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Introduction 

Attention to basic human freedoms as an imperative in development policy design was first brought into social policy debates in the 1990s through the hHuman dDevelopment approach linked with Sen (1987, 1998, 2002) and Nussbaum (2006). In the same period, egalitarian political theory also becamewas also more directly applied to debates about freedom-orientated welfare state reform (van Parijs 1995). Revival in the 2010s of the proposal for a universal basic income (UBI)— - a universal cash grant to individuals without conditions— - in thea global context of a deepening of crisis of universal welfare crisis (Haagh 2019a, 2019d) drew attention to the question of what universality of rights means for institutions’ design. 

The new freedom-orientated welfare perspectives, however, have been relatively detached from macro-configurational concerns and trends in development that have reshaped institutions and the role of the state. I argue with Sen (1998) in this context that political sensitivity to human development can be explanatory of development outcomes, yet that we need a better institutional grasp of the pathways of this sensitivity at a macro-configurational level. 

1. I. Freedom-Orientated Perspectives and the Development Debate
1. Conceptual challenges in welfare debate
Following on the heels of post-war humanistic approaches to welfare in the school of historical sociology of Marshall (1949) and Titmuss (2019 [1958]), Esping-Andersen’s (1990) path-breaking work on welfare regimes introduced a systematic comparative approach to regimes or macro-configurations with a lasting legacy (Rothstein 1998;, Korpi and Palme 1998). In thea context of erosion of post-war welfare states and institutions after the 1980s, however, confidence in the ability of regime comparison approaches to explain and evaluate welfare outcomes began to fadesap. Concerns were raised that a strict regime comparison approach lays too much stress on historical path dependence (Kangas 2010). For instance, some argued that it is simply the generosity of earnings-related protection within the unemployment insurance systems in Sweden that explains how the unemployed do better (Lundberg et al. 2015:, 52–5-8). 

However, there are reasons to think that abandoning macro-configurational analysis is too hasty. There are both global and domestic structural changes that have been observed and the effect of global change in welfare design is filtered by capitalist system varieties (Thelen 2014;, Haagh 2012, 2015, 2019a). In poor and middle-income countries, incomplete social service coverage to informal sectors (Mesa-Lago;, Marx et al. 2013;, Lloyd-Sherlock 2019) was used as a rationale to shift towards a less inclusive and more conditional model of “‘basic universalism”’ resting inbased on the spread of targeted cash -grants (Haagh 2007a;, Lavinas, 2013:, 7), based on discretionary and risk-focussed targeting, and short-term designs (Moore 2008;, Cecchini and Martínez, 2012).	Comment by Bourchier: AU: I have left the citations in the order you've presented them but do say if they should be in alphabetical or chronological order instead. LH: Its fine	Comment by Bourchier: AU: Please add a date and a full reference for Mesa-Lago if you wish to cite it. LH: It is ok to delete the reference

In this context, it is relevant to reassess the post-war welfare state construct on a more critical basis, against a more general standard. I will hypothesize that rights are more stable and less punitively structured when linked with (i) more broad-based fiscal systems, and (ii) income, services and production. In other words, welfare state constructs should not be understood in terms of welfare services alone, but rather in terms of systems of rights connecting and differentiating persons’ control in relation to core human development processes. 

We can refer to the latter as political security of welfare, adapting Bates’ (2006) concept of political security with which he refers to high levels of shared governance of risk through state-regulated institutions. The key point here is that security about shared rules in core spheres of human activity has not only implications not only for governance of developmental processes, but for individuals’ motivation and well-being. The iImportance of the way  the form of rights in and outside employment is systemically shaped in and by development paradigms justifies a new concept of human development state that acknowledges the key role of shared human development risk formations.  It is in this context that I propose to rework emerging normative conceptions of welfare against a more objective standard as a way to inform our empirical analysis of the sustainability and effect of different designs. Rather than offer a comprehensive review, I discuss two approaches that have had a strong influence in reshaping thinking about standards of welfare, whilest also bringing to light underlying problems in welfare conceptualizsation linked with a tendency to exclusively focus on distributive polemics and issues. 


2. New normative approaches in welfare analysis

A new normativism is guided by a desire to evaluate or shape public policy according to standards that are independent of particular national histories. Two relevant fields of enquiry are the human development approach (HDA) and basic income advocacy (BIA), where and here I argue their differences in terms of policy design can and ought to give way to a more overarching focus on the combination of egalitarian policies needed to promote overall equality in key development dimensions of well-being.

Both approaches are universalist and egalitarian in orientation. The object of valuation in both approaches is individual freedom:, in BIA classically a form of independence valued in terms of choice to do (van Parijs 1995:, 23), or a status to enjoy freedom through material independence (Widerquist 2013); and in HDA, well-being and agency (Sen 1998:, 74–-76), and developmental integrity (Haagh 2019a), linked with basic human function. 	Comment by Bourchier: AU: Not in references, please provide a full reference.LH: DOne

Whilest the Human Development Approach (HDA) and its policy applications are established as core to the actions of global development agencies, Basic Income Analysis (BIA ) occupies a niche within the social sciences. Specifically, the UBI proposition has received new global traction in connection with a global rise in employment insecurity and income poverty (Standing 1999, 2008, 2009; Haagh 2007a, 2011b), and in rich countries revival of the poverty traps and stigma of post-war income assistance (De Wispelaere and Haagh 2019;, Haagh 2019d). Since around 2017, the idea of a universal basic incomeUBI has been received in increasingly positive terms by the global development institutions.

