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Introduction

Proposals of a Universal Basic Income (UBI) have proliferated enormously
during the first decades of the 21st century, especially with the outbreak
of the Covid-19 pandemic at the beginning of 2020. One of the reasons is
the balance of the various allocations and subsidies currently supported by
governments to deal with poverty,' including guaranteed income, minimum
income allowance, the living wage, etc., i.e. conditional incomes with very
limited results. These conditional benefits, seen in different European coun-
tries and around the world, suffer from a long-acknowledged series of prob-
lems that are intrinsic to conditionality, however generous. However, these
very mistakes are persistently repeated. The Spanish government's Ingreso
Minimo Vital or Minimum Living Wage (MLW) implemented in the mid-2020s
is an outstanding case in point. At the beginning of 2023, many of those
who said that the MLW was a qualitative breakthrough for the Welfare State
and similar nonsense, now propose the reformation of this MLW. Reforming
the reformed reformation would be a disaster. The Renda Garantida de
Ciutadania or Citizen's Guaranteed Income set in operation in Catalonia a
few years earlier is another example. This is due to the intrinsic problems of
the concept of conditional benefits, as mentioned repeatedly in academic
publications. These problems are as follows:

The poverty trap

This is a very serious issue. When receiving a conditional benefit, there is a
strong disincentive to search for and to do paid work, since it implies the
total or partial loss of the benefit. In stark contrast, a UBI functions as a base
or floor, not as a ceiling: doing paid work does not involve the loss of the UBI
and thus the disincentive vanishes or is not as great.




Administrative costs

Conditional benefits have very high administration costs. This is a long
recognised issue. If it is necessary to select whether someone "deserves"
a conditional benefit, it is necessary to check that they really meet the
condition as required. This generates immense costs in several ways, one of
which is particularly interesting: costs become proportionally much greater
for the few who receive the benefits. Conditionality implies control, control

implies management and administra-

tion costs. The reason is well known: it

Conditionality is about controlling whether the person
imP“eS COI’\tFOl, receiving the conditional benefit fulfils
control |mp||es the legal requirements, and furthermore,
management and once the applicant has managed to get
administration through all the bureaucratic means tests
costs. and receives the conditional benefit, they

continue being monitored to make sure

they still fulfil the conditions that make
them eligible. They are supervised when applying for the subsidy, and they
are subsequently supervised while receiving it. The UBI would not have costs
deriving from conditionality since it is unconditional and there would be
no need for an army of inspectors to identify who should and who should
not receive the conditional benefit. The whole population would receive it,
unconditionally.

Stigmatization

Another problem is the stigmatization associated with conditional benefits.
That is to say, the situation the applicants face when having to describe
themselves to the administration as "poor" or "sick," not to mention directly
"guilty of being failures" or "extremely poor." Conditional benefits often entail
intrusive questions, even about the most intimate personal relationships
of the applicants, which may be supplemented by home checks by visiting
inspectors. Sometimes the bureaucratic administration seems to treat
people applying for conditional benefits as if they were potential criminals
wanting to cheat at the slightest opportunity. This treatment is undoubtedly
stigmatizing. The UBI does not stigmatize for a very obvious reason: it is
received by the entire population of the geographical area where it is imple-
mented. Social groups or specific people are stigmatized. The entire popula-
tion cannot be stigmatized. There is nothing stigmatizing about receiving a
UBI that is granted to all members of society.

A European universal basic income



Insufficient coverage

The insufficient coverage of conditional benefit programmes, however
different they may be from one another, is another of the problems presented
by this kind of public policy. In general, these programmes cover a very small
proportion of the population that needs to benefit from them. The reason is
that a small amount of resources is budgeted given the cohort of those who
might be potential beneficiaries. In effect, these programmes do not reach
the entire population that might benefit from them.

Non-take-up

The Non-Take-Up rate (NTU) of means-tested benefit claims is the propor-
tion of those who do not apply for benefits despite meeting all the require-
ments for eligibility and thus have the right to claim. These show consider-
able percentages, in some cases of up to 60%. There are several reasons:
personal, design of the benefit, management, etc. But the fact that such a
high percentage of potential beneficiaries do not request the conditional
benefit is a serious problem. With a UBI it goes without saying that the NTU
phenomenon vanishes.

The question of a UBI re-emerged during the Covid-19 pandemic, along with
the situation created by the economic crisis of 2008 from which society
had not yet recovered when the health crisis hit. It resurfaced so strikingly
that it surprised many specialists and defenders of conditional benefits —
who never tired of saying UBI was an undesirable measure, or in any case

. not worth considering until the next century or well
A pUbI Ic, into this one — saw it defended with varying degrees
monetary, of "orthodoxy" by media and personalities such as
indiViduaI, the Financial Times, UN Secretary General Anténio
unconditional Guterres (1949), or Pope Francis (1936), the head of
and universal the Vatican State and of the Catholic Church, among
allocation. others. And all this in an interval of not many months.

Precisely because of this explosion of new supporters and defenders, UBI
has not been free of confusion for a reason that is impossible to muffle: it
has been talked and written about by many people who until recently had
no idea of the technical and regulatory terms of UBI. Indeed, they knew little
more than a few words. To avoid the slightest ambiguity, what we mean
by UBI, and this will be the definition we will use throughout this work, is
as follows: a public, monetary, individual, unconditional and universal alloca-
tion. In other words, an amount of money granted to the entire population



absolutely unconditionally within a given geographical area. In the case of
this research, the geographical area is the EU, excluding Lithuania for meth-
odological reasons that we will explain later.

Some confusion has also come about in some cases by the fact that UBI has
been defended from very different and contrasting political perspectives:
from the neo-liberal right to the left — and also within the space of the left
itself, from different and quite distant positions. In this research, the authors
defend UBI from a left-wing perspective. What exactly does this mean? The
UBI proposals arising from the right and the left differ in several features, but
the most important can be grouped in the following way: how it is financed,
the economic policy measures that are additionally proposed alongside UBI,
and the way the neutrality of the state is understood.?

The fundamental part of this research means to answer the following ques-
tion: can UBI be financed by the EU? And more specifically, to answer the key
question of how it can be financed, through three taxes: income tax, wealth
tax and carbon tax.

Why these three taxes? The proposal® is based on simplification since each
fulfils a double function: firstly, all three are reliable, recurring sources of
finance, with significant potential collection, and are difficult to elude or relo-
cate — as most of the wealth in each country is made up of real estate assets
in the country itself, or in shares of companies located in the territory. And
secondly, they are progressive taxes that can be improved. Thus, income tax
tends to have regressive deductions or lesser tax rates on capital than on
labour; wealth tax makes it possible to recover gains in wealth that escape
income tax, and so far its low rates favour the concentration of capital in
the hands of the wealthiest 10% of the population, and very particularly the
1% or 2% at the top of the pyramid.* As is widely acknowledged, wealth is
distributed much less equally than income. Or it is highly concentrated in
fewer hands, which would be another way of putting it. And with regard to
environmental taxes, these are Pigouvian, which seek to correct the negative
externalities of the generation of emissions of polluting factors in the natural
environment, be they greenhouse gases, radioactive waste or other mate-
rials. Obviously, this is in regard to taxing territorial emissions — although
emissions implicit in imported goods might also be taxed. The quotas for
individual carbon dioxide emissions are in this line, as is the proposal that the
collection be distributed equitably among the population — as a basic income
— or focusing on the lower income segments. These measures are linked with




the Agenda on Climate Change and the Sustainable Development Goals,
and which show that the greater efforts needed to accelerate the ecological
transition and reduce emissions are not in discussion.

In particular, talking about taxes means talking about property. Property
rights and structure as we know them in Europe is only one possible way
to regulate and distribute property. It is not particularly fair, in fact, but this
is not where we want to focus our attention, but rather that it is materially
possible to establish them in other ways, as in the same level of economic
development. Whether it is done in one way or another is a political deci-
sion, not a technical one, despite the fact that, as often happens, political
decisions are technically justified. Technique tells us how and what can and
cannot be done, while policy is what we decide might be done. If decisions
are democratic, policy tells us what the majority wants done, and therefore
markets are political and so are taxes. For example: private property has
been concentrated in very few hands at certain times in history, while in
others it has been less concentrated. And without leaving the very same
countryto make the most obvious comparisons yet If we look at: the top
decile in both the EU and the US, this decile currently accumulates more
than 55% and 70% in each economy respectively in terms of real estate and
financial assets, and the top percentile in each owns more than 20% and
40% respectively.® This is not a technical issue but a political one. Property
is not just an economic relationship, it is a relationship of power. And power,
whoever wields it and uses it for their particular interests, through lobbies,
influence peddling and other forms of pressure, is pure politics.

