workers across diverse employment formats. In Ukraine, employment quality remains
uneven, particularly for those engaged in non-standard forms such as freelancing,
platform-based work, and care labor, which often fall outside the scope of legal regulation.
The compensatory role of households, fragmented regulatory frameworks, limited digital
integration, and restricted access to social dialogue point to insufficient institutional
capacity. Moreover, the mechanisms through which labor systems adapt to emerging
employment formats remain underexplored, as does the correlation between household
resilience and labor market stability.

This study aims to identify the institutional determinants of employment quality in Ukraine
and Lithuania, assess their effectiveness, and formulate recommendations for modernizing
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Ukrainian employment policy. The article presents a comparative analysis of regulatory
coverage, institutional accessibility, digital infrastructure, mechanisms of social dialogue,
and the financial resilience of households. Particular attention is paid to non-standard
employment formats and the role of families as informal welfare agents. The Lithuanian
model demonstrates higher regulatory coherence, digital integration, and normative
flexibility, while the Ukrainian system requires legal renewal, broader coverage, and
recognition of emerging labor arrangements.

The findings support a strategic reorientation of employment policy based on the principles
of social quality of work, institutional sustainability, and inclusive labor governance.
Recommendations include updating the legal framework to reflect European directives on
algorithmic management and employment presumption, expanding access to social
protection for non-standard workers, and strengthening digital infrastructure within
employment services. Further research should focus on developing indicators of social
quality, evaluating the effectiveness of household-based welfare mechanisms, and
modeling the impact of institutional accessibility on labor productivity in transitional
contexts.

Keywords: employment quality, institutional coherence, social dialogue, digital integration,
freelancing, platform work, labor motivation, social protection, institutional accessibility,
employment policy, social quality of work, post-crisis recovery.

JEL codes: J21, J24, J46, J58, O33, 138

Problem Statement. In the post-crisis context of labor market transformation in
Ukraine, the issue of employment quality has acquired critical significance. War,
population displacement, structural shifts in the economy, and growing household
vulnerability underscore the need to reconceptualize employment not as a formal status,
but as an indicator of social resilience, institutional support, and human development.

Traditional quantitative indicators-such as employment rates, unemployment levels,
and formal contract coverage-fail to reflect the complex realities faced by Ukrainian
workers. Particular attention must be paid to the expansion of non-standard
employment formats, including temporary, seasonal, hybrid, and platform-based work,
which often fall outside legal regulation and fail to guarantee social protection, income
stability, or professional development.

Against this backdrop, employment quality emerges as a multidimensional concept
encompassing security, stability, skill matching, access to resources, developmental
opportunities, and the institutional capacity to sustain these attributes. Comparative
analysis with EU countries, particularly Lithuania, offers a basis for adapting effective
practices to the Ukrainian context, taking into account the specificities of social
dialogue, regulatory frameworks, and institutional capabilities.

Review of Research and Publications. Academic literature on employment quality
reveals conceptual diversity but methodological fragmentation and limited comparative
operationalization in post-crisis economies. International discourse is dominated by
normative frameworks, including the concept of decent work [1], indicators of worker
well-being [2], and structural characteristics of labor markets [3]. However, these
models often overlook the institutional capacity of countries undergoing deep
transformation, such as Ukraine.

For instance, the tripartite model proposed in [3]-comprising earnings quality, labor
market security, and work environment quality-fails to account for instability, legal
ambiguity, and unequal access to resources. The emphasis on the integrated notion of
decent work [1] lacks clear indicators of institutional effectiveness. Approaches based
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on subjective assessments-such as satisfaction, autonomy, and time balance [2]-tend to
disregard macro-level institutional factors, including the performance of employment
services or the state’s ability to respond to non-standard employment, which
increasingly includes platform-based labor. According to the European Parliament,
over 28 million people in the EU were engaged in platform work in 2021, with
projections reaching 43 million by 2025 [4].

Lithuanian academic sources demonstrate higher institutional coherence, yet research
remains focused primarily on the micro level—worker satisfaction, motivation, and
working conditions-without addressing the architecture of institutional support. For
example, L. Seputis [5] analyzes labor quality through subjective indicators but does not
examine mechanisms of state support. In A. Bianko’s work [6], employment quality is
considered in the context of ecological transformation and institutional responsibility.
Research by M. Taylor et al. [7] highlights the dependence of institutional quality on
variables such as education level, openness, and income redistribution-factors that may be
shaped by policy but are not always amenable to direct measurement.

Ukrainian scholarly contributions demonstrate a deep understanding of
employment-related challenges but remain fragmented in scope and methodology.
Studies addressing the institutional regulation of platform-based employment [8] and
highlighting the risks associated with unregulated labor formats and weak institutional
responses [9] offer valuable insights, yet tend to assess labor market quality through
factor analysis [10] without isolating institutional determinants. International labor
conventions are systematically reviewed [11], but mechanisms for their adaptation to
Ukrainian legislation are not sufficiently elaborated.

This indicates that, despite the existence of theoretical frameworks for
understanding employment quality, there is a lack of comparative indicators tailored to
the specific conditions of Ukraine and Lithuania. Moreover, institutional factors are
often left unoperationalized, which complicates their integration into analytical models
and limits the potential for evidence-based policy design.

Research Methodology. This study is grounded in a comparative institutional
analysis of employment quality in Ukraine and Lithuania. The analytical framework
encompasses five core dimensions: regulatory coherence, institutional accessibility,
mechanisms of social dialogue, household resilience, and adaptability to non-standard
employment. Each dimension is examined through the systematization of legal
provisions, implementation practices, digital infrastructure, and the extent to which
vulnerable groups are covered.