Here however it is important to understand how once analytical concepts and traditions become applied to policy, a dilution of the agenda, substance and applications occurs. Both BIA and the HDA have been diluted in terms of a shift in focus from freedom to poverty. With respect to the HDA, the expansion of cash grants in middle- income countries in the end entailed a focus on income rather than agency, which contradicts Sen’s  concern to stress the merely instrumental role of income in relation to freedom (Sen 1985:, 110–-111; 1998:, 24–-25, 72-–76). 

The dilution and perversion of BIA and the HDA that has occurred iarguably is in part arguably simply the inevitable consequence of bringing abstract ideas to bear on policies. However, it may also be argued that dilution has to some extent been due to a tendency to underspecify the institutional dimensions and applications of each approach. The HDA as an analytical approach starts with tangible measures of human function, agency and well-being, and remains (deliberately) light on the means (Alkire 2002).  On the other hand, BIA to prioritizse difference in life style choices is light on common features of human development, and on this basis adopts a mono-institutional focus on basic income (BI) as an alternative to more strategic policy menus. In the study by Vanderborght and van Parijs (2017:, 99), which restates van Parijs’ (1995) classic work, this is grounded in Anglo- liberal egalitarian anti-perfectionism. In their later work, Vanderborght and van Parjis, also prefer to justify basic incomeBI as a scheme of distributive as distinct from cooperative justice (Vanderborght and van Parijs 2017:, 103).  Basic income (BI) as a scheme of income distribution entails “’not to equalise outcomes or achievements…rather…to make less unequal and distributive more fairly, real freedom, possibilities and opportunities”’ (Vanderborght and van Parijs 2017:, 107). 	Comment by Bourchier: AU: is it arguable that it has occurred or  arguably the inevitable consequence…? LH: It is the latter.

Whilest the HDA in principle focusses on a range of policies to secure basic human functions and agency, BIA is concerned with the design of income security. This means in macro-configurational terms that prima facie BIA is at risk of assuming too much in the way of expected outcomes, in particular if or when not specifying wider governance conditions. HDA is at risk of assuming and explaining too little.

We can further gauge the dilution of both approaches in terms of their polemics about distributive principles with a focus on their approaches to evaluating, respectively, freedom and health. Health equity concerns are commonly linked with an emphasis on social services and in line with the Human Development Approach’sHDA’s concern with targeting resources and provision to needs— - as in the case of the debate around proportional universalism (Marmot et al. 2010). A case for UBI appears to challenge the health equity agenda on at least three grounds: by making a case for a strict division of basic resources rather than targeting need; by thus individualizsing the problem of social development; and by prioritizsing money as a route to freedom  while abandoning the novelty of the capabilities framework, which is to use resources to promote better outcomes in terms of basic common human functions and forms of agency rather than market choice. 

Next, I examine how a humanist justice and governance framework addresses shortcomings of each approach, by spelling out how the focus on developmental dimensions of freedom overcomes a too presentialist concern with freedom and relatedly a too distributively -orientated policy design. 


2. II. Humanist Governance

The humanist governance concept draws on but also modifies sociological theses in egalitarian thought about features and determinants of well-being. For example, a humanist governance concept has antecedents in Rawls’ (1971:, 369, 375-–378) Aristotelian principle of developmental motivation, which suggests plan-rational features of human cognition leads individuals to seek and benefit from stability in activities and relations (Haagh 2007b, 2019a). The concept also speaks to and builds on biological and behavioural research on well-being determinants which that look at patterned interactions between mental and physical health (Frederickson et al. 2013), and studies which that find more stable sources of economic security tend to up-scale planning behaviours and longer-term employment attachments (Tatsiramos 2014;, Haagh 2011b), whereas insecurity in work has the opposite effect (Sharif 2003).

The humanist governance concept extends to examine a range of policies relevant to developmentally composite psychological states such as motivation. As such it can also be applied to examination of  combined and indirect effects of policies and answering such questions as  how  policies designed to improve education or health may fail to do so if other policies fail to support learning processes or psychological health states.

Relatedly, the concept of humanist governance can be useful for the HDAhuman development approach since  it is concerned with patterned human functioning, and can be applied to evaluate policies and construct designs of policies to improve functioning and agency.  Although it can be hard to distinguish between basic and patterned functions, the example of eating, which Sen has used to distinguish functions and capabilities, is insightful. Being able or not able to be fed involves a basic human function— – eating. Fasting, on the other hand, involves a choice not to eat, and thus involves a capability, a choice to deny oneself the exercise of a basic human function. A patterned function refers instead to the ability to secure food and eat on a permanent social basis. A patterned capability is then an existential condition and well-being state linked with having confidence in institutions, socially and politically, for example,e.g. enjoying political security of welfare. Humanist governance in this context recognizes the connection between physical and mental health as governed by confidence in shared institutions. From the standpoint of humanist governance, stability and unconditionality of security are of normative importance in hypothesis testing and when both explaining and evaluating policy design and systems of governance. 

