Many countries have already implemented basic income to help specific groups of people and have proven to be successful.
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It is urgent and only fair to provide shock-resistant transfers in the form of what is termed in this research note a Temporary Basic Income (TBI). The term basic income has been commonly used to refer to universal basic income (UBI) schemes in a simpler way by longstanding proponents (e.g. , ; , ; ), without implying that the universal component does not still apply to it. Such a term is employed here to denote schemes of emergency cash assistance that are explicitly temporary, while retaining some of the features that characterize UBI. In general, UBI schemes carry the notion of a right to income with an undetermined duration; its coverage is universal or quasi-universal; and its delivery is unconditional, not subject to means or job-seeking testing or spending conditions (see also ). TBI as proposed here, on the other hand, are not universal but targeted to people with livelihoods below a vulnerability-to-poverty threshold, which is at least 70% above the value of the poverty line (see next subsection). While this targeting involves, by definition, a mechanism to exclude non-eligible people, TBI remains unconditional in terms of not imposing behavioural conditions such as job-search or use of the cash benefits. Finally, the delivery of TBI, as with that of UBI, is assumed to be made on an individual basis, regardless of household composition, thus avoiding any assumption of economies of scale and unintended within-household discrimination that could be particularly harmful for women’s empowerment and control of economic resources.[4] The coverage, size, and duration of the TBI schemes shown below assume that the costs of the crisis are widespread, profound and potentially lasting. As such, the amounts per beneficiary might help people to cover some expenses to support education and work from home or assist households to prevent the depletion of productive assets—in addition to enabling people to cover essential spending and, crucially, reaching those who have not been able to make any progress in average consumption through business-as-usual policies (e.g. ). There is strong evidence for developing countries that, in the presence of unconditional cash transfers, human capital accumulation can be protected and boosted through expenditure on more and better diets, as well as on health and education services (see, e.g. ; ). Moreover, by allowing people to meet their essential consumption needs, cash assistance could also lead to the protection and accumulation of productive assets and the diversification of livelihoods (). A few available studies have already reported some positive results regarding the adequacy of emergency cash transfers to mitigate some of the effects of the crisis on peoples’ livelihoods. For instance, experimental evidence from Colombia has shown that the roll-out of the value-added tax compensation—a form of unconditional cash assistance delivered to one million households a week after the national lockdown—exerted moderate, but positive effects in improving households’ financial health, food access, children’s education, and psychological well-being (). Results from simulations on household surveys suggest that emergency cash assistance could have a sizeable and significant offsetting effect of the short-term impacts on food insecurity () and poverty (; ). Finally, although from a high-income context, an unintended consequence of the delivery of a universal one-off grant is worth mentioning. While most people allocated it to debt relief, a sizeable share (up to 18%), composed mostly of relatively richer citizens, transferred their grant to supplement the incomes of poorer relatives and friends (). The idea of a TBI arises from the urgency to deliver shock-resistant transfers to an unprecedented crisis. Several countries have taken a step forward in this direction by rolling out similar schemes under different names and with diverse targeting thresholds. Tuvalu, for instance, implemented a fully-fledged scheme that does fulfill the UBI criteria, although articulated as having a limited lifespan (). Spain approved a long-term commitment to provide a minimum income guarantee for vulnerable families up to a minimum threshold.[5] In Colombia, the government introduced the Solidarity Income scheme to deliver resources to an additional three million vulnerable households—and increase the cash transfers for 12 million people through existing assistance schemes (). Additional examples include Serbia’s universal one-off payments, or the schemes launched by the Dominican Republic, Pakistan, or Philippines with coverages ranging from half to three fourths of the total population (). 
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