UBS will fail because its specifics are extremely unclear—vote aff for a UBI that will support current social services. 
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The Case for BS However I think this is also one of the clear points of disagreement between me and Anna Coote. I think that we both value the welfare state; but she believes the best way to protect it is to convert as much of it as possible into blocks of services that will be harder to harm than income streams. This argument applies the logic of Odysseus and the Sirens: If we give people income they will be tempted by the siren calls of individualism and consumerism If we invest in services then this protects us by securely fastening money to the mast of institutional power Therefore the safest solution is to always prefer services over income This is an elegant argument; the problem is that both of its premises are false. Child Benefit, State Pensions and all the other forms of income security, that ordinary people have fought for over the last hundred and fifty years, do not drive individualism or consumerism. The people who waste resources, damage the planet, pay for advertising, own newspapers and generally undermine the human spirit are the rich. Income security is good for us and our well being, insecurity is dangerous and at its worst it drives people, out of desperation, towards Fascism (Standing, 2011). Nor are services inevitably better protected than incomes. Again, the UK provides a perfect counter-example. In 2010 the Coalition government unleashed the most severe attack on the welfare state, since its creation. The three things that have been (relatively) well protected are the state pension, schools and the NHS. The things that have been most severely attacked are the services managed by local government (community, youth and social services) and benefits for working age adults, including disability benefits (Duffy, 2013). It is clear from the UK that services do not trump incomes; rather it is clear that the the universal trumps the means-tested. It is those services that are recognised as universal rights that politicians fear to attack, not services in general. So, if we were wise, we would look to create the right balance of universal services and universal systems of income security. There are many important needs in life that are best met by giving people enough money and allowing people to purchase the mixture of goods and services that works best for them. But we also need excellent services - organised in the right way and democratically accountable to us - to provide things that need to be organised collectively. Intellectual confusion on BS It does not seem hard to reconcile Universal Basic Income and Universal (Basic) Services. So why all the fuss? At this point my argument is based on a guess. But I do ask myself why the strong case for universal services (many of which we already have in the UK) has now become an argument for ‘Universal Basic Services’. I certainly do not want ‘basic’ healthcare or ‘basic’ education. I want excellent education and excellent healthcare. So why dream up UBS as some kind of UBI doppelgänger? My suspicion is that this move does not come from any serious belief that the NHS is better conceptualised as a Basic Service (BS); rather the advocates of UBS simply want to create a phoney sense of tension between services and income in order to undermine support for UBI. This is reflected in Anna Coote’s strange argument that we cannot afford both UBS and UBI. This is such a peculiar argument for any progressive to make. UBI is not public spending. UBI (combined with the necessary taxes) is an income transfer from the rich to the poor. It is redistribution; it doesn’t involve any public spending at all. You can just as easily afford the NHS after redistribution as before redistribution, because you have not yet spent any money at all. You have simply shifted money from the rich to the poor. The same amount of money is still available. It is an inherently progressive policy, not only creating economic security for all, but also reducing income inequality significantly. If there is any difficulty it is not economic it is political. In a society, like the UK, which has a high level of inequality then this means there is a small number of people who control most of the money. If those people want to hang on to what they tell themselves is ‘their money’ rather than to see money distributed fairly then they will do all the things that we see in the UK today: Control the newspaper and television Undermine the neutrality of publicly owned media Fund politicians who will protect their interests Create think tanks to lobby for policies that suit them Use privatisation policies to control public services Attack trade unions and public services Restrict the independence of charities and advocacy bodies Misrepresent progressive policies as a threat to ordinary people Promote policies that scapegoat disadvantaged groups And so on… It is certainly reasonable for Anna Coote to argue that achieving progressive policies in the UK is difficult, given the regressive forces currently in play. But that is not an economic argument; it is just an admission of weakness. The strangeness of this affordability argument is even more apparent if we follow through its essential logic. If we can only afford Basic Services by using means-testing to ration benefits then why stop with Universal Credit, Employment & Support Allowance and other means-tested benefits? Does Anna Coote also want to means-test Personal Independent Payments, the State Pension or Child Benefit? I don’t think she does; but why not? If means-testing people on low incomes is good because it enable us to fund more services then why restrict that means-testing to people of working age? This again reinforces the problem of deploying such a wide ranging concept as ‘services’ without defining what we really mean and what the proper cost and organisation of these services should be. For example, if the NHS simply pays top doctors and managers more money then we are not investing more in healthcare, we are simply increasing income inequality and inefficiency. Whereas if we create a UBI we will be improving health and reducing pressure on some parts of the NHS. We need to be much clearer about what good public spending looks like and much more aware of the inter-relationship between incomes, inequalities and services. Details matter. I think it is clear that we can afford UBI, although certainly introducing UBI will mean making changes to our tax and benefit system that the richest 15% may dislike if they are only operating from selfish motives. But politically one of the great benefits of UBI is that it actually benefits most people and that it hugely benefits the worst off, who are very poor indeed. This is no threat to public services and in fact would simply make it easier for public services to do their job well. For examples, schools could focus on teaching, rather than fighting poverty and malnutrition.
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