One aspect that interests us in particular in this research is levels of taxa-
tion — how taxes are redistributed among the different parts of the popula-
tion, and whether those who evade them are pursued or not — which is the
product of politics, not of technique. The technical aspects of tax can be and
are becoming increasingly sophisticated, but it does not tell us whether the
very rich should pay 90% of their income or 1%, or whether they should pay
tax on their wealth or not. This is decided by the policy. And now it clearly
leans towards the second.

The concepts of income and wealth must be clearly differentiated. Wealth
is much less equally distributed than income. Wealth is subject to taxes on
assets and property — real estate, movable, financial and many other forms,
except the primary residence, although this pays Real Property Tax (IBI). This
means several things. One may defend a high tax on income and a tax on
wealth that goes by different names, such as a "great fortunesgreat-fortune




tax," for example. But they are conceptually different. Additionally, it may be
argued on democratic republican grounds that large concentrations of prop-
erty should be limited. Vast concentrations of wealth and high incomes are
related since wealth obviously helps to increase income, and income helps
to increase wealth.

People are not as aware as they might be of the fact that at other times,

throughout the period from the 1940s to the 1970s, the top marginal income

tax rate in the US averaged 78%, and 91% from 1951 to 1963. It should be

added that large inheritances were taxed

at 80% from 1941 to 1976. As we have

The concepts of explained on other occasions, President

income and wealth Frankhr'w Delano Roosevelt (1882—1945)

| | dared in 1942 to defend a marginal tax

m.ust € e§r y rate of 100% for those with incomes

differentiated. above $25,000 a year, which would be

around $400,000 today. This proposal

was unsuccessful, but soon after, a rate of

94% was established on fortunes above $200,000 at the time. Furthermore,

that only deals with income, without going into the question of concentra-

tion of wealth, which as we have said is currently much less equally distrib-
uted in the EU.

The figures offered in this research are not the only ones that might arise, as
will be clear. From those that "could arise," we have chosen the four models
or scenarios that specify a situation that we consider fair, or at the very least
come close to a practical formulation of what we consider fair. The finance
for the UBI would also be possible by setting other tax rates and charging
those who are not wealthier more. Or charging the wealthiest much more.
There are four models or scenarios that we will specify later in this study,
and as stated, more could be done. If we are to express any particular prefer-
ence, it would be that described in Scenario One. It seems simple and easy
to explain to anyone interested in the UBI proposal. That is, Scenario One, an
unconditional UBI for the entire EU population would be financed through an
income tax reform and the introduction of a wealth tax and a carbon tax. The
amounts to be received as UBI in this scenario would vary depending on each
personal situation; so, for example, every person in the EU who lived alone
would receive 10,286 euros a year — the at-risk-of-poverty threshold in the
EU — that is, 857 euros a month; while in the case of a household with two
adults and two minors, the two adults would receive 900 per month each.
The other scenarios we propose in this study can also be defended with solid
arguments, but we believe that Scenario One provides better conditions.
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In the following pages we will offer many figures on how UBI can be financed

in the EU, but we will now devote some space to the justice of the proposal.

If we make certain choices of proposals to be analysed below, it is because

we consider them fairer than others, but this must be justified. And that is
what we intend to do next.

Wheter a
pI"OpOSBI is Whether a proposal is considered fair or not
considered will depend on what we consider is, or is not,

fair or not will a fair society. Academic theories of justice

depend on what

we consider IS, society is more or less just. Or, if you wish to
or is not, a fair put it another way, they establish the "ideal
society. model" and contrast it with reality in order to

establish what deviates more or less from this

are dedicated precisely to establishing prin-
ciples and criteria for deciding whether a

model. Given that the most powerful objection that might be made of UBI
is not that it is materially impossible to finance, but that it is unfair, it would
be very reasonable to wonder about the justice of the proposal. A social
measure that is politically or economically viable would be of little use if it
was not fair as well. Let us imagine that our model is impeccable from a tech-
nical point of view, but if the UBI has not been shown to be a fair measure,
there is little point in looking into its financial possibilities. Or to give an
example used on another occasion:® let us imagine a proposal by which only
those who could prove ten years of compliance with all the mandatory rites
the Catholic Church establishes for their congregations could receive unem-
ployment benefit. As this is easily proven, making this proposal technically
feasible would not be difficult at all, but many, perhaps the immense majority,
would consider it an unfair measure. Still more interesting if we contrast the
true economic and social reality experienced in 2023. There is no doubt that
it is politically and economically possible, because that is what it is, they are
facts. But just because they are, does not mean that this reality is fair, at
least according to the criteria that we will now set out.

There are many theories of justice. The most widespread are those classed
as liberal. Within these, there are many that might be located anywhere from
the extreme libertarian right to the egalitarian left. But we mean to present
our justification of the justice of UBI in a republican manner, and more specifi-
cally according to how republicanism has historically understood freedom, as
opposed to how liberalism understands it. Because of its great tradition of
over 2,000 years, the Republican ideal has been expressed in quite different
ways. But there is a key characteristic element in understanding this way of




understanding freedom that clearly differentiates it from liberalism: freedom
is firmly bound to the material conditions of existence, and consequently
cannot be approached separately. That is precisely what liberalism did at
its origin just over two centuries ago, detaching freedom from the material
conditions in which people live in society.” The Napoleonic codes represent
an unparalleled instance and a primary legislative reproduction of this liberal
principle: freedom is independent of the material conditions of existence.
Following the republican tradition, society — any society — is replete with
threats to freedom. There is a great manner of threats, but there is one that
is particularly important in shaping our societies as we go forward: property.
And if property is so important to the republican conception of freedom and
of its threat, we must devote some attention to it.

As we have already stated on other occasions® that the conception of prop-
erty that has historically been held is substantially different from that which
has been imposed institutionally in a large part of the world from the 18th
century to the present day. The conception of property that has triumphed
as the capitalist method of production conquered Europe is that which was
clearly defined by the jurist William Blackstone (1723-1780) as: "that sole and
despotic dominion which one man claims and exercises over the external
things of the world, in total exclusion of the right of any other individual."
On the other hand, for republicanism, property is historically understood
as control over resources, which bestows political independence and legal
personality, both conditions for freedom. And it is not a right that certain
individuals naturally have over others but a socially recognized right that is
bestowed upon persons and entities, that is to say, it must be regulated by
public law. Property has historically had many variants and forms: common
with private use, private with common use, common with common use,
and private with private use. The private with private use is that which has
become the dominant form from the 18th century to the present day in most
countries, if we leave aside experiments in collective and bureaucratically
centralized ownership that we have known in certain countries throughout
the 20th and 21st centuries.

In short, property is shaped historically, based on struggle, compromise, and
temporary truces between different groups and social classes. We subscribe
to the manner in which French economist Thomas Piketty (1971)"° puts it:
"Property is a notion situated in its historical context: it depends on how each




society defines the forms of legitimate possessions — land, houses, factories,
machines, seas, mountains, monuments, financial assets, knowledge, slaves,
etc. — as well as the legal and practical procedures structuring and framing
relations of property and power between the social groups concerned." And
the corollary is quick to reach: institutions must always be forced to change
in order to produce benefits for the population that is not wealthy. Again,
as the French author says: "If in the last two centuries, there has been a
historical trend in the world towards greater social, economic and political
equity, it has been thanks to a series of revolts, revolutions and large-scale
political mobilizations. The same will happen in the future.”

The proposed tax models and rates that will appear in the following pages
of this paper are instruments, and as instruments they are neutral. The data-
base used is in the public domain, and other authors can use them instru-
mentally to make very different models and proposals. And of course, the
conceptions of freedom other authors may have can be very different from
ours. We have already explained ours.

The conceptions This research does not go into aspects
P g p

of freedom other that are indisputably important, as is the

authors may relationship between the different admin-

istrations, for example. This is significant
since when discussing the EU there are
many administrations and the relationship

have, can be very
different from ours.
We have already

X between them is important. Likewise, we
explained ours.

do not go into the forms of governments
and whether they are reluctant or inclined
to implement UBI. More generally, what has come to be called "governance"
since the 1990s is not discussed in this paper either, as it is very far removed
from the type of research we offer. Which governments or administrations
should collect the taxes we propose to finance a European UBI, and which
should make it reach the citizens of the different Member States is a subject
we will not go into, but although it is undoubtedly complex, this does not
seem to us to be an argument against the idea of a European UBI: from
the Euro to the Next Generation EU funds, these have already shown that
"Europeanizing" the governance of the Union's economic and social policies
is possible.
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Methodology

The database used has been provided by EUROSTAT" and basically contains
the 2020 cross-sectional data of the European Union Statistics on Income
and Living Conditions (EU-SILC). This information is harmonized by the 27
states that currently make up the EU — in the case of Spain it is known as the
Encuesta de Condiciones de Vida or Living Conditions Survey. The informa-
tion is divided into four sections, of which we will quote the most significant
elements as follows:™

1. Characteristics of the home:

Identifier of the responding household, country, region (NUTS2), elevation
factor.