As such, the humanist governance concept pinpoints underlying human ecology constraints on welfare policies’ effectiveness. Human ecology constraints refer to features of human life thatwhich bound agency and cognition within a set of developmental needs and social realities to which the formation of both formal and informal institutions and public policies must adapt more or less effectively in all social formations (Haagh 2019a, 2020b2021). The core human ecology constraints are the need for security of care, time-bound features of learning and regularities linked with the reproductive cycle (Haagh 2019a). These needs have been documented separately in studies of mental well-being (Haagh 2007b,; 2001,; 2019a: 69–-79). Human economy refers to the way these features of the human life cycle and social relations set constraints within human function and social relations, ultimately begging and creating forms of regulation, formal or informal, the form of which— – I contend— – become defining features of sets of institutions within national polities and economies. The effectiveness of policies can be determined by how well they respond to needs and capacities arising in human economy.

One way to understand the meaning of well-being in terms of functions of human ecology and demands of institutions, involves conceiving dimensions of control of time as indicators of states of doing and being— – revealing how mental well-being relates to confidence in our condition. Dynamic control of time refers to stability in core activities; static control of time combining and maintaining core activities and relations; cooperative control of time equal standing in core relations; and constant control of time enjoying underlying existential security (such as in income or, place) (Haagh 2007b, 2011b,; 2019a:, 62).

These forms of control of time can be further interpreted to have specific institutional ramifications in modern economies. In theory, dynamic control requires stability in occupation including through long-term employment. Static control demands feasible combinations of time for leisure, occupation and care— – relating to workloads and abating competitive pressures in schools and workplaces. Cooperative control demands enjoying a continuing fellowship structure through regulated hours of work and time for leisure and free childcare. Constant control requires an unconditional form of access to underlying security, such as through access at least to basic unconditional and permanent income, services, and housing. 

A core hypothesis is that the arrangements listed are mutually constitutive, which in turn implies that political security of welfare is a systemic condition both of effective development and sustainability of the listed institutions, and of the constitution of states of well-being. Examples of use in micro- studies include surveys of how combined sources of stable employment and external income security change motivation in work towards a more intrinsic form (Haagh 2011b). Counterfactually, use in macro-studies of time use and control in relation to underlying institutional conditions, indicates control and well-being in workplaces and the home are overall greater where labour market institutions are governed by a range of shared regulatory norms and provisions (Haagh 2011a, 2015, 2019a). 

Finally, a humanist governance concept or its framework can be applied to understand the role and structure of the state in relation to human development in the context of different and changing development paradigms, in terms of how far governance is embedded in or disembedded from human economy. Before I examine applications of this human economy focus,  I consider how the humanist governance concept helps take normative welfare debates beyond the consideration of distributive  foci in favour of consideration of foundational questions concerning economic and welfare institutions’ design.


3. III. Humanist Governance and Distributive Debates:  Equity, Equality, or both?

The humanist governance concept intervenes in polemical debates about distributive justice by highlighting the deeper institutional conditions at stake. Sen made his case for health equity precisely against strict egalitarian reasoning on grounds it is ultimately unkind (2002). According to the logic Sen claims of the “‘fair innings”’ approach of Alan Williams (1998:, 330, cited in Sen, op.cit., 2002: 664) we may end up arguing for limiting health care to, in his example, women on the grounds women normally live longer lives (Sen 2002:, op.cit, 664). An argument for strict rationing of a similar kind occurs frequently in the basic incomeBI defence too. The left libertarian argument for basic incomeBI has involved reference to the justifiability of limiting health spending for costly operations later in life (van Parijs 1995).  Instead, a basic incomeBI can be defended on the grounds of constant control of time, but this challenges the strictly egalitarian account and justification as applied over time (Haagh 2019a). Then, this suggests that we should not uphold the principle of  strict equality as a justification for basic incomeBI just because this involves a certain principle of (strictly equal) distribution.

Comparing with other theories which that take a critical approach to distributive reasoning, for example,e.g. rRecognition tTheory, further brings out the distinctiveness of the humanist governance perspective. Two schools of recognition theory (as summarizsed in Jugov and Ypi 2019) are distinct in terms of the form of recognition that is privileged— – for Fraser’s (2003) “‘participatory parity,”’;  and for Honneth’s (2003:, 179–-184), opportunity for the development of personality through social recognition of need (family), polity (legal equality), and merit through culture or work (achievement). Fraser’s focus implies restoring justice through removing both cultural and economic exclusions of groups. Honneth’s main point is that each level of recognition he identifies has “internal normative principles” that create “different forms of mutual recognition” (2003:, 143). Needs recognition is situated in the family.

Two relevant differences between recognition theory and the humanist governance  framework concern the framing of well-being, and the character of different systems of liberal modernity.  First, humanist governance is a way to gauge general, structural conditions for justice ex ante to as well as beyond the concern with recognition through differentiating rights and comparing the status of groups in particular historical settings.

Second, the humanist governance frame does not assume that relations of love or neediness are morally to be specified in the home or family relation distinctly or separately (as in Honneth op.cit.,2003: 181), nor that this is indeed a general pattern of liberal modernity. For instance,  some modern liberal societies (such as Nordic societies) recognize obligations to neediness at more levels of governance, as a consequence of how public norms and institutions developed. These points become important when considering the contemporary challenge of deconstruction of shared security structures.

Specifically, with the transition to a global competition framework we see a breakdown of the coordination among the spheres from the perspective of governance that has disempowered agents and society as a whole at all levels. Hence, I maintain that congruence rests on a broader recognition of human vulnerability at all levels, which is precisely what a humanist governance perspective acknowledges, and the modern global competition economy threatens.

As revealed in the earlier discussion above, at stake in humanist governance is a question of what informs the value and what governs the viability of solidarity in terms of humanist norms and practices at the society -level. 