The institutional analysis is complemented by econometric modeling of labor
productivity, enabling a quantitative assessment of the contribution of selected social
and structural variables-namely employment rate, wage level, educational attainment,
institutional accessibility, and perceived social well-being-to the explanation of
productivity outcomes. This approach allows for the empirical testing of hypotheses
regarding the influence of institutional factors on employment efficiency.

Methodologically, the study is guided by the principle of functional institutional
effectiveness, which emphasizes not merely the existence of policies but their capacity
to deliver quality employment under conditions of volatility and systemic stress. The
analysis prioritizes the operational performance of institutions in sustaining inclusive
and stable labor participation, particularly in contexts marked by regulatory
fragmentation and economic uncertainty.
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Limitations of the study include insufficient granularity in statistical data on non-
standard employment, restricted access to micro-level datasets, and the variability in
conceptual interpretations across sources. These constraints affect the precision of
cross-country comparisons and the operationalization of key institutional indicators.
Nonetheless, the proposed framework offers a structured basis for evaluating
institutional capacity in relation to employment quality and supports the development
of policy instruments tailored to transitional labor markets.

Identification of Previously Unresolved Aspects of the General Problem.
Despite the availability of international models for assessing employment quality, most
remain unadapted to the realities of unstable economies characterized by fragmented
institutional support and a high prevalence of non-standard labor. In Ukraine, there is
a notable absence of harmonized indicators that account for regulatory accessibility,
mechanisms of social dialogue, household resilience, and adaptability to emerging
employment formats. Although the Lithuanian experience reflects greater institutional
coherence, it has not been sufficiently represented in comparative studies with a post-
crisis focus.

Existing academic literature tends to concentrate on micro-level dimensions-such
as job satisfaction, motivation, and working conditions-while macro-institutional
parameters are frequently overlooked. As a result, the challenge of constructing an
operationalized framework for comparative analysis of institutional employment
quality across states with varying degrees of resilience remains unresolved.

The aim of this study is to identify the key institutional factors shaping employment
quality in Ukraine and Lithuania and to provide an analytical rationale for adapting
effective institutional solutions to enhance the resilience, equity, and performance of
Ukrainian employment policy. This is particularly relevant in the context of wartime
instability, the expansion of non-standard labor formats, and the growing social
vulnerability of households.

Main Findings. Within the scope of this study, employment quality is
conceptualized as a composite indicator of social resilience, institutional effectiveness,
and systemic adaptability. In light of wartime instability, the proliferation of non-
standard employment, and the urgent need for institutional renewal, the analytical
framework draws on approaches developed by international organizations [1,2,3] and
encompasses five core dimensions: institutional functionality, regulatory clarity, social
dialogue, household resilience, and adaptability to non-standard and digital labor
formats.

Each dimension reflects both normative and practical aspects of ensuring quality
employment. Institutional functionality is interpreted as a manifestation of systemic
resilience; regulatory clarity serves as the foundation for institutionalization; social
dialogue operates as a mechanism of inclusivity; household resilience is treated as an
indicator of integration; and adaptability is viewed as a marker of innovation. This
structure enables a comparative analysis that responds to contemporary challenges by
integrating social, economic, and institutional dimensions of employment.

The framework is designed to capture the dynamic interplay between formal
regulation and lived labor realities, particularly in contexts marked by legal ambiguity,
digital transformation, and shifting welfare responsibilities. It allows for the
identification of institutional gaps and the formulation of targeted policy responses that
enhance employment quality not only through legal coverage but also through
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functional accessibility and systemic responsiveness. By applying this structure to the
cases of Ukraine and Lithuania, the study offers insights into the institutional
determinants that shape labor market outcomes under conditions of asymmetric
stability and reform.

Institutional Accessibility and Functionality in the Employment Sector.
Institutional accessibility and functionality in the field of employment refer to the
capacity of public structures to provide citizens with effective access to support
services, retraining opportunities, career counseling, digital platforms, and social
protection mechanisms. This dimension is essential for ensuring labor market stability
and adaptability, particularly under conditions of structural transformation, the
expansion of non-standard employment, and post-crisis recovery.

Comparative analysis indicates that Lithuania demonstrates systemic coherence and
a high level of institutional functionality in employment governance. In 2024, the
overall employment rate reached 73.2 %, exceeding the EU average. The national
employment service (Uzimtumo tarnyba) offers a broad range of services-from
individualized counseling to digital training and entrepreneurship support. More than
42 % of registered unemployed individuals participated in active labor market
programs, with 18.6 % representing socially vulnerable groups. The digital platform
www.uzt.It is integrated with the Sodra system, enabling automated employment
tracking, contract registration, and access to social insurance. Total funding for
employment policy in 2024 exceeded €140 million, amounting to approximately 0.4 %
of GDP, with over 60 % allocated to active programs and digital transformation
initiatives [13].

In contrast, Ukraine’s employment system operates under conditions of fragmented
infrastructure, uneven territorial coverage, and limited institutional resilience. Several
employment centers are either non-operational or functioning in restricted capacity,
particularly in regions affected by armed conflict. Funding for active labor market
programs remains critically low. In 2023, the budget of the Unemployment Social
Insurance Fund amounted to UAH 11.9 billion (=<€300 million), of which only a portion
was directed toward active measures, and UAH 1.8 billion was allocated to microgrants
under the «eRobota» initiative [14]. Total expenditure on employment policy
accounted for less than 0.2 % of GDP-one of the lowest rates among European
countries. For comparison, the average EU expenditure on active labor market policies
ranges from 0.3 % to 0.8 % of GDP, with Denmark exceeding 1.0 % [15].

