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Child care. As an indicator of the budget required to provide decent child care as a universal service we use the figure of 1.4% of GDP, derived from an average of the four most generous countries’ current spending on child care (p. 64). Adult social care. We have used projections of the extra costs over and above healthcare spending, while acknowledging large differences in the balance between formal provision and informal care in different countries. The OECD 30 average for 2014 was 1.4% of GDP and we have used this to indicate a starting point for expenditure (p. 70). Housing. Based on a significant expansion of social-rent housing, we have budgeted 0.5% GDP using estimates from the IGP UBS report (2017). In this case, capital costs are spread over a 30- year bond issue, and savings from unneeded future housing benefits are taken into account. Enormous differences between countries in land and building costs, as well as existing stock of socially rented properties, make this a hard service to budget uniformly across countries, but a commitment of 0.5% of GDP would certainly have a significant impact in any country (p. 84). Transport. A budget of 0.4% of GDP for enhanced transport represents a reasonable estimate for additional spending required to provide universal access to local transport to reach employment and other public services (p. 90).9 Information. Around 0.6% of GDP could cover both service access and devices in a typical OECD country, although alternatives such as public WiFi could significantly reduce the per-person costs in some areas (p. 98). An expansive UBS programme along the lines we suggest would represent a significant increase in current public spending. To put this in perspective, however, our figure represents less than 15% of total government spending in every OECD country except Chile and Ireland.10 In the late 1940s, UK government spending rose by some 20% of GDP to fund post-war reconstruction and the new welfare state. More recently, in 2008, both UK and USA governments increased public spending by more than 6% of GDP to cope with the financial crisis.11 While these events are not directly comparable, they do suggest that, when governments decide to increase spending, it is more a matter of political choice than applying rules of contemporary economics. It is worth noting that our costings do not account for the potential savings that can be generated by a radical shift towards UBS. First, there are likely to be economies of scale where needs are met collectively rather than individually. Second, we want services to be organized to enable people to co- produce – as far as possible – the ways in which their needs are met. By bringing uncommodified human resources into the process, this can not only improve the well-being of the individuals concerned – provided they are adequately supported – but also improve the quality and scope of the services without a corresponding increase in the overall cost. We believe this can be done by transforming the policies and practices of public institutions, rather than by ‘dumping’ state responsibilities on poor communities. Third, collective action to meet needs can prevent harm that would otherwise require more costly interventions. Fourth, UBS can generate considerable returns on investment in social and ecological as well as economic terms. Where would the money come from? The main options for generating public funds for UBS are: raising existing taxes, creating new taxes, borrowing, and redistributing funds from other areas of government spending. We have noted that borrowing (by issuing long-term government bonds) is a suitable option for investing in some aspects of the material infrastructure, such as housing. But to keep things simple here, we will concentrate on taxation and revenue options available across countries with both shared and sovereign currencies. Figure 6.2 reveals the wide discrepancy in total tax takes across the OECD. The OECD average is 34% of GDP, but many EU member states exceed this proportion and in France, Denmark, Sweden and Italy it is well over 40% of GDP. Tax revenues in the ‘anglophone’ countries are below average: in the United Kingdom 33%, Canada 32%, Australia 28% and the United States 27%. Tax regimes and other revenue-raising policies also vary widely between countries. They depend on political support and this, in turn, depends on specific national factors including history and culture. In some countries, local governments have far stronger revenue-raising powers; in federal systems, such as the United States and Germany, states have considerable fiscal autonomy. Given this variation in the size and composition of taxes, it is simply not possible to make general recommendations here as to what should be raised to cover the cost of UBS. Thus we concentrate on the United Kingdom. 
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