2. Personal characteristics of the household members:

Identifier of the person, age, gender, marital status, basic activity, position
within the household, level of education, personal elevation factor.

3. Household details:

- Aggregate income of the household: gross and disposable income of the
household, income from property rentals, interest, dividends and capital




gains, household and child benefits, social assistance benefits, housing
benefits, transfers received from other households, income of children
under sixteen, wealth tax, transfers paid to other households, income tax
and social security contributions.

- Characteristics of the home: tenure, space, rental or mortgage costs.

- Characteristics of social exclusion and material deprivation.

4. Details of members over the age of sixteen:

- Earned income: work — cash and in kind — unemployment benefit, self-
employment, pensions.

- Personal characteristics: age, gender, kinship, marital status, position within
the household, country of birth.

- Levels of education (ISCED), continuous training activity.

- Health.

- Work situation: situation at work, occupation (ISCO-08), activity (NACE),
hours worked.

With this information in the form of microdata, it is possible to carry out a
detailed analysis of the distribution of income and the situation of inequality,
poverty and social exclusion in which European households find themselves,
drilling down in the states that make up the EU. This is an essential first
step for the construction of a financial model for a European-wide UBI, given
that it determines one of the most important
objectives that the UBI has to deal with: the

This is an elimination of poverty.

essential first

step for the We will thus give some figures that will allow
construction of us to evaluate the initial situation, which
a financial model from now on we will call the "ex-ante" situa-
for a European_ tion — distinguishing it from "ex-post" — when
wide UBI. the UBI is implemented.

Table 1 shows the representation in the
sample and in the population of the median equivalent income™ and the
threshold of risk of poverty and severe poverty for each of the 26 EU states
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in this study. All these values have also been calculated for the EU as
a whole in order to provide a reference, given the considerable variation

between the different states. The at-risk-
The at-risk-of- of-poverty threshold is defined as 60% of

poverty threshold the median equivalent income — 40% in the
is a crucial value in ¢ of severe poverty — i.e. household net

the UBI ﬁnancing inc‘ome divided among the .consum.ption
. units. These consumption units are linked
model that we will to an equivalence scale — whose objective
develop, as will be is to provide a response to the idea that
jUStiﬁed later on. the fixed costs of the household do not
increase to the same degree as its size. The
equivalence scale used in the EU-SILC methodology is that of the modified
OECD method, which assigns 1 to the first person in the household aged
fourteen or over, 0.5 to other persons of fourteen years and over, and 0.3
to those under fourteen™ The at-risk-of-poverty threshold is a crucial value
in the UBI financing model that we will develop, as will be justified later on.
Chart 1 shows the different thresholds for the risk of poverty and severe
poverty in each state.

Chart 1: Poverty risk treshold
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Table 1: Population and poverty risk threshold

Median Severe

Equivalent Poverty risk poverty risk
Member State Sample Population Net Income  threshold threshold
Germany1 23.925 80.988.833 23.638,67 14.183,20 9.455,47
Austria 12.274 8.757.572 26.555,43 15.933,26 10.622,17
Belgium 16.105 11.363.821 25.671,98 15.403,19 10.268,79
Bulgaria 16.625 6.962.424 4.611,92 2.767,15 1.844,77
Croatia 18.865 3.935.638 7.891,71 4.735,03 3.156,69
Denmark 13.521 5.774.377 30.680,90 18.408,54  12.272,36
Slovakia 13.800 5.389.916 8.703,03 5.221,82 3.481,21
Slovenia 24.794 2.055.303  14.766,67 8.860,00 5.906,67
Spain 38.011 46.874.430 16.043,38 9.626,03 6.417,35
Estonia 15.143 1.315.941 12.228,03 7.336,82 4.891,21
Finland 22.701 5.441.980 25.490,00 15.294,00 10.196,00
France 24.758 63.976.918 21.730,00 13.038,00 8.692,00
Greece 32.962 10.514.769 8.780,95 5.268,57 3.512,38
Hungary 14.363 9.578.774 6.478,28 3.886,97 2.591,31
Ireland 10.683 4.973.690 26.250,00 15.750,00  10.500,00
Italy' 43.400 60.127.687 17.165,38 10.299,23 6.866,15
Luxembourg 7.461 598.541 37.844,04 22.706,42 15.137,61
Latvia 13.215 1.884.981 8.826,92 5.296,15 3.530,77
Malta 9.555 505.014 16.240,35 9.744.21 6.496,14
Netherlands 28.573 17.148.722  25.800,56 15.480,33  10.320,22
Poland 38.835 37.067.779 8.021,85 4.813,11 3.208,74
Portugal 27.698 10.295.909  10.800,00 6.480,00 4.320,00
Romania 16.966 19.348.575 4.267,38 2.560,43 1.706,95
Sweden 14.102 10.327.589  24.700,37 14.820,22 9.880,15
Czechia 18.758 10.458.507 10.627,19 6.376,31 4.250,88
Cyprus 10.952 884.233  16.704,00 10.022,40 6.681,60
EU-262 528.045  436.551.925 17.144,00 10.286,40 6.857,60

Source: EUROSTAT, prepared by the authors. Figures for 2020 in euros
Figures for 2019 ? Except Lithuania for lack of data

Table 2 shows the sample by age and gender of the states in the study,
and also the concepts of poverty and social exclusion — the last eight rows
— relating directly to the at-risk-of-poverty thresholds introduced above,
which can be calculated from the microdata available.” We will refer to this
in detail later on.




