a. Current means testing programs create a sense of negative dependency for recipients – UBI is key to promote universalism and collectivism and ensure that all social welfare gaps are filled
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A key reason for the new momentum behind BI has been the pandemic’s exposure of the multiple weaknesses of the existing system of social security, which is simply not up to the task of providing vital social protection with mass falls in household incomes.
Despite the promises of the post-war years, Britain has never come close to creating an income floor, and even before Covid-19, millions fell through what is an imperfect, mean and patchy safety net. Across rich nations, Britain has at best a middling social security system, one further weakened by a decade of austerity. Most benefit levels have been falling over recent decades as a ratio of typical earnings. The main adult unemployment payment – at 15 per cent of average earnings – is worth less proportionately than at any time since 1948. In an economy where work is increasingly low paid and precarious there are too many holes for too many people in the ‘safety net’.
Over time, the system of income support has become increasingly dependent on means testing. Although means testing has an important role to play in supporting those with special needs, today’s mass testing requires complex and often intrusive and humiliating administration and imposes a cap on individual progress. It carries a very different message from universalism, not of entitlement, but of dependency. This shift to selectivity represents a fundamental turn from the original Beveridge principles of universalism and collectivism enshrined in the post-war benefit system.
In recent times, governments have greatly tightened work-related conditionality requirements, making the benefit system increasingly punitive and intrusive. Since 2012, 5 million sanctions have been issued against benefit claimants, leaving them without income for prolonged periods. The system also fails the key test of a robust defense against poverty. Poverty rates have recently risen to near-record levels, and are likely to rise sharply over the next few months, exceeding even the heightened levels of recent decades.
The present system needs radical reform. A system so heavily reliant on a combination of means testing and high conditionality enforced by sanctions is always going to leave gaps and vulnerabilities, and is not capable of dealing with regular external shocks. In the last four decades, the UK has suffered a rolling combination of upheavals - deep recessions and mass unemployment (1980-2, 1989-91, 2008-11), rapid and ongoing deindustrialisation, weak wage and income growth for many and now a global pandemic in which people are ordered not to work, may not have jobs to go back to and could see further waves of the pandemic.
Because of these embedded flaws, it is time, as the Financial Times has argued, for a concerted national debate on the merits of a basic income. There are currently three different, though interrelated approaches being suggested.
First, an emergency scheme, either an immediate one-off payment to all or some citizens, or a regular, short-term series of payments, to get us through the heart of the crisis. Below we argue that however desirable such an emergency scheme would be, Britain – for the moment at least - lacks the means for delivering it. The one option we do have would be a temporary increase in the level of child benefit.
Secondly, a recovery basic income. This would be a temporary measure aimed at boosting demand to tackle the impending downturn, and which could be dialed up and down as needed. Unlike a permanent scheme, it would not need to be funded by taxation. To work, a recovery measure would need to be implemented, alongside other measures to boost public investment, in the next few months.
Finally, a permanent basic income, which could be implemented at some point after a recovery scheme. A permanent scheme would aim to underpin a creaking social security system in a way that meets the challenges of much more volatile and uncertain times. Crucially, a permanent scheme would provide, for the first time, an income floor - a robust safety net under the existing benefit system. The need for such a floor has been all too clearly revealed by the sweeping impact of the pandemic
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