We can now apply this to the question of institutional design, as I argue a humanist— – developmental— – perspective combines different egalitarian distributive principles.

For instance, a principal concern proponents of health equity seen from a capabilities perspective might have with basic incomeBI is that it will prevent differential distributions required to support people with different levels of physical need attaining similar valuable outcomes or opportunities. Suppose individual members with different height within a family are standing on equal-sized boxes to try and view a football match that is occurring behind a fence. The equal size of the boxes indicates the unequal opportunity outcomes of institutions and policies based on the principle of strict egalitarian justice: In this picture, only the tallest person (the father) can watch the foot-ball match (Figure 1).. 

To counter this, health equity advocates argue we ought to defend a form of distribution which that can guarantee equal opportunity to view a football match forof all the family members with different sized boxes. We can call this form of distribution “‘proportional universalism”’: those who need more resources get them on the assumption thating all persons will need universal access to a smaller portion of resources.  If we care about real inequalities, then we must side with the capabilities perspective at least in the distributional sense. 




[image: ]

However, I argue it is wrong to compare the HDA and BIA from a distributional perspective, because ultimately both perspectives appeal to freedom. What needs to be clarified is why we need to think about freedom in terms of stable (developmental) states.

As already noted, my claim is that agency and well-being states are connected through human experience and anticipation of humanist justice in time. It is then only when we realizse, with Sen, that resources areis not our real concern, but beyond Sen that understanding institutions is essential to get at what we want, namely a form of sustained empowerment to develop and exercise relevant (patterned) capabilities, that progress can be made. 

When conceiving of basic incomeBI as a foundation for stable entitlements, which is named known as the foundation model (the Foundation Model, Haagh 2019a; Haagh and Rohregger 2019), a basic incomeBI could be argued to help strengthen two dimensions of political security emphasized in the welfare state literature— – horizontal and vertical. In terms of the horizontal structure or foundation, basic incomeBI extends the political logic of institutions such as the basic citizen pension and universal child grants (Haagh 2007b, 2011, 2012, 2017; Jordan 2008; Downes and Lansley 2018).  In addition, it strengthens at least the foundations for vertical integration— - defined as cross-class insurance arrangements—, that are recognized to improve funding for universal welfare by avoiding defection by higher earners (Korpi and Palme 1998; Rothstein 1998;, Hills 2014;, Haagh 2012;, Kangas and Blomgren 2014). On some accounts, the problem of the welfare state in middle-income countries is that it never managed to achieve both dimensions of social and financial integration. In both middle- and high-income countries, membership of unemployment insurance has fallen, alongside efforts to curb universal entitlements (Atkinson 2015). 	Comment by Bourchier: AU: Not in references, please provide a full reference. LH: DONE	Comment by Bourchier: AU: Not in references, please provide a full reference. LH DOne	Comment by Bourchier: AU: Not in references, please provide a full reference. LH: DOne

Finally, it can be argued that failure to implement a basic incomeBI (as institution) enabled austerity by making cuts to income assistance an available moral and financial option. It also enabled a qualitative shift in attitude towards the poor and vulnerability in general, which, when evidenced in the changed form of state policy, enables us to speak about a form of embedding of discrimination against vulnerable states.

Accordingly, next, to appraise institutional change processes linked with corrosion of political security of welfare, a comparative analysis is presented of ways dynamic features of contemporary globalizsation intercede within the fiscal nexus behind human development within different political economy systems.

4. IV. Universalism Revisited— – Cooperative Public Finance and the Human Development State
Several welfare scholars have linked sustainable welfare programmes to a scale effect, whereby commitments to welfare are tied to the inclusion  in public insurance schemes such as pensions or core services like  health provision of different social classes or interest groups in society (Hills 2014;, Rothstein 1998;, Korpi and Palme; 1998;, Haagh 2002, 2012;, Kangas and Blomgren, 2014; Steinmo 2018).  I argue that to explain higher social equality and its effects  on well-being, more attention needs to be paid to how risk socializsation across society interacts with the form of entitlement to welfare as well as its effectiveness in terms of inclusion and coverage (political security of well-being – Figure 2). 
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Effectiveness is compromised as institutional destabilizsation and the rise of more punitive governance of access generate exclusion of both the middle class and the most vulnerable. Sustainability defined in terms of the political security of welfare as supported in higher degrees of sharing of public services is eroded as access is narrowed through conditionality and targeting. 

I surmise Korpi and Palme’s (1998) distinction between comprehensive versus targeted welfare state institutions and structures remains valid;, however, the grounding of such differences is ultimately linked with the level of socializsation of risk as a whole in public finance and the shape of rules. 

As a representation of the relationship between more redistributive and more egalitarian welfare state constructs, Graphs figures 31 and 42 feature composite indices of tax structures and human development spending in Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) states where the relevant statistics are reliably comparable. They give a descriptive indicator of the cooperative structure of tax (based on levels in gross domestic product [GDP] and flatness of the structure) and a measure of human development spending in GDP (level and allocation to strategic expenditure). They suggest a relationship between the cooperative structure of tax and strategic human development spending. 