L60EEOE TST999'LL EEE'0L8 CEL90E 08y ¥8ECL L/1'80E 8086 905°6L6 wLes 9L1ETT 06151 YT 6TsL COLYECYL 82579506  (0Z0Z-n3) uoisn|oxe [e120s pue Aaaod Jo ysii Je suosiag
0e89L 788°089C V6EV6 96L°€8 Ld2%144 €008y 082122 €15°20C 29'98C £21°969 S8 vYE 608'LLy §/5'189'€ B8EE'6L0°9C Kysan0d 212485 4o st Je suosiag
180°958°L €088 620999 aLee 092°628°'6 T6LTST LS YL9 158'569 160°02L £61°099'L €22°209'L 6ES'ILTL I9VBLTL LL6TLY L Kyianod jo yjsii e suosiagd
V€0 0v6 60E0Y £0079LE (4814 (974274 w9eL 68L°G/L 90'LLE BLOEVT BEHELY Ts0zoL 17444 S6LL0VY 612°€88'ST (020z-n3) pakojduiaun o -iopun suosiag
1£1°089 189°6l7'L 9GL°€6 69l TE9ETTL ¥80°GE 8reELTL £68°€6 19LTEL £86'S99 SzTTTET 6L0°£0L L2887l ¥08°00L°LL (020Z-Nn3) uoneAIdap [eriazew 219A3s Ul Spjoyasnoy
11092 SGLoTyL 198vL ¥8LYS See Ll £89°0€ 61689 £/8°0SL 8ESTYL S/8'96C ¥SS'S9L ooz'Loz 666708C pady-14:x4% AKysarod asaes 4o st je spjoyasnoy
SO¥'10L 6TV ELLY 8LU LYY 0618l £86TS8€ 9667871 888'8LZ Y697 06L°6E€ L6LvT8 1z'oo8 158729 8€8'€EC08 IZY'0LEVE A3190d Jo ys11 3e spjoyasnoy
686'€8E'S 96L'8E6TE €6819LT 8E0'E69 988'0/8°€C 871207k 818°£SLT 1261706 865120 090°/8S°€ VLSYYLS V8TV Y 88y TV O'ly €19'990°€TC uswom
08L°0EL'S ETLBEDLE £80°089C €06729 YPS€E00ET  9L8EEOL 8607€9T 085148 orovléL P9E'SLEE wT6l9'S 6LLYIEY SYE9r6'6E 0S6'L6V'ELT KW
SlLérL 60£'G/8°€ €65780€ LL8°9L TU8WLT 08z'G8 LY8'ESL 8LGEVT V9LELL £SS'0SE €rS°08S §G6'/8E GEpEY SEL'SLEOT sieak 0g 4200
90g'/lE Wy'L98°L €80'89L L6T°6€ L0S¥0S'L LIE8S LOV'IvL 88010 LLTEL 1ZLveT 969°0lE £€90TLT EEPED GE8°9/8°0L sieak 0803 9/
006'1ZT'L us’LoLL LE9L9 10681 0999 0090z ¥S9°L6S S¥0°S99 Sigley 111798 8LV LILL 9LLII8 L567196'SL 656'S69'VS sieak g/ 03 99
0LTS9 £T9°S9EY 96TLSE 89998 68'968'C TSeseL 90T LvE £BGEEE £1£98C 06187 806€EL 99€°0v9 589'666'G 9LT'ELS 6T sieak G903 19
e0€8L 08Terly 66599€ 66198 8G0¥SEE CE0'LSL L6T9SE wlyee 109v8Z (215744 9L0°S9L SG0'/89 6v78EL'9 LELYSL'0E sieak 09 03 95
6/8'608 ELST9CY 009%9€ S6'€8 £69°€99°€ 868'LYL LE6TLE €887y 88T 086'LLY 166'9€8 8LOLLL LS8°S189 8L9y°LSYTE sieak GG o3 LG
£06'/85'L GGS'6L6°L €T0EY9 gzLisL 0SL'696'L 096°£6T £09°/18 STOWYL €08Z€S TesolL (4408 4% v18'89L°L LIT’SES 0L VSE0LLTY sieak 0g 03 LYy
TE6V8L 08S°0LT'LL L6’ or0'L 090182 6V€'657'8 8v6'0ly S¥6'S0T'L 667°6G0°L 0or8'L9L €PL'09€L T°L9'SreT SEVTI8L 120'045°SL orv'S8LT8 sieak Oy 03 97
Z€0'S08 LZE8T9'S 95°s8Y 1686 §99'078°€ ¥TE8SL €0L'S07 795665 S/LYSE wsyey 9€9'696 VLEVTL LLO9YB9 8¥0°615°9€ sieak gz o3 gL
T9LL8 6€8'00S5°0S 8850V €59'€90°L SBTS06E 904149 209'86EY 80v'GS9Y ooL99ze €89°08L'S LZE'IL06 988°02°L 9T°£98°L9 T08°L56'8SE 4940 pue g|
wSeeLL 6L09LYEL C6ELEO'L 882°7SC 8LS'1L8L £6G°€8E YIE'L66 696°8LL'L 8€5'699 Ww/18LL 00STS€T 9LL9ESL LLSITLEL L9L009°LL sieak g| sopun
€067 €19'818L 089°9ZL £91'ST 6TLTE6 089°2E Ly968 L6L6lL 0Sy'9L €0v'8EL 86L'8€T 0Lz'10T LS9LLYL YYSETT6 steak /103 9L
0516668 Sr6lETS 89T1ES Y 128'880°L 18S'G86'6E LSE60LL (A4 4 SOT'SLLY LGSTYEE 9806L6'S 6LL'0ST'6 RUTL bL6TYE 69 9veEL8L'89E 4940 pue 9}
989°029'L LLE'0L9TL STLLLG S6L'6ET CLLG6E'L GG6'€9€ 00€'8r6 88£'9G0'L §/9'0€9 eselel’L eTELT 1867l B86SE0ETL 0EV'996TL sieak 903 0
OLS S PrST9EE €E8IT 88578 lrZ'098'L UYL €606 £GE'GET LEV'SSL °699.LT €2€'S0S LEL/8E GIBELLT 669°9€1°8L steak /L0 )
L0970 LE6EYS'L €§1°0zL L6€'LT [4X=prs} 9L'9€ 9vyTOoL 9GG'SLL 986'8L 887°8EL STS'99C £98'S8L 89L9EY L vSLeELs's sieak gLoy p|
zoe6TL SESELLOL 655°062 62L°66L LEE'L96'S 0L7'60€ 12T 66L §19'€88 LOLYLS 6v0'506 LLV L8 6L5°6rLL 9v/'L0T 0L €90°79¥°6S sieak g,03 0
rrL6CLL 1822618 L6E°€S9 §/G'8SL 8956 OLEYST S0S7E9 8LE°0LL LLL Oty S8G'LLL W6'9LS'L 89'le6 ¥20'698°L 86E'506'8Y sieah gL o3 €
898°€9L ¥SL§L6°L wLLeL 14144 0ZL'S00°L 09L'SS LLYIL LETELL 06€€8 ovEEL ez oze 968°L1T LZL'BEET §99'855°0L sieak g Jopun
YL WOL 89L8ELYY CEEYS6E wrogs oLersle LrL18EL 6EL°097E 0S6' 9L 600085 8LG'6SLY Ov626L'L €TLGELY TLL'08L8S 795°LST'LOE sun uonduinsuod Jusjeainby
8L9°SLLY 99€°12r 8T 00T/84T 820929 €06'€LL8L 0TS ve8 6507S8'L §88°026C £6L°GEYL LTE1E6T 996'€667 TEL066E 19L°082°07 860°LLLO6L pajussaidau spjoyasnoy
69L 11570l 8L6'9L6EY 086'lr1'S W6'sSIEL 0EY 7/8'97 €0£'SS0T 9L6'68E°S LIEVLL'S 8EY'SE6E Yerz969 LZ8'E9¢E’LL TLSLSL8 £€8'886'08 V958559V pajussaidal suosiag
980°SL 668°0L vivé ver'9 €¥0'SL 6EG8 ws's 9579 LL EIEL 880°L 1209 0secL 181°82C 3|dwes uj spjoyasnoyy
967€ 8S/LVT 10LTT Evl'slh 1L0'8E 008°€L 1ZSEL S98'8L ST99L SOL9L v/TTL ST6ET S¥0'8ZS 8|dwes uj suosiag

239319 aduely puejuiy ejuoys3 ueds epjeAolS SHewuaq 1e0s) euebing wniBjeg elnsny Auewsog 9z-n3 oyod

