It is impossible to solve this problem via a credible commitment. 
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The Stability of the Income: The Problem of State Domination
Another difculty for proponents of a work-oriented UBI lies in the required stability of that income. Again, a comparison with UBIs suitable for other purposes is helpful—assume now that the level of the income remains the same between examples. A UBI that reduces poverty will do so for as long as it is provided, and will stop doing so as soon as it is withdrawn or reduced to below the poverty line. A UBI that reforms a degrading, conditional welfare regime will do so for as long as it is provided, and will stop doing so as soon as it is made conditional. The problem of an unstable UBI—one that could be reduced or eliminated at any moment—is indeed a problem for these purposes, but it is a future-oriented problem. For as long as that unstable UBI is in place, it has its intended efects, but it would be better if we could ensure that those efects would continue for as long as possible. The issue of stability for a domination-oriented UBI is more complicated. Republican proponents already appreciate this, for distinctively republican reasons. In this section and the next I want to briefy highlight quite how demanding that republican stability criterion is, and then give another, more general reason—one that non-republicans must accept as well—to doubt that an unstable UBI is adequate for the purposes of transforming work.
From a republican perspective, Pettit argues that any UBI must be ‘non-nullifable’ (Pettit 2007, p. 2). That is, it must be something to which citizens are entitled as a right, rather than merely as a kindness—it must be ‘suitably entrenched’ (Pettit 2007, p. 3) against change or dilution. This refects two distinctively republican fears: the domination of citizens by the state, and the domination of recipients of charity by their benefactors. Welfare payments in general ‘must not have the aspect of a gift that may be withdrawn…not even at the whim of an electoral or parliamentary majority’, Pettit writes, ‘unless the income support comes under conditions that guard against such whim, the claimant is denied freedom as nondomination in the very act whereby that freedom was meant to be promoted’ (1997, p. 162). From the perspective of avoiding domination overall, how a state provides a UBI is just as important as how much that state provides—getting it wrong risks reducing domination by employers while increasing the domination by the state.
Although these are worries raised more in the republican tradition than elsewhere, they are salient ones for anyone opposed to domination in general, rather than just with the domination of workers by their employers. If the argument is convincing, then introducing a UBI is certainly risky. Introducing a UBI that successfully transforms the workplace is even riskier, since it would involve introducing an income that most people would be willing to leave their jobs for, hoping that large numbers of workers or unemployed people would move towards relying entirely on the state for their income. Pettit’s solution is to insulate the level and the existence of the income from short-term electoral contestation, perhaps constitutionalising the UBI. Quite apart from the practical difculties of guaranteeing the stability of even a constitutionalised basic income, this magnifes the predictable obstacles faced by a UBI in the same manner as in the previous section. If a UBI hurts the rich and powerful, it will stand to hurt them more the harder it is to water down or repeal. If it is unfair, it is even more unfair when it cannot be electorally overturned like most other policies. In this sense too, then, a work-oriented UBI is more demanding than a UBI required for other purposes.
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