 Graph 1. 	Comment by Bourchier: AU: Please provide a caption for the figure. LH: It should be Dimensions of Human Development States. Early Neo-Liberal Globalisation 	Comment by Bourchier: TE: There are corrections to be made to the figures: Labels should be sentence case, close up the comma to 'revenue' in figure 1 and add a space after 'S.' in 'S.Korea' for both.
There are missing spaces and double spaces in the text below the images and the dashes in number ranges should be en-rules.
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Graph 2. 	Comment by Bourchier: AU: Please provide a caption for the figure. LH: It should be Dimensions of Human Development States. Late Neo-Liberal Globalisation
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Cooperative public finance as an overarching  concept offers a measure of inclusiveness of tax contributions and structure of spending, comprising tTables A.1 and A.2 (aAppendix), which cover revenue and expenditure, respectively. The public revenue score (tTable A.1) is an attempt to model the level of integration within the tax system of different income sources across groups, as an indication of the level of democratizsation of the economy. So, for example, it is important to have a measure both of the level of taxation in GDP and of how it is derived. In this regard, it is relevant to include both the level of top marginal tax rates, and the multiple of income at which they set in. If the latter is very high, it means that only upper income groups pay those rates. This may be seen as fair from a distributive point of view, but is also often an indication of other factors, like the level of formalizsation of the wage economy and ability to pay of lower income groups. Counterintuitively, lower social integration often leads to more distribution from higher to lower income groups. Again, whilest this may seem fair, this is premised on underlying exclusion (Haagh 2012, 2015). In the long run, a lower overall level of tax affects universal services, which in turn shape the real value of income indirectly, including by washing out the effect of regional and income differentials to some extent. It is a short-term way to deal with problems of social integration and lacking social equality. 

On the other hand, the index of public spending on human development is a composition of overall capability and commitment to social spending in combination with measures which that can be considered strategic for human development, even though they are relatively small posts in overall GDP. Here the use of weights is applied slightly differently. Again, there is no true or “‘right”’ way to do this. The assumption is that there is not a proportionate relation between level of spending on a certain post and the explanatory significance of that post. So, for instance, although spending on public child-care in GDP may be a small item— – less than 1 per cent— – the explanatory value of this measure, in terms of opportunities for unbroken human development trajectories, and therefore differences between countries along this measure, is very high.

Hence, human development strategic measures are represented in the index for their social and developmental rather than their monetary value. These include measures like level of spend on training, job creation and supported employment, and child-care. Higher public spending on said posts in GDP indicates commitment to human development within the economic process. 



Figures 3 Graphs 5 and 46 contrast two periods of recent (neo-liberal) globalizsation. The scores within the indices that compare different periods in time are summarizsed under the headings of Globalizsation 1 and Globalizsation 2, for ease of reference. The first refers to a time point around 2000 or the early 2000s, with inclusion of some trends up to this point, and the second to time points around the mid-2010s, and trends up to that point. Globalizsation 2 can be considered a period in which the distributive outcomes of restructuring embed and is also the context for the deepening of austerity and restructuring of public provision. In other words, if Globalizsation 1 was heavily focussed on private sector market extension (disembedding), Globalizsation 2 included public sector market extensions (detachment).	Comment by Bourchier: AU: There are no graphs 5 and 6 (and 3 and 4 aren't mentioned either), please could you check this text? LH: I changed it to Figure 1 and 2

From this perspective, it is interesting to observe those countries with not only the most cooperative systems of public finance but also higher, albeit different, levels of strategic spending on human development. The trend is much stronger for the Nordic states, in particular Sweden and Denmark. In the post- austerity period, although there has been noticeable change, overall, the countries with the highest levels of strategic human development spending are clearly discerned from the rest. This suggests that countries with historically higher levels of social equality and more cooperative systems of public finance tend to have more sustainable development commitments. A case in point is how— - starting from a similar level— -  South Korea raised its level of taxation in GDP compared with Mexico. In the same period, Mexico exempted middle earners from higher levelsa of tax, as indicated in the much higher multiples of the average wage at which high rates set in. In the long run, the latter tax structure is more precarious because more rests on the ability to recoup tax from a smaller share of society. Another remarkable change in the period is indicated for Mexico as compared with South Korea, where from a similar level of taxation in GDP South Korea’s level grows significantly and is far less steep in redistributive structures (highest rates setting in at lower wage levels compared with Mexico’s, which remains hierarchical in the extreme). 


5. 5V. The Distributive versus Institutional Case for Basic Income Revisited

The implications of these macro-configurational trends are significant for the UBI debate. They are: the institutional importance of UBI as an unconditional structure, against a much more difficult redistributive proposition,; and the importance of the conditions behind UBI.

The UBI debate, whilest gaining growing interest, needs to be set in the context of (i) very different systemic traits linked with more redistributive and more cooperative systems of public finance, and (ii) multi-institutional supports of well-being in society. 

In the same vein, I argue we can identify several risks in the recent debate in terms of the relationship between the systemic context and UBI. 

First, with some exceptions, pilots in the South and experiments in the North run the risk of, respectively, extrapolating the local in the South, and flattening and thinning out the welfare debate in the North. For instance, one of the problematic aspects of localizsed pilots and surveys in especially the Globalglobal South is that the implications of their findings can be hard to up-scale systemically to the national level, and this multi-level problem is often overlooked.  Systemic factors or “‘inter-institutional”’ effects in basic incomeBI impacts can be discerned in well-formulated pilots or surveys, for example, that contain control groups whichthat adjust for differences in settings. The pilot scheme of basic incomeBI in India found greater effects in villages with established solidarity networks such as the Self-Employed Women’s Association (SEWA) (Davala et al. 2015). However, arguably, the “‘hidden”’ finance (human time and opportunity-facilitating cooperation) involved requires formal finance at a national level. This ‘hidden’ finance does not just “‘emerge”’ without support. 	Comment by Bourchier: AU: Please give this in full. LH: DONE