uoisn|oxa pue Aneaod ‘uoneindod :z o|qel

22



sioyne ayy Aq peuedaid ‘|\/| SOYNT 92105

966'£8L €80€EVTL VLE9Y8L zoes8's 8Ly'9€0T L/8°0Ev'9 88194 v€8'G6 160°GZL 9LE68Y €9'/8E°GL 88Yv'LEO'L 8/£00L1 |825795°06  (020Z-N3) uotsnjoxa [erdos pue Aiaaod 3o djsu je suosiag
SvLTT w69LL 09£'62S SOLsALT 9LT'L6S €LLTE9L Ly'64S Sog6L 061762 ¥8L69L 86T VLSS Ol %0l 8EV'LYS BEE'6L0°9T Kysenod 21205 Jo ysia 38 suosiag
GES9ZL §€9'T66 S6LT99'L ¥8LYZS Y 6LT°599'L TL86Y'S 9L0'L62T 69€°G8 626'€0L 196907 LEL'090TL 18769 68y LLL LLeTLY ML Kysan0d jo ysia e suosiag
GS8'8E SGr6ee 89€°0¥9 Y6206 £95°TLE 89EVILL 8T6ETLL £4L8°0C Siy'8E ¥SLL0L LIELETY ¥8L96y uyLse 617°€88'ST (0z0z-n3) pafojdwiaun 1o -sopun suosiag
69L%T LGLELL 12868 CEL60'L €ETBILT eovley 9LTvIT 918 2091 OlEYL C18'SL0T VELLOL €18'9€€ 08°00L°LL (020Z-Nn3) uoneALIdap [eria3ewW 219A9S Ul SPjoyasnoH
6€°0L LS2'8L 629170€ 106'96L SZS'8rT 8057£L9 OLL¥8E GS0°0L 6I8°EL 0€5°66 00619¥'T 866V 6EV VLT Ly1'ST8TL AKysar0d 219435 0 ys14 3€ spjoyasnoy
LELYS 660'£9S LT 676 880°608'L €0L70L obL'ZIET 095°S9Z°L L'y L6GEY L5 pix4 L6E'L6T' S S/LTYE 0€£209 IZy'0LéVE A3sen0d Jo ys11 e spjoyssnoy
WyLSy S/GT0E'S SLLIEVS Sr6788'6 E6'SeEr'S SGTTYL6L 89€°029'8 18SEVT 6LTL6T 86T LLOL 791°098°0€ SG0'GLST 6/9766% | €L9°990°ETT uswom
L6LTEY 286'SSL'S ¥18°'G6L'S 0€9°€9r'6 116658 YCS'ST6LL ¥GE8CS8 €EV'L9T w9T10e €89'£98 STS'L9T°6C VLUST S6078SY |0S6'L6VELT USW
0L0°€E S/8'9ty €90YS 0EY'668 SLLL99 12L69L) L8ELZL 8878l EIL 6l9°€0L G86'6681 LVELLL LzTve SEL'SLEOT sieak 0g 4940
878'6L LIBYLE Y06°ErE 6EL1TS 789°06€ Y06 €GLLS eepou 99G°€EL 165°6S L9YET 9LT60L 81'98Z GEB'9/8°0L sieak 0803 97
96v°GL €S9STL 06L'860°L €EL'SILT VL69LLL 88°66LY 0/£7688°L 86V '€ veo'Ly [AVAs{v4 6168899 YESEOY 668EV0TL | 656'S69VS sieak G/ 03 99
29087 688'SY9 Pragéde] 0ET90V'L LY99 60€1ELT TE6'L60°L [1%0):14 686€ 102821 9G8'/€B'E ¥SL1ST LyT86L 9QLT'ELS 6T sieah G903 L9
SI8YS 210729 LELBLY G69°086 89v'8EL G69'STET 619'80C°L 8G/°0€ 00€'Ly OEL'LEL 8L0T0FY S91L'68C 699%L LELYSL'0E sieak 09 03 9
60975 S9L'E6? 6L8°LLL Lossye’L GG8°0SL YEF'802°T LW9LTL 2€9°0€ WLy 9r'STL L6068 09£°£6T 19Z°69L 8L9y'LSyTE sieah GG 03 LG
888'60L 006'S99'L 189EVTL SEBITLe LV8TLS'L 290°08€°S E0VeTT 0L0°09 20L Y6 LOv'€6Z 80'8L'6 £69'S€L LILETS'L VSE0LLTY sieak 0G 03 Ly
0981z £€007CLT SEB'8LLT Iw8'/8L°€ 686'008L LOV'S9L'8 orL'ovZ’e 8€9°'STL 9G6EL EEGLVE 09ST0T0L  vEYHZOL 868'GSS’L |9¥Y'G8LT8 steak O 03 97
6ZL'L6 SToVIL 088’868 €LLTEYL 198°£48 £09698°T ELEYL ol8’/L €59'SS 69€VTL orZ'es9 LYE'S6l 61706 8¥0°615°9€ sieak gz o3 gL
LLLYVL 8181978 G86°GEL'S 9LGEI8’SL SE6'EEB YrSYSS0E  69€/L98°EL SOVl 8T 6Ly 10G°5ZSL SYE'096'0S  YOEBLLE SE9'L¥6L |TO8'LS6'BSE 4940 pue g
9Sr'69L 689°966'L ¥09'16LT 6667ESE VL6199) SETELS9 ESE'I8LE 69€°06 €6Z°6LL 08v'65€ EVELIL'6 §20T0T'L GELLEY'L 19£°009°LL sieak gl sopun
600 9L0LET 8L9'LLT ovTety 662'80C 95229 6€9'8LY ejepou £S8°0L 72444 98G'8LLL ST OEL €8T°L6L YySEIT 6 steak 7103 9L
L8YEL VEBT69'8 ¥99°L0V'8 w8TrL 9L VETTY8'8 80LZ8LLE 800961 SY9vLYy SOL'06 €LL'695'L 0€6'8£0CS 065'806'€ 8lL6TYL8 9vELBL'BIE 4940 pue 9|
188'85L 8/9188'L Lr6¥90T 7887TEE 196°0SS'L YEET6L'9 0ZLYS0e 69€°06 €THELL 6EV'LEE 0LE'L658 088°LEL'L G88'6ES’L |0EV'996TL sieak 903 0
99°9€ 69vly B8ESTES 04526 L61°0g7 866'SSTL ord a7 669°ST 099 €£6'98 L6V€TTT 8S€19C €11°08E 669°9€1L°8L steak /101 )
04591 §/9°€8l 09809 YIEErS 868'1ZC SEV'8T9 Y8y'eSe 669'ST LvL'SL oLy CL6voLL ELLIEL 0€8'Z8L vYSLELS'8 sieak gLoipL
6L TEL 1661857 §90°659'L 6r'T9ST LLLIETL 9€TLST'S 0€T'66V'T 0L9%9 68926 £0STLT SYB'EV6'9 £99°0v6 9ZO'LSZTL | €90V 9V 6S sieak gL03 0
€£6'S0L 98L€8T’L LEG'6ZEL 68L'I8ET 672°6L0°L Loty 8L0966'L 6VE'Sk V9EEL 6098lC Wy 9Te9 E9LLL 7586007l |86E'S06'8Y sieak gLoi
818'9Z L18'86C GEG'6LE orZ'L8L 8ZSTUT 6y 9e0’L EITE0S 24413 STE6L 868°€S ov'LLL SE0'69L VL WT S99'855°0L sieak g 1opun
G/8'18S YOL'BEL'L E70'68E°L 907'006ZL YEL'OV6'9 LEL'680YT LL6E90TL LOOEVE L68°Zly EVL66TL YOLYLS WY 688'8SLE S/EV6S9  |T9S'LST'LOE s3un uopduwnsuod Jusjeanby
000%€E SOSVory BLIEL'S £L228LS'L 250660 868°LTEEL 008°£66°L 898'90C 82L99C 8vy'ST8 r9Tr0'9C LLELSL LLo'0zLY 860°LLLO6L paiuesaida. spjoyssnoy
€ET VB8 £0S'8SF'0L  68S°/CEOL S/S8rE6L 606'G6L°0L  6/L7/90°LE (444 Wi ¥10°G0S G865 186788L £89°£21°09 62€°0867 V/L8LS6 |V9S'8SS9EY pajussaidal suosiag
14154 8198 184S 9S€'L L9811 182°SL LZeL 978°€ €8T S609 1€8°0C 2744 0€S9 18182 3|dwes ut spjoyasnoy
256'0L 85/'8L [4054% 99691 869'LC S€8'8E €.5°8C G556 19¥°L SITEL 00F'ey £€89°0L €9EVL S¥0'8ZS 3|dwes uf suosiag

snadAy ewydez) uspaMS eluewoy |eBnyiog puejod SpuepRyIdN ejepw Banoquiaxny elae] Key puejay| KieBuny 9z-n3 Hoyod




24

Table 3 shows the Gross and Disposable Income values for households in
each of the states. In the case of Gross Income, this provides the aggregate
income received by the households,” while the value of Disposable Incomeis
obtained by subtracting from the previous the following concepts: Wealth
Tax, Gross Periodic Transfers paid to other households, and Taxes and social
contributions.”® The most notable values for the entire EU are a Gross Income
of 8.40 billion euros, an aggregate of Taxes and social contributions over
2.25 billion euros and Disposable Income of 6.04 billion euros.”
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Table 4 shows five concept groups for the 26 states: 1) details of people
and households; 2) aggregate Gross and Net Income and taxes; 3) Average
gross and net income, by household and person; 4) indicators of poverty
and exclusion by households and individuals; and 5) indicators of inequality,
progressiveness and redistribution.?® ?' The results offer an overview of the
situation in which the 26 states analysed find themselves, especially in terms
of poverty, social exclusion and inequality, which are among the main issues
that the UBI aims to eradicate.

© The measure of inequality is via the Gini coefficient, which ranges from O to 1; the lower figure shows theo-
retically absolute equality, where income is distributed equally among all, while the higher figure indicates
absolute inequality, where all the income is theoretically received by a single person. See: GINI, "Variabilita e
Mutuabilita. Contributo allo Studio delle Distribuzioni e delle Relazioni Statistich
siveness used is the Suits index. This index es from -1 to 1. It can be applied for

e measure or progres-

ny tax and

regards income distribution. The lowest value -1 indicates a regressive tax — higher incomes pay proportion-
ally less tax, the central value O indicates a proportional tax — taxpayers pay the same proportion regardless
of their income. And finally, the positive value 1 corresponds to a progressive tax — the higher the income,
the greater proportion the taxpayer pays. Values between 0.25 and 0.4 are usually considered indicative of
a progressive tax. The Suits index may also be used to calculate tax transfers and benefits, but it should be
noted that then its values and interpretation are reversed with regard to the case of a tax. SUITS, "Measure-
ment of Tax Progressivity." An alternative to the Suits index is the Kakwani index, although we will not use it
here due to its redundancy. To learn more, see: KAKWANI, "Measurement of Tax Progressivity: An International
Comparison." Finally, redistributive effect is also of interest. This is the capacity for transfers from the wealthy
to the poor generated by the application of a tax on the distribution of income. A simple way to calculate the
redistributive effect is to quantify the difference between the Gini index, where the tax has not been applied
the gross income — with the Gini index obtained after discounting the tax — the net income. However, the

Reynolds-Smolensky index is the basis for calculating the redistributive effect, although this is somewhat more
complex than the simple difference between the Gini indices as described. The simplicity of this latter opera-
tion — which gives very precise approximations — and its simple interpretation make it a frequent alternative.
For further details, see REYNOLDS; SMOLENSKY, Public Expenditures, Taxes and the Distribution of Income.
The United States, 1950, 1961, 1970.

There are certain values N/A — lacking data — for items in the Suits Index on wealth tax, since Austria, Belgium,
Luxembourg, Malta and the Netherlands do not collect them.
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Chart 2 visualises the differences in average incomes, both gross and net,

between the different states.

The most remarkable result in table 4 is the significant number of states that
exceed 20% of households at risk of poverty.?? Estonia: 29.06%; Bulgaria:
28.12%; Romania: 24.06%; Croatia: 23.68%; Spain: 20.52%; Italy: 23.52% and
Malta: 20.02%. In contrast, others show figures below 15%. Slovakia: 11.82%;

the Czech Republic: 12.70%; France: 14.47% and Hungary: 14.63%.
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Chart 2: Average gross and net income
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Source: EUROSTAT, prepared by the authors

Regarding the percentage of households in severe material deprivation, we
see the highest figures in Bulgaria: 22.72%; Greece: 16.73%; Romania: 14.60%;
Croatia: 9.25%; Latvia: 9.00%; Hungary: 8.1% and Italy: 7.97%, that reach or
exceed 8%. At the other end of the scale, clearly below 3%, are Sweden:
1.75%; the Czech Republic: 2.55% and Austria and the Netherlands at 2.68%.