The limited scope of funding in Ukraine not only reduces program coverage but
also constrains their quality, duration, and responsiveness to labor market needs. This
challenge is particularly acute in the context of postwar reintegration, where a
significant portion of the population requires retraining, psychological support, and
stable access to employment services.

Regulatory Clarity as an Institutional Foundation for Labor Productivity. In
the process of Ukraine’s postwar recovery, labor productivity acquires strategic
importance-not merely as an economic indicator, but as the outcome of interactions
among social, institutional, and normative factors. It reflects not only individual effort
but also the systemic capacity of the state to ensure legal certainty, access to guarantees,
coverage of emerging employment formats, and institutional trust. These parameters-
institutionalization, transparency, and protection-constitute the environment in which
workers can fully realize their professional potential.
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To quantitatively assess this relationship, an empirical model of labor productivity
was constructed, covering the period from 1996 to 2021. Labor productivity (PRT) was
used as the dependent variable, while the Human Development Index (HDI) and a
social well-being indicator (SOC_ZADOVOL)-capturing satisfaction with living
conditions, stability, and trust in institutions-served as independent variables. The
model yielded the following results:

Table 1
REGRESSION ESTIMATES OF SOCIAL FACTORS INFLUENCING LABOR PRODUCTIVITY

Variable Coefficient p-value
HDI 0.904966 0.0000
SOC_ZADOVOL 0.012523 0.0000
Constant —0.348368 0.0000
R? 0.889644 —
Durbin—Watson 1.096255 —
Observation period 1996-2021 —

Source: Author’s calculations using EViews 9.0

The results confirm that the Human Development Index exerts a dominant influence
on labor productivity, supporting the hypothesis of a multiplier effect from investments
in education, health, and income. While the contribution of social well-being is
statistically significant, its impact remains marginal. This suggests that even with basic
life satisfaction, workers cannot fully realize their potential in the absence of a robust
legal framework that ensures protection, predictability, and access to guarantees.

Regulatory clarity thus emerges as a foundational institutional condition for labor
productivity. It defines the legal status of workers, encompasses non-standard
employment, and fosters institutional trust. Comparative analysis shows that countries
with high regulatory coherence-such as Lithuania-demonstrate greater adaptability to
new labor formats. Lithuania’s revised Labor Code covers temporary, seasonal, self-
employed, remote, and platform-based work, while the implementation of EU Directive
2024/2831 enables the classification of platform workers as employees based on
autonomy criteria. Digital contract registration via Sodra is mandatory, and inspection
capacity aligns with EU standards-one inspector per 9,913 workers. In 2024, over 95 %
of formally employed individuals were covered by labor legislation, including flexible
employment arrangements [16].

In contrast, Ukraine’s regulatory fragmentation, weak digital integration, and
limited enforcement leave a substantial share of workers outside legal protection. The
absence of provisions for platform labor, informal employment in care, IT, and
freelance sectors, and underdeveloped monitoring mechanisms contribute to legal
uncertainty. According to the State Labor Service, over 20 % of private-sector workers
lack formal registration [17].
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The productivity model confirms that without legal clarity, digital registration, and
effective oversight, social factors do not translate into economic performance. In the
postwar context, regulatory modernization must be aligned with a dignity-based
economy-through legislative reform and the creation of conditions that enable the
realization of human potential.

Social Dialogue as Institutional Infrastructure for Labor Productivity. Social
dialogue constitutes a foundational institutional mechanism for reconciling the interests
of workers, employers, and the state. Its effectiveness determines the capacity of the
employment system to uphold fairness, respond to structural challenges, and sustain
social cohesion. Within the framework of social quality of work, social dialogue aligns
with the coordinates of inclusivity, emotional security, and integration-conditions
under which workers perceive themselves as part of a functioning social order.

Lithuania formally complies with European standards: a National Tripartite Council
operates, the state finances trade union leadership training, and in 2024, the eDialogas
platform was launched to collect worker proposals. However, trade union density
remains low at 7 %, collective agreements are concentrated in the public sector, and
digital participation accounts for less than 5% [18]. These figures suggest that
participatory mechanisms are largely formal and exert limited influence on actual
working conditions.

Ukraine’s system of social dialogue is uneven and structurally weakened.
According to the Federation of Trade Unions of Ukraine, union density stood at
approximately 15 % in 2023 [19], yet actual engagement is minimal, particularly in the
private sector. Collective bargaining is largely confined to the budgetary sphere, and
the Tripartite Council has limited influence on employment policy. The war has further
eroded trade union infrastructure, while digital mechanisms for participation remain
underdeveloped. Limited coverage and weak digital engagement have not only social
but also economic implications. According to our model, social well-being exhibits a
statistically significant but low coefficient (0.0125), indicating a marginal impact on
productivity. Without effective mechanisms for participation and representation, social
cohesion fails to translate into economic performance.

Therefore, social dialogue must be redefined as institutional infrastructure for
productivity. Its modernization-through enhanced representation, digital integration,
and normative anchoring of participation-is a necessary condition for building a
dignity-based economy. Despite its limited effectiveness, the Lithuanian experience
underscores the importance of state support, digital tools, and regulatory stability-
elements highly relevant to Ukraine’s postwar reconstruction context [19].

Household Resilience as a Structural Determinant of Employment Quality.
Household resilience represents a critical structural factor in shaping employment
quality, as it determines the capacity to sustain labor market participation, absorb risks,
and secure basic well-being. Within the framework of social quality of work, this
dimension encompasses economic resilience, work—life balance, and psycho-emotional
security.