The problem associated with intervening factors or inter-institutional effects in the UBI debate can be identified in the context of the idea versus reality of the so-called emergency temporary basic income schemes (TBIs). TBIs performing as alleviation programmes under Covid-19, inevitably presuppose a short-term intervention. The concern about the generalization of high impacts that emergency measures will in practice have in  the short -term can be seen, paradoxically, in the United Nations Development Programme’s (UNDP)’s advocacy for Temporary Basic IncomeTBI: “"[h]ow to ensure a temporary scheme does not perpetuate itself beyond the emergency period?”" (UNDP 2020:, 15). 	Comment by Bourchier: AU: Not in the references, please provide a full reference. LH: DONE

A related analytical problem in relationwith regard to extrapolative risks relates is connected to the hidden presumption of economic formality. A move to embed basic incomeBI security in the global market can be dated to the ideas of Friedman and the negative income tax (NIT), (Friedman 1980: 119-–124; 1982 [1962] on the related – flat tax: 177–17-9, 192). This idea— - known as a basic incomeBI guarantee— - differs from what we understand as basic incomeBI in the current debate, since the form payments take is different from the forms the payment of basic incomeBI schemes take. For instance,  in the case of NIT, payments (in effect entitlements) are linked with to an earnings threshold. This means the NIT is means-tested, whereas a basic incomeBI is detached from earnings, even if— – as in my foundation model—, this detachment may be combined with forms of needs-testing including that (in the form of top-up benefits) can be linked with earnings.  Although a NIT sounds attractive and fair and cheaper (!), in fact it maintains the redistributive structure of the state that in political reality (as shown) lowers public finance for transfers and welfare. Therefore, the ostensible “fairness” is not fair from the perspective of the capability approach. Rather, the “‘cheap”’ NIT is the result of reduced public finance for transfers and welfare. Consequently, it comes at a cost to sustainability and stability of entitlement. Although the proposition of the neo-liberal case for a Negative Income TaxNIT is fairly clear in theory, – namely to insure the market through a more permanent structure of minimum provision, the reality of implementation of neo-liberal reforms shows us otherwise: neo-liberal reform increases informality.

A longer-term risk in the same context is a continuation of states acting as sources of wage subsidy whilest at the same time being subject to public austerity. In this context, notions of basic incomeBI, no matter what forms it may take, insures the market but not in a sustainable way. In practice, a very patchy and gradual embedding of this kind has taken place in all states through a variety of channels as public subsidies have (partially) replaced wage incomes over several decades (Clasen 20120)9). However, as we have seen, this increasing state subsidizsation of production has contributed to destabilizsation, not a stabilizsation, of rights’ form.  	Comment by Bourchier: AU: Not in the references, please provide a full reference. LH:DONE

The market-insuring NIT in this sense draws two things together that do not in fact combine: labour market flexibility and productive formality. This contradiction sheds light on the cooperative logic at national level that I argue underpins realizsation of political security of welfare and rights in practice. Once a public finance structure is based on a low budget-redistributive structure— – as in the United States and many middle-income countries— – it is very hard to upscale partly because a model based on precarious labour markets makes it difficult to raise tax from large segments of the population—t– rich and poor— - reinforcing what can be termed an equity trap. This is whereby a moral logic to provide more sustained income support is reinforced by inequality and crises, but the same context makes this response unsustainable. In this context, the market-insuring NIT model cannot be sustainable.

The dynamics of the equity trap and the problems with Friedman’s vision in practice are revealed in the sustained high spending in rich countries despite the rhetoric of  austerity, Social protection spending continued to be high, but changed in structure to a  more passive and ineffectual form, as in indicated in low levels of investment in more active labour market policies linked with education and training. . The problem with Friedman’s vision is as it relies on deregulation it produces informality and, in turn, greater need but less shared risk. Hyper-globalizsation created the pauper.

This helps explain why, despite austerity, government spending in rich countries is not necessarily falling. In development aid, the same trend is reflected in the emergence of conditional cash transfer (CCT) schemes whilest employment is remaining or becoming precarious. Cynically, one could ask whether appropriating the word term “‘basic income”’ to this trend is legitimate or even appropriate.? Can basic incomeBI really speak of anything new or transformative in a context where the trend is coinciding with de-formalizsation of productive structures?  Arguably the uptake of basic incomeBI by core development institutions, specifically a recent quite in-depth World Bank report on UBI in developing countries, is a corroboration of these points and concerns.

The main findings of the World Bank’s report on UBI in terms of distributive issues are as followsinclude (Rigolini et al. 2020:, 147–-148).: First, replacing existing assistance schemes under budget neutrality would have significant distributive consequence, but this would generally tend to leave the poorest less well off (Gentilini et al. 2020: 8, Rigolini et al. 2020: 147). Second, in most countries, a UBI that makes has a significant impact oin poverty is not possible under budget neutrality. This— - third— - is especially true in low-income countries. The costs to low- income countries look staggering, for example,e.g. in Mozambique with a per capita GDP of only USD 498 USD in 2018, a poverty-effective UBI is estimated to cost 48 percent% of GDP. The most important conclusion of the World Bank data refers to the tax base, and follows from the above premise. This means that under budget neutrality, a poverty-effective UBI is unlikely to be sufficiently funded. And given the difficulty in raising consumption and resources taxes, most countries will need to raise direct taxes on the rich. “‘We find that in most cases, to finance UBI levels that have a meaningful impact on poverty, the burden of taxation on the top 10 percent would need to increase substantially”’ (Rigolini et al. 2020:ibid. 149)

Yet, whilest the World Bank’s data on the cost of UBI in low- income countries (and greater feasibility in middle-income countries) gives us a measure of the equity trap, it arguably does not fully explain it. In other words, is the problem (as the report suggests) one about low income, or is it really a problem of low levels of sharing?