Chart 3 represents the two concepts above, sorted in descending order by
the percentage of households at risk of poverty.

Chart 3: Households at risk of poverty and severe material deprivation
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Another interesting indicator to look at is the proportion of the under- and
unemployed.? Thus, we see that Ireland at 17.48%; Belgium: 16.28%; Finland:
12, 91%; Spain: 12.71%; Italy: 12.68% and France: 12.14% are those with the
highest figures. At the other end are Poland with 5.56%; Slovakia: 5.57% and
the Czech Republic at 5.83%.

However, this indicator penalizes voluntary part-time work, which is begin-
ning to take root, as shown by the fact that Ireland, Belgium and Finland are
among the states with the highest figures.




Regarding the At Risk Of Poverty and/or Exclusion or AROPE rate? designed
to analyse the role of citizens in inclusive societies, this indicator is an aggre-
gate of the percentage of the population that is in a situation of poverty,
severe material deprivation, or in families of the under- or unemployed, as
seen above. In this case, there are six states that exceed 25%, Bulgaria with
32.05%; Romania: 30.35%; Greece: 28.85%; Spain: 26.42%; Latvia: 25.96% and
ltaly at 25.59%. Meanwhile the Czech Republic at 11.89%; Slovakia: 14.81%;
Slovenia: 14.99%; Denmark: 15.92%; Finland: 15.99% and the Netherlands at
16.10% come below or around 16%.

Chart 4 below gives an overview of these two concepts, in descending order
of the AROPE rate.

Chart 4: AROPE rate and Under- or Unemployment
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The Gini index discussed above gives us an idea of income inequality in each
of the states analysed. Regarding the Gross Income Gini index, we see how
Bulgaria at 0.4148; Romania: 0.3837; Latvia: 0.3733; Italy: 0.3710; France:
0.3615; Spain: 0.3580 and Ireland at 0.3547 show a high degree of inequality
with Gini indexes above 0.35. On the other hand, Slovakia at 0.2389; the
Czech Republic at 0.2795, and Slovenia at 0.2874 starts with much greater
equality with Gini indexes below 0.29.

In applying the Gini index for Net Income, we see some variations. Here, the
states with the greatest inequality are Bulgaria at 0.4004; Latvia: 0.3451;
Romania: 0.3379; Italy: 0.3284 and Spain at 0.3205, all above 0.32. In contrast,
Slovakia with 0.2095; Slovenia: 0.2350; the Czech Republic: 0.2415; Belgium:
0.2537; Finland: 0.2650; Sweden: 0.2694 and Austria at 0.2699 manage to
maintain their inequality below 0.27.

A European universal basic income
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Finally, analysis of the indicator of the redistributive effect in Table 4 is also
of interest. France, Ireland, Belgium and Portugal, in that order, have reduced
their inequality most, by effect of their tax system which places them above
6% in transfer from the wealthy to the poor. On the other hand, Bulgaria,
Poland, Luxembourg, Greece, Latvia and Slovakia, in that order, are those
with the least redistributive tax systems, where transfers from the wealthy
to the poor are below 3%.

Finally, Chart 5 shows the results of the different Gini indexes for each State,
differentiating between Gross and Net Income, ordered from highest to
lowest according to the Gini index on Gross Income.
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Chart 5: Gini Index — Gross and Net Income
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Allocation/attribution of aggregate income and data cleaning

As noted in the previous heading, certain components in Gross and Net
Income are not individualized by household members. This is the case of:

1. Gross income from rental of a property [HY040G]. Gross family/child-
related allowances [HYO50G]. Gross social exclusion income [HYO60G].
Gross housing allowances [HYO70G]. Gross regular inter-household
cash transfers received [HYO80G]. Gross interests, dividends, profit
from capital investments [HYO90G]. Gross income received by under 16s
[HY110G]. Repayments/receipts for tax adjustment [HY145N]. Taxes on
wealth [HY120G]. Regular inter-household cash transfer paid [HY130G].
Taxes and social insurance contributions [HY140G]. On the other hand,
there is also a set of components that are individualised. This is the case
of: Taxes and social insurance contributions [PYO10G]. Gross non-cash
employee income (company car) [PYO21G].

2. Gross cash benefits or losses from self-employment [PYO50G]. Gross
income from individual private pensions (not ESSPROS) [PYO80G].



3. Gross unemployment benefits [PYO90G]. Gross old-age benefits
[PY100G]. Gross survivor' benefits [PY110G]. Gross sickness benefits
[PY120G]. Gross disability benefits [PY130G]. Gross education-related
allowances [PY140G].

Since the UBI model we mean to develop is individual, it is essential to
allocate/attribute these aggregate components to the different persons in
the household.? % As will be seen later on, the objective is to establish the
Gross Personal Income — because that is the value that indicates the person's
situation in the distribution of income — and the Net Personal Income —
because that is the reference that determines who benefits or is harmed by
the implementation of a UBI.

It has also been commented in the previous heading that the fact it is
not possible to make the two concepts in the "Taxes and social insurance
contributions [HY140G]" component separately is a problem, since for the
financing model we propose, it is also essential to ascertain the personal
share of income tax, separate from social contributions, and consequently
it will also be necessary to find a way to carry out this disaggregation? and
subsequent attribution.?’

A European universal basic income
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Once the objectives of the allocation/attribution — gross and net personal
income — had been obtained, it was necessary to calibrate the results, that
is, to verify the coincidence of the two personal incomes, attributed to the
household, with the original variables contained in the database of each
household, as shown in Table 3 variables [HYO10] and [HY020].

In the EU as a Table 5 shows this calibration, indicating
whole' there is a the consequences for each state of the allo-
0.12% Shrinkage cation/attribution made.

in the number of ,
In the EU as a whole, there is a 0.12%

persons, which in shrinkage in the number of persons, which
turn represents in turn represents 0.04% of total house-
0.04% of total holds. The cases of Bulgaria, with 0.78% and
households. 0.39%; Romania: 0.64% and 0.23%; Poland:

0.48% and 0.15% and Austria with 0.46%
and 0.39%; and Ireland with 0.14% and 0.37%, in terms of the respective loss
of persons and households. In any case, it is clear that the resulting loss of
information is insignificant,® and that the advantage of establishing individu-
alization of income for the UBI financing model more than compensates for
this loss. For the EU as a whole, the effect of the shrinkage in terms of gross
income is €3,983.09 million — 0.05% — and €3,065.16 million — 0.05% — in
net income, notably minor amounts and irrelevant with regard to the overall
volume.




Table 5: Attribution/distribution of household income

Member Persons deleted Households deleted
state Sample  Population % Sample  Population %
Germany 0 0 0,00% 0 0 0,00%
Austria 60 39.959 0,46% 23 15.714 0,39%
Belgium 12 10.337 0,09% 1 861 0,02%
Bulgaria 153 54.609 0,78% 16 5.322 0,18%
Croatia 20 5¥58] 0,15% 2 575 0,04%
Denmark 0 0 0,00% 0 0 0,00%
Slovakia 49 33.156 0,62% 5 3.526 0,19%
Slovenia 63 1531 0,07% 7 168 0,02%
Spain 0 0 0,00% 0 0 0,00%
Estonia 6 368 0,03% 1 61 0,01%
Finland 0 0 0,00% 0 0 0,00%
France 3 7.613 0,01% 2 5.446 0,02%
Greece 0 0 0,00% 0 0 0,00%
Hungary 14 11.982 0,13% 2 1.609 0,04%
Ireland 1 7.028 0,14% 1 7.000 0,37%
Italy 15 45.957 0,08% 2 6.334 0,02%
Luxembourg 0 0 0,00% 0 0 0,00%
Latvia 816 0,04% 1 136 0,02%
Malta 0 0 0,00% 0 0 0,00%
Netherlands 0 0 0,00% 0 0 0,00%
Poland 95 179.768 0,48% 1 20.377 0,15%
Portugal 0 0 0,00% 0 0 0,00%
Romania 79 124.048 0,64% 12 17.526 0,23%
Sweden 0 0 0,00% 0 0 0,00%
Czechia 0 0 0,00% 0 0,00%
Cyprus 17 1.646 0,19% 176 0,05%
European Union 593 524.570 0,12% 88 84.832 0,04%
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The financial
model for
basic income

The main characteristics of the UBI model we propose are as follows:*

+ The UBI is an individual, unconditional, and universal benefit.?