A comparative analysis of Ukraine and Lithuania reveals significant disparities in
institutional support for household welfare. In 2024, Lithuania’s subsistence minimum
stood at €774, while the minimum wage reached €924-figures that ensure baseline
economic stability [16]. The social protection system covers the entire population,
including self-employed and seasonal workers, and the Sodra platform [20] automates
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the calculation of contributions and compensations. The household welfare index is
estimated at 0.78, comparable to Northern European standards, despite debt obligations
affecting 42 % of families.

In contrast, Ukraine’s subsistence minimum in 2024 was UAH 3,200 (~€80), and
the minimum wage UAH 7,100 (~€180), which fails to guarantee basic welfare in most
regions. Social protection coverage remains fragmented, with over 30 % of households
lacking stable access to compensatory mechanisms. Housing and energy costs exceed
40 % of household budgets in certain areas, while debt burdens affect more than 60 %
of households, 28 % of which face overdue liabilities. In the empirical labor
productivity model, the social well-being index yields a low coefficient (0.0125),
indicating a limited impact of household welfare on economic performance. In many
cases, the family functions as a compensatory unit-an indicator of systemic
vulnerability rather than resilience.

Therefore, household resilience must be recognized as a central pillar of
employment policy. The Lithuanian experience illustrates the effectiveness of a model
grounded in systemic coherence, digital integration, and stable financing-principles
that are highly relevant to Ukraine’s postwar recovery. Strengthening institutional
support for households is essential not only for mitigating social risks but also for
enabling inclusive and sustainable labor market participation.

Adaptability to Non-Standard and Digital Employment as an Indicator of
Institutional Flexibility. Adaptability to non-standard and digital employment reflects
the institutional flexibility of labor systems-their capacity to respond to structural
transformations in the labor market, particularly the expansion of platform-based,
temporary, hybrid, and remote work. Within the architecture of social quality of work,
this dimension encompasses the coordinates of cognitive innovation, organizational
process design, digital inclusion, and systemic resilience.

Lithuania demonstrates a gradual institutional integration of non-standard
employment. In 2024, 23 % of workers were employed under part-time arrangements,
while temporary employment accounted for 2 %, governed by clear legal provisions
including compensation, insurance access, and contract duration limits. Between 2023
and 2024, pilot programs were introduced to support platform workers, offering access
to health insurance and pension registration.

Ukraine, by contrast, exhibits a growing prevalence of non-standard employment
without adequate institutional response. Part-time work involves over 20 % of workers,
particularly in services, education, and care. In 2021, 7.3 % of employees worked fewer
than 30 hours per week, and 1.6 % were involuntarily shifted to reduced hours due to
economic constraints. Despite its potential for self-realization, such employment formats
are often accompanied by risks of precarity, hidden unemployment, and social inequality.
Temporary employment under fixed-term contracts is also expanding. In the first half of
2024, the State Employment Service assisted 124,004 individuals, of whom over 84,000
participated in public or other temporary work schemes. An additional 20,389 were placed
through private agencies, frequently without access to social protection.

In this context, freelancing has emerged as one of the most dynamic forms of non-
standard employment, combining flexibility with high institutional uncertainty.
According to Freelancehunt [21], leading sectors in 2024 included «Programming»
(39.1 %) and «Design & Art» (19.5 %). Multimedia services showed rapid growth:
«Photography» (+68.84 %), «Video Editing» (+51.04 %), «Filming» (+36.02 %).
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Digital marketing also expanded: «Email Marketing» (+53.55 %), «SEO Audit»
(+30.44 %), «SMM» (+17.2 %). The highest budget increases were recorded in
projects related to «Al and Machine Learning» (+159.97 %), «Embedded Systemsy
(+162.43 %), and «Bot Development» (+46.43 %). Meanwhile, certain categories
declined in relevance, such as «Teaser Advertising» and «SERM,» while «Translation»
services, despite reduced volume, saw a funding increase of +97.8 %.

Freelancing in Ukraine is thus not only a marker of digital labor market
transformation but also an indicator of institutional vulnerability, requiring targeted
analytical attention within employment policy. Freelance activity increasingly overlaps
with platform work, as digital platforms not only aggregate projects but also shape new
labor relations-from short-term contracts to algorithmic management—necessitating
distinct regulatory approaches.

According to service pricing statistics on Freelancehunt [22], the average monthly
income of a platform worker in September 2025 was UAH 30,058 (=<USD 728), nearly
four times the national minimum wage (UAH 8,000) and 13.4 % higher than the
average wage of formally employed workers (UAH 26,499 in July 2025). Between
2017 and 2025, earnings in the digital labor segment have grown faster than wages in
the offline economy, underscoring the need for institutional recognition and regulation
of this evolving employment domain.
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Figure 1. Monthly Cost of Freelance Services in Ukraine in 2025

Source: Author’s calculations based on freelance service pricing statistics [22]
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Among translators and freelance professionals engaged in text-based work, the
largest share earns below $400 per month. This segment remains relatively accessible
for newcomers entering the labor market via freelance platforms. Designers earn an
average of $470 monthly, while the highest rates are observed in programming and
mobile application development, where monthly earnings range from $1,000 to $2,000.
Certain mobile app projects-particularly for Android and iOS-command exceptionally
high demand, with clients willing to pay $3,000-$4,000 per month for freelance
execution [21].