Highlighting country income level hides a number of factors at stake in the equity trap, namely income and asset concentration and their relations with taxation and formality in the labour market, as well as state structure and orientation of public policies. 

On the face of it, higher levels of agriculture (lower urbanizsation) in countries such as Nepal, and similarly, India and Mozambique, help explain these countries’ higher informality and lower levels of tax in GDP. However, this is only partially explanatory.  India’s very low level of tax in GDP (at 7.3 in 2020, Heritage Foundation 2020)  (compared with 20.2 for Chile, 32.3 for Brazil, 20.3 for Nepal, and 23.2 for Mozambique, and 28.6 in South Africa) belies its higher level of urbanizsation compared with Nepal (34 percent% against 20.6 percent%), yet both with about the same level of informality, Nepal at 78 percent%, and India at 80 percent%. Similarly, informality of the urban economy (categorical informality) is reflected in the relationship between Chile’s and Brazil’s high urbanizsation (87.7 percent%, and 87.1 percent%;, CIA 2020) yet high informality (Brazil at 38 percent%, and Chile’s at 28 percent%). This raises a question: how come Chile’s higher formality still generates lower levels of tax in GDP? This can be partly linked with the tax model adopted under neo-liberal restructuring. Average earners pay lower rates of tax (above— – the lowest in the OECD— – at 7 percent%, below Mexico at 9.5 percent%;, Carter 2014).   This suggests Chile has a more “‘mature”’ or “‘qualitative”’ form of informality— – or cheap formality— – which means that the form of precarious, low-wage formality is distinct from the more clear-cut category of informality, and tax structures have been made to adapt to this.	Comment by Bourchier: AU: Not in references, please provide a full reference.LH: DONE
 
On the other hand, despite a highly progressive structure, - where top marginal rates set in at multiples of 7.6 of average income (Table A.1)Graph 5)), the rich still pay less than in Brazil (Rigolini et al. 2020:, 149). After Hungary, Chile has the lowest combined statutory Corporate Income Tax (CIT) rates in the OECD (OECD 2022).  Flexibility in how higher earners register income (such as through rules to exempt tax from reinvestment funds) also play a role in reducing real tax intake despite higher marginal rates (Biehl et al. 2019). 	Comment by Bourchier: AU: Please check, there is no Graph 5.	Comment by Bourchier: AU: What is this in full? LH: I put it in.

Viewed from this angle, the problem of low-income countries is a form of high inequality sustained by the linked problems of low formality and absence of strategic mobilizsation of resources for investment through shared risk structures.  The Globalglobal South in this sense reflects the image of the North’s future, in so far as Northern trends continue towards regressive redistribution and precarity.

The way finance is more achievable but still highly dependent on the rich in countries like Brazil and South Africa is reflected in the World Bank’s data, which suggest that to finance a poverty-effective UBI would raise the tax burdens (the share of income going to tax) on the richest decile from 7.2 percent% to 24.5 percent% in Brazil, and from 19.9 percent% to 40.3 percent% in South Africa. In countries where the rich already contribute less, such as Chile and India, at 5.4 percent% and 2.2 percent,% respectively, the share would need to rise at politically unimaginable levels, to 38.4 percent% and 68.4 percent%. These figures, combined with consideration of the tax proportion of GDP, suggest greater feasibility in Brazil compared with Chile since the former has a higher overall share of public finance in GDP while the latter has a less egalitarian tax structure. Formality of the labour market— – both categorical and qualitative— -  is therefore at many levels the main problem when considering fiscal challenges to UBI in the longer term. 

Several concerns about the understanding or focus of the World Bank and also an  recent International Monetary Fund (IMF) (2017) report on UBI are raised. In the case of the World Bank, it is its focus on the redistributive goals of a UBI that drives its analysis. Gentilini et al. (2020:, 11) assume “that coverage of the poor, which is already very high, is the primary goal of a UBI introduction” ([italics added)]. 

The anti-poverty focus of the World Bank’s interest in UBI is also revealed in its understanding of UBI as a replacement of unconditional cash transfers (UCTs). Whilest acknowledging different paths and scenarios, the World Bank report privileges a transition from UCT to NIT, via UBI (Gentilini et al. 2020:ibid, 80). The IMF (2017) similarly implies a desirable transition to NIT or “‘back”’ to well -administered conditional schemes, which they it argues now make a UBI needless in Europe (disregarding their health costs linked with sanctions, as summarizsed in Haagh and Rohregger 2019). 

But how feasible or desirable is a transition from UBI to NIT? A conclusion  that a UBI is relevant where state capacity is weak (IMF 2017), implies that UBI is understood as disconnected from a wider project of formalizsation, and other services. Yet, in a context of low public capacity and high informality, the chances of inadequate coverage of a UBI would be greater. The foundation model of UBI, which rests the case on a UBI’s political and institutional value, assumes not only a transition from UBI to NIT would be counterproductive by being seen as reserved for the poor. Counterfactually, once the stage is reached where NIT is feasible, at a higher level of formality of the economy and taxation in GDP, the levels of political security of welfare would also be very high, through shared systems of income security and services, in which case there would be no practical or arguably political sense to go “‘back”’ to a NIT. A good example of this is given in countries with well-funded two-tier income security systems, which comprise risk pooling through contributor savings combined with tax subsidy (Haagh 2006, 2012),.