+ The UBI replaces all other monetary benefits received from the state, as
long as these are of a lesser amount than the UBI; when they are greater,
the portion that exceeds shall continue to be received under the same
conditions.® This generates savings for the state and, as will be seen, is an
important element for financing.

+ The UBI is not subject to income tax.

+ The financing of the UBI is mainly achieved through the reform of income
tax and with the introduction of a tax on wealth and a tax on carbon.
Certain administrative measures and measures for certain groups of UBI

31 There are several previous studies on which this heading is based: ARCARONS (et al.), Un modelo de
financiacién de la Renta Bésica para el conjunto del Reino de Espania: si, se puede y es racional; ARCARONS;
RAVENTOS; TORRENS, La renda basica incondicional: una proposta racional per al segle XXI; ARCARONS;
RAVENTOS; TORRENS, El esclavismo a tiempo parcial y la dignidad; ARCARONS; RAVENTOS; TORRENS, Renta
bésica incondicional. Una propuesta de financiacién racional y justa; ARCARONS; RAVENTOS; TORRENS, Mod-
elos de financiacién para una renta béasica; ARCARONS; RAVENTOS; TORRENS, Feasibility of Financing a Basic
Income. In all the above, these are models applied to Spain as a whole or specific to Catalonia. In the first four,
the information used is administrative, based on income tax returns, and in the last one, the information used is
the Encuesta de Condiciones de Vida (Survey on Living Conditions) of 2019 for the entire Spanish State, with a
very similar structure to that employed in the present study

* The definition of UBI made by the Basic Income Earth Network (BIEN) is very clear: ".. a basic income is an un-
conditional public monetary allocation to the entire population, stable in size and frequency and high enough
to be, in combination with other social services, part of a policy strategy to eliminate material poverty and
enable the social and cultural participation of every individual. We oppose the replacement of social services
or entitlements, if that replacement worsens the situation of relatively disadvantaged, vulnerable, or lower-
income people....". In other words, nothing to do with conditional subsidies such as Spain's Ingreso Minimo
Vital (Minimum Living Wage), for example. The Xarxa Renda Basica, official section of the BIEN, uses this
short definition of the UBI: it is an unconditional public monetary allocation to the entire population." Further
information at www.rendabasica.org.

¥ Specifying the types of components that have been analysed in the previous section to define gross personal
income, these are: "Gross social exclusion income [HY060G]," "Gross housing allowances [HY070G]," "Gross
unemployment benefits [PYO90G]," "Gross old-age benefits [PY100G]," "Gross survivor' benefits [PY110G]"
"Gross sickness benefits [PY120G]," "Gross disability benefits [PY130G]," and "Gross education-related allow-
ances [PY140G]." If we consider A the sum of all these benefits individually perceived and R is the amount of
UBI transferred, then if A< R, A is perceived as UBI and means a saving for the state. On the other hand, if A >
R, the R part of A will be perceived as UBI and will also represent a saving for the state; and at the same time
A-R will continue to be perceived under the same conditions as in the "ex-ante" situation.



beneficiaries also contribute to savings, although to a much lesser extent.

+ The financing of the UBI does not diminish any amount that the states
collect through their income tax, which is meant to be the base tax to
maintain the fundamental pillars of their social investment: health and
education — along the lines of what is stated in the first point.

+ The amounts established for the UBI — also in the same vein as the first
point — must be with regard to the at-risk-of-poverty threshold.

+ The model guarantees that no household below a certain position in the
income distribution ladder will ever have a lower net income than the
"ex-ante" situation.®®

+ The model guarantees that once the UBI is implemented, each household
will obtain a net income "ex-post" that places it below the at-risk-of-
poverty threshold that corresponds to it in accordance with its composi-
tion.*

- It is envisaged that beneficiaries shall be required to reside for at least
three years before receiving the UBI.%

What UBI is received and how is it received?

We have described four scenarios to determine how much is to be trans-
ferred. In the four tables that appear below, corresponding to scenarios 1,
2, 3 and 4, we provide the results of seven types of households — by far the
most representative of the microdata we have used — by which the quanti-
ties detailed are the transfers perceived by the household as a whole and
by each of its individual members. Household type 1A is a single person,
1A+1UC is a single parent with a single underage child, 2A is an adult couple,
2A+1UC is a couple with a single underage child, 2A+2UC is a couple with
two underage children, 3A is a household where three adults live together,
and finally 3A+1UC is a household with three adults and a single underage
child. In the first three cases, the at-risk-of-poverty threshold of the EU in
the 26 states included in the study has been used as a reference, which, as
indicated in Table 1, is €10,846 per annum. However, in scenario 4, the refer-
ence is the severe at-risk-of-poverty threshold, which according to Table 1is
€6,857 per annum.

European universal basic income
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Basic household income, individualized,
applying the at-risk-of-poverty threshold characteristic
of the household.

As mentioned above, of the four scenarios described, we believe this is the
simplest and easiest to explain to anyone interested in the UBI proposal,
although the other three can also be well justified for other reasons that we
will attempt to put forward.

The amount transferred is determined depending on the characteristics of
the household. Consequently, in scenario 1, the at-risk-of-poverty threshold
multiplied by the modified OECD equivalence scale is the amount received
by the household. However, since the transfer must be individual, this amount
is divided by the number of people in the household, which provides the
individual transfer. In addition, in the case of underage children, the transfer
applies to them is assigned to the adults who are considered parents or legal
guardians. Household 3A+1UC represents a special case in this regard, which
is why the transfers to adults are different. In the first two, where they are
considered parents or legal guardians, the transfer of the minor is shared,
while the third adult, receives the transfer proportional to the number of
people in the household.

Scenario 1
Quantitats percebudes 1A 1A+1FM 2A 2A+1FM 2A+2FM 3A 3A+1FM
Liar 10.286,00 13.371,80 15.429,00 18.514,80 21.600,60 20.572,00 23.657,80
Per cada persona de la liar 10.286,00 6.685,90 7.714,50 6.171,60 5.400,15 6.857,33 5.914,45

Per cada persona més grans de 18 anys

N 10.286,00 13.371,80 7.714,50 9.257,40 10.800,30 6.857,33 8.871,68
de la liar

5914,45

A = Adult (more than 18 years old), FM = Child (less than 14 years old)

Individual Basic Income

In scenario 2, the transfer to the household is determined according to the
members. For single-person and single-parent households, the transfer to
adults is 95% of the single-person at-risk-of-poverty threshold. For other
households, it is 75%, and for minors, it is 30%. Once the transfer has been
determined according to the members, the allocation to the household is
obtained, and finally done individually following the same criteria indicated
in the previous footnote. The percentage figures used for the design of the



Universal Basic Income Pilot Plan in Catalonia,*® expected to be launched at
the end of 2023, are 95%, 75% and 30%. We believed these to be meaningful
since they will relate to those of this major pilot, which has been the product
of many discussions among specialists. But once again, it must be said that
these criteria may obviously be changed or revised:

Adults = 95% of the at-risk-of-poverty threshold for single-parent or single-
person households.

Adults = 75% of the at-risk-of-poverty threshold for other households.
Minors = 30% of the at-risk-of-poverty threshold.

Scenario 2

Quantitats percebudes 1A 1A+1FM 2A 2A+1FM 2A+2FM 3A 3A+1FM
Liar 9.771,00 12.856,00 15.428,00 18.513,00 21.598,00 23.142,00 26.227,00
Per cada persona de la liar 977100 642800 771400 617140 539950 771400 655675
for cadapersonamés grans de 18anys 977100 1285600 771400 925650 1079900 771400 983513

6556,75

A = Adult (more than 18 years old), FM = Child (less than 14 years old)

Scenario 3. Individual Basic Income

Scenario 3 features a minor variation on scenario 2, which reduces the calcu-
lation of adults in households that are not single-person or single-parent
households from 75% to 70%. The previous note also serves as a description
of this third possibility:

Adults = 95% of the at-risk-of-poverty threshold for single-parent or single-
person households.

Adults = 70% of the at-risk-of-poverty threshold or other households.
Minors = 30% of the at-risk-of-poverty threshold.

Scenario 3
Quantitats percebudes 1A 1A+1FM 2A 2A+1FM 2A+2FM 3A 3A+1FM
Liar 977100 1285600 1440000 1748500 2057000  21.600,00  24.68500
Per cada persona de la liar 9.771,00 6.428,00 7.200,00 5.828,33 5.142,50 7.200,00 6171,25
sz'l;alf:r persona més grans de 18 anys 977100 1285600 720000 874250 1028500 720000  9.256,88

6.171,25

A = Adult (more than 18 years old), FM = Child (less than 14 years old)
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Scenario 4. Individual Basic Income

Finally, scenario 4 allots each adult the individual at-risk-of-severe-poverty
threshold and each underage child 50% of that. The transfer received by the
household is obtained by adding up the amounts for each individual member,
and is then individualized following the same criteria as described for the
other scenarios:

Adults = at-risk-of-severe-poverty threshold.