In 2024, interest in freelancing via digital platforms increased markedly,
particularly due to wartime disruptions: 19.1 % of registered specialists became active
during this period. The dominant age group was 24-29 years (23.5 %), with a notable
rise among professionals aged 30—41, indicating a transition of experienced workers
toward flexible employment formats. The share of younger freelancers (18-23 years)
declined by 4.8 %. Over half of respondents held higher education degrees, and 11 %
were students, confirming the accessibility of freelancing as an alternative form of
employment. For 15.1 %, freelancing constituted their primary occupation (30-40
hours per week), while 8.8 % worked over 40 hours, demonstrating high levels of
engagement. An intensive workload (over 50 hours per week) was reported by 9.7 %
of specialists, suggesting stable demand and income relevance. Meanwhile, 47.5 %
worked up to 20 hours per week, indicating part-time or episodic engagement as a
supplementary income source [21].

Thus, adaptability to non-standard and digital employment is not only a marker of
institutional flexibility but also a factor of labor productivity. In Ukraine’s postwar
recovery, where the share of non-standard employment is rising and digital labor is
becoming a source of stable income, employment policy must be reoriented toward the
recognition, protection, and development of these formats. This requires regulatory
implementation of platform-based work, digital integration of contract registration, the
creation of social protection mechanisms, and support for innovative self-employment.
Lithuania’s experience demonstrates that such adaptation is feasible-provided systemic
coherence, digital infrastructure, and cross-sectoral coordination are in place.

The comparative analysis of five key institutional blocks-regulatory clarity,
institutional accessibility, social dialogue, household resilience, and adaptability to
non-standard employment-offers a comprehensive understanding of the institutional
architecture of employment quality in Ukraine and Lithuania. Each block represents a
distinct coordinate of social quality of work: legal protection, accessibility,
participation, well-being, and flexibility. Collectively, these dimensions define the
system’s capacity to ensure dignified, productive, inclusive, and resilient labor market
participation.

This table not only systematizes key parameters but also reveals structural gaps
between the two countries. Lithuania demonstrates a coherent regulatory framework,
digital integration, institutional responsiveness to emerging labor formats, and stable
social protection coverage. Ukraine, by contrast, operates within a fragmented
regulatory system, limited digital infrastructure, uneven coverage, and weak
institutional response to the challenges posed by flexible employment. These
disparities underscore the need for targeted reforms aimed at enhancing institutional
resilience and aligning employment governance with the evolving realities of the labor
market.
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Table 2

COMPARATIVE INSTITUTIONAL DETERMINANTS OF EMPLOYMENT QUALITY:
LITHUANIA VS. UKRAINE

Institutional Block Lithuania Ukraine

Coverage of all employment forms; EU

directive implementation; digital Non-standard and platform work

Regulatory contract registration via Sodra; unregulated;_no presumption of _
Clarity inspection capacity — 1 inspector per employment, weak enforcement;
~9.900 workers fragmented digitalization
73.2 % employment rate; full digital ey i .
Institutional integration; vulnerable group coverage in?‘(r)as/(t)rag?[ﬁlrgym?:\}err? tg(,)\l/lerp;t%q digital
Accessibility — 18.6 %; stable employment service funding <0.2 % of GDP g€,

funding (€142 million)

Union density — 7 %; collective
agreement coverage — 7 %;
functioning tripartite council;
eDialogas platform

Union density ~15 %; coverage ~10—
12 %; tripartite council formally active;
no digital participation mechanisms

Social Dialogue

Subsistence minimum — €774; Subsistence minimum ~€80; minimum
Household minimum wage — €924; 100 % social || wage ~€180; coverage <70 %;
Resilience protection coverage; welfare index — || SOC_ZADOVOL ~0.45; debt burden
0.78; debt burden <25 % of income >40 % of income

Part-time employment ~20 %;
temporary — unregulated; platform
work — outside legal framework;
partial digital registration; no
institutional response

Part-time employment — 23 %;
temporary — 2 %; partial regulation of
platform work; digital contract
registration; pilot programs

Adaptability to
Non-Standard
Work

Sources: compiled by authors based on [1, 14, 15, 20, 21]

Discussion. The comparative analysis of employment governance models in
Ukraine and Lithuania reveals a set of conceptual and structural contradictions that
require further theoretical clarification. The formal existence of participatory
mechanisms does not guarantee their accessibility or effectiveness: Lithuania’s digital
integration and regulatory coherence stand in contrast to the declarative nature of
Ukrainian instruments. The compensatory role of households in the Ukrainian context
raises concerns about the institutional capacity of the state to ensure basic welfare and
labor market stability.

The expansion of non-standard and digital employment formats brings into focus
the limits of regulatory coverage. The absence of legal responses to platform-based
labor creates zones of social uncertainty and undermines the protective function of
employment policy. While the concept of social quality of work offers an alternative
analytical framework, its practical implementation demands cross-sectoral
coordination, normative anchoring, and a redefinition of the worker’s role as an active
subject of policy.

Conclusions and Directions for Future Research. The comparative assessment
of institutional determinants of employment quality in Ukraine and Lithuania
underscores the critical importance of regulatory coherence, digital integration, social
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dialogue, and household resilience in sustaining labor market stability. The Lithuanian
model demonstrates systemic alignment and comprehensive coverage of diverse
employment formats, whereas the Ukrainian system remains fragmented, with limited
access to protection for workers in non-standard arrangements.

The findings of this study affirm the need to update Ukraine’s regulatory
framework, digitally transform employment services, expand participatory
mechanisms, and recognize households as policy-relevant actors. Particular attention
should be devoted to the regulation of platform-based labor, algorithmic management,
and flexible contracts. Future research should focus on developing indicators of social
quality of work under conditions of digital transformation, evaluating the effectiveness
of household-level compensatory mechanisms, and modeling the impact of institutional
accessibility on labor productivity in post-crisis contexts.