This is in a context in which the welfare state configuration has attained the following conditions: a relatively high level of tax share in terms of GDP, a highly formalizsed labour market, and a diversified and high level of sharing of key economic and life-cycle risks (Haagh 2020b2021).  Besides the support of this premise already given aboveearlier, Columbino et al. (2009) have shown how only a few (Nordic) countries can sustainably finance a UBI, and that this capacity is strongly related to the formalizsation of the gender economy.  In other words, in reality, NIT and UBI are only the same when good conditions of a sustainable UBI have been realizsed, through different means. Under these good conditions, the rationale for a NIT no longer exists.  

We can in this context talk about three challenges to emerging UBI transitions— – defined as relatively long-term moves to implement a universal, stable UBI system, in terms of institutional consolidation, shared risk embedding, and productive structural transformations. Proponents of UBI understandably want to push ahead as the moment seems opportune towards a full and even generous UBI, piggybacking on the Covid-19 crisis spending momentum. A valid argument is that once a population experiences a benefit— – be it an emergency chequeck paid to all – or working from home— – the experience will stick and generate a demand. I agree with this argument but think that its feasibility may be limited. There are two problems in practice with the assumption that an emergency-based transition to UBI will actually in fact happen, or even that the proposition is positive. One problem is that the arguments for a short-term economic boost and for political security are entirely different. The latter as a more long-term argument may be lost in translation. In the same vein, paying incomes at the level of emergency payments will not be sustainable, and in that context paying to everyone equally will be seen as unfair (as governments have judged). Hence rushing to a UBI could backfire. Tony Atkinson (2002) once (it seems rightly) argued a UBI would be politically more realistic (in Britain) if introduced in a “‘silent”’ way through the back door of administrative reform, potentially at a very low level. I would add today— – in view of the link between shared risk and attitudes to benefit design— - we face not the back -door but a long road to basic incomeBI reform. A sustainable BI reform is predicated on larger fiscal states underpinned by shared-risk formations in institutions of state and society.	Comment by Bourchier: AU: Not in references, please provide a full reference. LH: DONE

Conclusion
In this paper chapter I explored how new freedom-oriented perspectives in the welfare debate challenge development analysis and  in response I developed a more overarching institutionalist approach to the problem of human development and its political foundations. Whilest new normative perspectives seem to go with the grain of global development transformations towards a focus on distributive foundations for choice-led development, I argued in fact the opposite is needed, namely a macro-configurational understanding of the institutional bases for freedom in society.  How can we rescue freedom-orientated perspectives— – an attractive feature of which is that they are by orientation universalist— - from becoming part of the problem of contemporary development, in terms of a trend to adapt discourses and policy to the market?

Responding to these challenges, the paper chapter explored how a line of enquiry centred on the problem of political security of welfare allows us to evaluate factors that shape how systems of public policies affect well-being as a social conditionn..  In this context, it was proposed that a new concept of human development state – and new criteria for humanist governance - can help encapsulate how state capacities built on shared-risk formations and economic formalityy linked with it contributees to formalizsation of human economy and society. This chapter also argued that more built-up shared security structures – larger human development states –are more likely  to support humanist governance in practice, linked with sensitivity to human development needs through integration of principles of unconditional  universal entitlement with principles of equity in institutional design. There are therefore two core constraints on basic income today. The first is ideational, in terms of a lack of understanding of how principles of unconditional equality and capability-based equity are required in combination. The second is material, in terms of the constraints on governance effectiveness presented by contemporary trends to low taxation, low formality, and low levels of risk-sharing in state and society.
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Table A.1: Structure of Cooperative Public Finance: Public Revenue Scores and Levels
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1S score: G1: (Ad*4)H(AN/10)+(Ba*2) H(Bd/10), G2: (Ag*4) H(Ah/10)H(Bc*2)H(Bd/10). Both G1 and G2 include the same figure for long-term trend in social expenditure (1990-2014), and in
general public expenditure (2000-2015). The main difference in the two scores is therefore between the 2000 and 2015 figures for general public expenditure in GDP, and the 1990 and 2014
figures for public social expenditure in GDP. T used the 2000 data for general public expenditure because it is more complete. Had I used the 1990 figure, the trend evidenced in Table.A.2 and
Figures 1 and 2 of growing divergence between countries would have been even greater. Countries like Japan, France, and Denmark see large increases in public spending between 1970 and
1990. Anglo-liberal countries see less change over the whole period. Public social spending continues to grow but more so in countries with historically high levels.

28 score: G1 (Aa* 10)H(Ad/20)+(Ba) {(Bd/20), G (Ac*10)+Ad/20)+(Be)+(BA/20). On this score, G1 is indicated by 1995, and G2 by 2011. Both scores include the same indicator for trend, so
the main difference is between the level of public expenditure in GDP, and the share of education in public expenditure in the two periods.

Sources: Elaborated from OECD National Accounts, Social Expenditure data, Family database, Education at a Glance, Employment Outlook
Also available at: Haagh, L., 2019 The Case for Universal Basic Income, Cambridge: Polity, online Appendix