Jlimepamypa

1. International Labour Organization. (2024). Decent work agenda. https://www.ilo.org/
global/topics/decent-work/lang--en/index.htm

2. Eurofound. (2024). Job quality. European Foundation for the Improvement of Living
and Working Conditions. https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/topic/job-quality

3. OECD. (2023). Job quality framework. Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development. https://www.oecd.org/statistics/job-quality.htm

4. European Parliament. (2025). Improving the working conditions of platform workers (PE
698.923). European Parliamentary Research Service. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/
RegData/etudes/BRIE/2022/698923/EPRS_BRI %282022 %29698923_EN.pdf

5. Seputis, L. (2020). Darbuotojy pasitenkinimas darbu verslo vystymo kontekste (Magistro
darbas, Vilniaus universitetas). Vilniaus universiteto elektroniné publikacijy sistema.
https://epublications.vu.lt/object/elaba:193288846/193288846.pdf

6. Bianco, A. (2014). Quality of employment in the 21st century: Institutional responsibility
and ecological transformation. Journal of Innovative Education and Research, 3(1), 7-20.
https://www.scientiasocialis.It/giic/files/pdf/7-20.Bianco_giic_Vol.3-1.pdf

7. Taylor, M., & Francis, J. (2020). Determinants of institutional quality in post-transition
economies. Journal of Economic Policy Reform, 23(2), 145-162. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17487870.2020.1719102

8. Bmmsniok B. B., bypmaii T. B., I'yk JI. [1. 3akoHOmaBYO-TIpaBOBE PETYIIOBaHHS IUTAT(O-
PMHO] 3aiHATOCT] Y KOHTEKCTI COIialTbHOI CTIMKOCTI ep:kaBu. ExoHOMiuHa Teopis. 2024. Ne 4,
C. 49-84. https://doi.org/10.15407/etet2024.04.049

9. Kpyrumnin, C. L. (2024). TIpobiaeMu CHCTEMHOTO MiIX0Ay B eKoHOMIMi. Exonomixa, (2),
37-45. https://doi.org/10.32782/2520-2200/2024-2-5

10. Crenypa, T. M. (2024). AHaniTH4YHI METOJIU AOCII/PKEHHS SKOCTI pUHKY Ipami YKpa-
iun. bisnec Ingpopm, (1), 208-217. https://www.business-inform.net/export_pdf/business-
inform-2024-1_0-pages-208_217.pdf

11. CwmoxksiHa, I'. A., & Kimiruwmkuy, I'. 1. (2020). Jocnimkenns 3apnans MOII ta Hanpsi-
MiB BHKOPHUCTAHHS 3aKOPAOHHOTO JOCBiny. FExonomika ma Oepacasa, (1), 61-65.
https://feconomics.net.ua/files/archive/2020/N01/61.pdf

12. Statistikos Departamentas. (2023). 3aunsmicme — punox npayi ¢ Jlumei (suoamnmsi
2023). Odoiuidinuii cratuctuunuii nopran Jluteu. https://osp.stat.gov.lt/en/darbo-rinka-
lietuvoje-2023/uzimtumas-nedarbas-ir-laisvos-darbo-vietos/uzimtumas

13. Uzimtumo tarnyba. (2024). [locayeu oaa wyxauie pobomu. Odinitinuii caitr Ciryxou
saiiasitocti JIuteu. https://uzt.It/en/for-jobseekers/246

219


https://www.ilo.org/global/topics/decent-work/lang--en/index.htm
https://www.ilo.org/global/topics/decent-work/lang--en/index.htm
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/topic/job-quality
https://www.oecd.org/statistics/job-quality.htm
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2022/698923/EPRS_BRI%282022%29698923_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2022/698923/EPRS_BRI%282022%29698923_EN.pdf
https://epublications.vu.lt/object/elaba:193288846/193288846.pdf
https://www.scientiasocialis.lt/qiic/files/pdf/7-20.Bianco_qiic_Vol.3-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/17487870.2020.1719102
https://doi.org/10.1080/17487870.2020.1719102
https://doi.org/10.32782/2520-2200/2024-2-5
https://www.business-inform.net/export_pdf/business-inform-2024-1_0-pages-208_217.pdf
https://www.business-inform.net/export_pdf/business-inform-2024-1_0-pages-208_217.pdf
https://economics.net.ua/files/archive/2020/No1/61.pdf
https://osp.stat.gov.lt/en/darbo-rinka-lietuvoje-2023/uzimtumas-nedarbas-ir-laisvos-darbo-vietos/uzimtumas
https://osp.stat.gov.lt/en/darbo-rinka-lietuvoje-2023/uzimtumas-nedarbas-ir-laisvos-darbo-vietos/uzimtumas

14. MinicrepcTBo ekoHOMIKH YKpainu (2023). Vpsao zameepous 6100cem Dondy na 2023
pix. https://me.gov.ua/News/Detail?lang=uk-UA&id=40f9428d-0039-4e60-aafd-bbb5c99762f2

15. OECD Employment Database. (2024). Jepoicasni sumpamu Ha ROAMUKY PUHKY RPAYI.
Opranizalisi eEKOHOMIYHOTO CITIBPOOITHHIITBA Ta po3BUTKY. https:/stats.oecd.org

16. Statistikos Departamentas. (2024). 3aiinsmicmes ma b6e3pobimms — ogpiyitina cmamu-
cmuxa Jlumeu. Od@imiHui cTatucTUHUN mopTan.  https://osp.stat.gov.lt/en/gyventoju-
uzimtumo-tyrimo-duomenys

17. Hepxmupaui Ykpaiau. (2023). Ilonao 3 man npayisnuxie npayioioms 6e3 ogiyiiinozo
oghopmnennss — 6100xcem empayae 100 mapo epn. Work.ua. . https://www.work.ua/news/
ukraine/2359/

18. Eurofound. (2024). Coyianvhuii dianoe. €Bpornelicbkuii (OHA MOKPAILICHHS YMOB
JKUTTA Ta mpari. https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/topics/social-dialogue

19. depeparisn npodeciiinux crmigok Ykpainu. (2023). [Tiocymrosa ingopmayis npo Oisi-
avricme @IIY y 2023 poyi: npomudis euxiukam i 3azpo3am ni0 4ac B0EHHO2O CMAHY.
https://fpsu.org.ua/256-holovna-novyna/25500-pidsumkova-informatsiia-pro-diialnist-fpu-u-
2023-rotsi-protydiia-vyklykam-i-zahrozam-pid-chas-voiennoho-stanu.html

20. Sodra. (2024). Darbo sutarciy registravimas. Valstybinio corialbHOro cTpaxyBaHHS
¢doun JIuteu. https://www.sodra.lt/It/darbdaviams/darbo-sutartys

21. Freelancehunt. (2024). Yxpaincoxuii ¢ppunanc y 2024 poyi: ochosmi niocymxu ma ou-
nHamixa poseumky. [ocnioncenns.  https://drive.google.com/file/d/1FyY fyw86t_hdAX2u
BIWYdGdLrHFdzEef/view

22. Freelancehunt. (2024). Crarucruka craBok (punancepis. https://freelancehunt.com/
ua/statistics/rates

References

1. International Labour  Organization. (2024). Decent  work  agenda.
https://www.ilo.org/global/topics/decent-work/lang--en/index.htm

2. Eurofound. (2024). Job quality. European Foundation for the Improvement of Living
and Working Conditions. https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/topic/job-quality

3. OECD. (2023). Job quality framework. Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development. https://www.oecd.org/statistics/job-quality.htm

4. European Parliament. (2025). Improving the working conditions of platform workers (PE
698.923). European Parliamentary Research Service. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/
RegData/etudes/BRIE/2022/698923/EPRS_BRI %282022 %29698923_EN.pdf

5. Seputis, L. (2020). Darbuotojy pasitenkinimas darbu verslo vystymo kontekste (Magistro
darbas, Vilniaus universitetas). Vilniaus universiteto elektroniné publikacijy sistema.
https://epublications.vu.lt/object/elaba:193288846/193288846.pdf

6. Bianco, A. (2014). Quality of employment in the 21st century: Institutional responsibility
and ecological transformation. Journal of Innovative Education and Research, 3(1), 7-20.
https://www.scientiasocialis.It/giic/files/pdf/7-20.Bianco_giic_Vol.3-1.pdf

7. Taylor, M., & Francis, J. (2020). Determinants of institutional quality in post-transition
economies. Journal of Economic Policy Reform, 23(2), 145-162. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17487870.2020.1719102

8. Blyzniuk, V. V., Burlai, T. V., & Huk, L. P. (2024). Zakonodavcho-pravove
rehuliuvannia platformnoi zainiatosti u konteksti sotsialnoi stiikosti derzhavy [Legislative and
legal regulation of platform employment in the context of state social resilience]. Ekonomichna
teoriia, (4), 49-84. https://doi.org/10.15407/etet2024.04.049

9. Krutylin, S. I. (2024). Problemy systemnoho pidkhodu v ekonomitsi [Problems of the
systemic approach in economics]. Ekonomika, (2), 37-45. https://doi.org/10.32782/2520-
2200/2024-2-5

220


https://me.gov.ua/News/Detail?lang=uk-UA&id=40f9428d-0039-4e60-aafd-bbb5c99762f2
https://stats.oecd.org/
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/topics/social-dialogue
https://fpsu.org.ua/256-holovna-novyna/25500-pidsumkova-informatsiia-pro-diialnist-fpu-u-2023-rotsi-protydiia-vyklykam-i-zahrozam-pid-chas-voiennoho-stanu.html
https://fpsu.org.ua/256-holovna-novyna/25500-pidsumkova-informatsiia-pro-diialnist-fpu-u-2023-rotsi-protydiia-vyklykam-i-zahrozam-pid-chas-voiennoho-stanu.html
https://www.sodra.lt/lt/darbdaviams/darbo-sutartys
https://freelancehunt.com/ua/statistics/rates
https://freelancehunt.com/ua/statistics/rates
https://www.ilo.org/global/topics/decent-work/lang--en/index.htm
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/topic/job-quality
https://www.oecd.org/statistics/job-quality.htm
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2022/698923/EPRS_BRI%282022%29698923_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2022/698923/EPRS_BRI%282022%29698923_EN.pdf
https://epublications.vu.lt/object/elaba:193288846/193288846.pdf
https://www.scientiasocialis.lt/qiic/files/pdf/7-20.Bianco_qiic_Vol.3-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/17487870.2020.1719102
https://doi.org/10.1080/17487870.2020.1719102
https://doi.org/10.15407/etet2024.04.049
https://doi.org/10.32782/2520-2200/2024-2-5
https://doi.org/10.32782/2520-2200/2024-2-5

10. Stepura, T. M. (2024). Analitychni metody doslidzhennia yakosti rynku pratsi Ukrainy.
Business Inform, 1, 208-217. https://www.business-inform.net/export_pdf/business-inform-
2024-1 0-pages-208_217.pdf

11. Smokvina, H. A., & Kiminchidji, H. 1. (2020). Doslidzhennia zavdan’ MOP ta
napriamiv vykorystannia zakordonnoho dosvidu [Study of ILO tasks and directions for
applying foreign experience]. Ekonomika ta derzhava [Economy and State], (1), 61-65.
https://economics.net.ua/files/archive/2020/No1/61.pdf

12. Statistikos Departamentas. (2023). Employment — Labour Market in Lithuania (edition
2023). Official Statistics Portal of Lithuania. https://osp.stat.gov.lt/en/darbo-rinka-lietuvoje-
2023/uzimtumas-nedarbas-ir-laisvos-darbo-vietos/uzimtumas

13. Employment Service. (2024). For jobseekers. Official website of the Lithuanian
Employment Service. https://uzt.lt/en/for-jobseekers/246

14. Ministry of Economy of Ukraine. (2023). The government approved the Fund’s budget for
2023. https://me.gov.ua/News/Detail?lang=uk-UA&id=40f9428d-0039-4e60-aafd-bbb5c99762f2

15. OECD Employment Database (2024). Public expenditure on labour market policies.
https://stats.oecd.org

16. Statistikos Departamentas. (2024). Employment and unemployment — Official
Statistics Portal of Lithuania. https://osp.stat.gov.lt/en/gyventoju-uzimtumo-tyrimo-duomenys

17. State Labour Service of Ukraine. (2023). Over 3 million workers are unofficially
employed — the budget loses UAH 100 billion annually. Work.ua. . https://www.work.ua/
news/ukraine/2359/

18. Eurofound. (2024). Social dialogue. European Foundation for the Improvement of
Living and Working Conditions. https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/topics/social-dialogue

19. Federation of Trade Unions of Ukraine. (2023). Summary of FTUU activities in 2023:
Responding to challenges and threats during martial law. https:/fpsu.org.ua/256-holovna-
novyna/25500-pidsumkova-informatsiia-pro-diialnist-fpu-u-2023-rotsi-protydiia-vyklykam-i-
zahrozam-pid-chas-voiennoho-stanu.html

20. Sodra. (2024). Employment contract registration. State Social Insurance Fund Board
of Lithuania. https://www.sodra.lt/en/employers/employment-contracts

21. Freelancehunt. (2024). Ukrainian Freelance in 2024: Key Findings and Development
Dynamics. Research Report. https://drive.google.com/file/d/1FyYfyw86t_hdAX2uBIWYd
GdLrHFdzEef/view

22. Freelancehunt. (2024). Freelancer rate statistics. https://freelancehunt.com/ua/
statistics/rates

DOI 10.33111/vz_kneu.40.25.03.19.130.136

YIK: 330.8:379.8
CawmitineHko AHOpi I1.
KaHOuaaT eKOHOMIYHUX Hayk,
OOUEHT, AOLEHT kKadyeapy EKOHOMIYHOI Teopil,
KuniBCcbkuin HaLioHanbHUA EKOHOMIYHWIA YHiIBepcuTeT iMeHi Baguma NeTbmaHa,
e-mail: kpeof@kneu.edu.ua
ORCID: 0000-0002-7257-503

Xmapa lMassio

acnipaHT kKadenpu eKoOHOMIYHOT Teopii
KuiB, YkpaiHa

e-mail: khmara.pv@gmail.com

COUIANBHA BIANOBIAANBHICTb B OMNMNATI NPALLI:
[ocCBIa YKPAIHCBKUX NIANMPUEMCTB A0 TA MICIA NOYATKY
NMOBHOMACLUTABHOIO BTOPIrHEHHA

© Cawmiitnenko A., Xmapa I1., 2025 221


https://www.business-inform.net/export_pdf/business-inform-2024-1_0-pages-208_217.pdf
https://www.business-inform.net/export_pdf/business-inform-2024-1_0-pages-208_217.pdf
https://economics.net.ua/files/archive/2020/No1/61.pdf
https://osp.stat.gov.lt/en/darbo-rinka-lietuvoje-2023/uzimtumas-nedarbas-ir-laisvos-darbo-vietos/uzimtumas
https://osp.stat.gov.lt/en/darbo-rinka-lietuvoje-2023/uzimtumas-nedarbas-ir-laisvos-darbo-vietos/uzimtumas
https://me.gov.ua/News/Detail?lang=uk-UA&id=40f9428d-0039-4e60-aafd-bbb5c99762f2
https://stats.oecd.org/
https://osp.stat.gov.lt/en/gyventoju-uzimtumo-tyrimo-duomenys
https://www.work.ua/news/ukraine/2359/
https://www.work.ua/news/ukraine/2359/
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/topics/social-dialogue
https://fpsu.org.ua/256-holovna-novyna/25500-pidsumkova-informatsiia-pro-diialnist-fpu-u-2023-rotsi-protydiia-vyklykam-i-zahrozam-pid-chas-voiennoho-stanu.html
https://fpsu.org.ua/256-holovna-novyna/25500-pidsumkova-informatsiia-pro-diialnist-fpu-u-2023-rotsi-protydiia-vyklykam-i-zahrozam-pid-chas-voiennoho-stanu.html
https://fpsu.org.ua/256-holovna-novyna/25500-pidsumkova-informatsiia-pro-diialnist-fpu-u-2023-rotsi-protydiia-vyklykam-i-zahrozam-pid-chas-voiennoho-stanu.html
https://www.sodra.lt/en/employers/employment-contracts
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1FyYfyw86t_hdAX2uBlWYdGdLrHFdzEef/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1FyYfyw86t_hdAX2uBlWYdGdLrHFdzEef/view
https://freelancehunt.com/ua/statistics/rates
https://freelancehunt.com/ua/statistics/rates
mailto:kpeof@kneu.edu.ua