Minors = 50% of the severe at-risk-of-poverty threshold.

Scenario 4
Quantitats percebudes 1A 1A+1FM 2A 2A+1FM 2A+2FM 3A 3A+1FM
Liar 685700 1028500 1371400 1714200 2057000  20.571,00  23.999,00
Per cada persona de la liar 685700 514250 685700 571400 514250 685700 599975
::’I:al;’:r persona més grans de 18 anys 685700 1028500  6.857,00 857100 1028500  6.85700 899963

5.999,75

A = Adult (more than 18 years old), FM = Child (less than 14 years old)

It is very important to emphasize that in none of the scenarios described is
there one single person, except obviously in the cases of single-person and
single-parent households with minor children — be it man, woman, head of
family, etc. — who perceives the entire transfer assigned to the household.
This is to be distributed equally among all household members, in compli-
ance with characteristic 1 of the UBI.

Operation of the financing model*

A series of definitions of each of the concepts is useful in order to be able to
describe how the financing model we propose works.

IGross = Gross personal income (result of distribution/assignation)

INet_a = Net personal income ex-ante (result of distribution/assignation)

Transf = Transfers to other households (result of distribution/assignation in HY130G)
SSC = Social security contributions (result of distribution/assignation in HY140G)
ITax_a = Income tax ex-ante (result of distribution/assignation in HY140G)

WT_a = Wealth tax ex-ante (result of distribution/assignation in HY120G)




Following this model, the net personal income ex-ante is calculated based
on the gross personal income, minus transfers to other households, social
contributions, income tax ex-ante and wealth tax ex-ante.

INet_a = |Gross — Transf — SSC — ITax_a -~ WT _a

AIG = Transfer of IG according to scenarios
Saving = Amount saved in benefits that the AlG absorbs. Characteristic 2 of the IG

Benefits ex-ante =
HY060G + HYO70G + PY100G + PY110G + PY120G + PY130G + PY140GO
Savings = minimum (QRB Benefits ex-ante)

ITax_p = income tax ex-post

[Tax p = Rate over/ (INet - Savings)

Income tax rate applicable to personal Gross Income - Savings

Brackets Marginal rates
0 euro to 3,000 euros 25.00%
3,000 euros to 12,000 euros 44.00%
12,000 euros to 25,000 euros 46.00%
25,000 euros to 50,000 euros 48.00%
50,000 euros to 100,000 euros 50.00%
100,000 euros to 200,000 euros 52.00%
200,000 euros to 300,000 euros 56.00%

300,000 euros and on

Deficit ITax_p = Lack of funding to guarantee characteristic 5 of the Bl
Deficit ITax_p = IGross — (QRB + ITax_a) - Saving
INet_p - Personal income net ex-post

INet_p = IGross — (Tranf + CSS) + QRB — (Saving + ITax p)

GainH = Gain in household
LossH = Loss in household
GH = Gaining household
LH = Losing household
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members members

gH = >  INetp- >  Ineta,
i=1 i=1

if gH > 0 - GainH = gH, GH =1, LossH = 0, LH = O
ifgH <0 - LossH = gH, LH =1, GainH =0, GH =0

GainH = Personal gain
LossH = Personal loss
GP = Person gaining
LP = Person losing

gP =INet_p - INet_a
if gP >0 — GainP =qgP, GP =1, LossP = 0, LP = O

ifgP< 0 - LossP = gp, LP =1, GainP = 0, GP = O

Cost of compensation = Cost of compensation loss of households.
LossH - situated below the 80th percentile of the equivalent IGross.

members
if Yy  INet_p <80th percentile and LossH < O
i=1 OCDE
members members
> Inet_p, = > Inet_a, —» cost of compensation = LossH
i=1 i=1

Cost of eliminating poverty = Cost of setting resulting net ex-post Income of all households
above the poverty threshold.

members
gpoverty = > Inet_p,— (at-risk-of-poverty threshold x OECD)
i=1
members
if gpoverty < 0 - > Inet_p, = (at-risk-of-poverty threshold x OECD)
i=1
Cost of eliminating poverty = gpoverty

Unfunded cost = Cost resulting from the deficit generated by ex-post income tax, household
compensation, and the elimination of poverty of households.

Unfunded cost = INet_p + compensation cost + cost of eliminating poverty
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Results

Table 6 shows the results obtained in the four scenarios.

The first part of the table includes a snapshot of the ex-ante situation:
population analysed, levels of income, including their different components,
poverty indicators, situations of exclusion and degree of inequality.

There is no need to dwell on this since it has already been dealt with suffi-
ciently in previous sections, but it is important to emphasize and insist on
certain results.

In 2020, in the midst of the 21st century, with over 190 million households,

the EU continues to have:

+ More than 18% at risk of poverty.

+ Almost 7% at risk of severe poverty.

+ Almost 6% of these households show penury, considered in social statis-
tics as severe material deprivation.

In individual terms, for an analysed population of over 436 million:

- Over 18% of minors and more than 16% of adults are at risk of poverty.

+ Over 6.5% of minors and almost 6% of adults are at risk of severe poverty.

+ Over 8% of the population recorded as available for work state that they
are unemployed, or if they do work, that they are underemployed.

+ Almost 21% — the AROPE Rate — are At Risk Of Poverty and social Exclusion.

As for inequality, Gross Income is quite remarkable — Gini = 0.4236 — but
inequality continues to persist in terms of Net Income — Gini = 0.3756 —
indicating that Taxation on Income and on Wealth — much lower and even
non-existent in some of the states analysed — do not even come near the
expected redistributive effects.*




The above makes it very clear what the introduction of a UBI at European
level is to solve.

Table 6: Results of the simulated scenarios

Details of the population Details of income
Total Eamings from labour (incl. Unemployment benefit) 5.389.310,38
Households (sample) 228.093 Income from economic activities 671.429,68
Households| 190.626.266 Otherincome (incl. grants and subsidies) 615.730,59
Persons (sample) 527.452 Pensions (retirement, survivors, disability)| 1.722.345,86
Under 18 77.487.958 Gross Income| 8.398.816,52
Over 18 358.546.186 Transfers to other households 63.788,67
18 to 59| 320.645.450 Social contributions 845.803,09
Persons| 436.034.143 Incometax| 1.406.112,08
Wealth tax 45.714,30
Ex-ante Net Income| 6.037.398,38

Details of poverty, social exclusion and inequality

Risk of poverty (Households)| 34.956.553 (18,34%)
Risk of severe poverty (Households)| 12.820.755 (6,73%)
Severe material deprivation (Households) 11.100.336 (5,82%)

Risk of poverty (under 18 years old) 14.080.047 (18,17%)

Risk of severe poverty (under 18 years old) 5.094.428 (6,57%)
Risk of poverty (18 years old and over)]  57.501.684 (16,04%)

Risk of severe poverty (18 years old and over)| 20.956.254 (5,84%)
Under- or unemployed (all)] 25.865.626 (8,07%)

Risk of poverty and social exclusion (all) 90.469.417 (20,75%)

Gini Index Gross Income 0,4236
Gini Index Net income ex-ante 0,3756

Suits Index Income Tax ex-post vs. Net Income ex-ante 0,214

Redistributive effect ex-ante 0,0481

All amounts are in million euros.

Scenario 1. Basic income in the individual household (applying the poverty
risk threshold characteristic of the household).

Scenario 2. Basic Income: Adults = 95% / 75% (single-parent, single-
person/Rest), Minors = 30% (% above the single-person
poverty risk threshold).

Scenario 3. Basic Income: Adults = 95% / 70% (single-parent, single-
person/Rest), Minors = 30% (% above the single-person
poverty risk threshold).

Scenario 4. Basic Income: Adults (one-person threshold at risk of severe
poverty), Minors (50% one-person threshold at risk of severe
poverty).
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

Basic Income 323045471 3.262.906,91 3.113.482,63  2.811.533,06
Savings 119377621  1.192.069,93  1.168.722,83  1.041.952,35
Impost s/ Renda expost 318493299 3.185.786,80 3.199.823,30 3.248.779,19
Resulting average tax rate 44,20% 44,21% 44,20% 44,16%
Average required tax mte 47,78% 48,25% 46,42% 43,7%
Deficit()/Surplus(+) Expost income tax to finance the BI 73.086,40
Expost Net Income 6.340.970,26 6.374.274,94 6.244.16126  6.010.026,28
% Winners (Households) 63,22% 62,96% 60,10% 49,65%

9% Losers (Households) 36,78% 37,04% 39,90% 50,35%

% Winners (over 18) 60,68% 61,60% 58,98% 52,77%

% Losers (over 18) 39,32% 38,40% 4,02% 47,23%

Compensation cost (up to the 80th percentile of equivalent Gross Income)

Cost of eliminating poverty -7.952,69 -13.755,20 -15.581,97 -4.974,13

Unfunded cost (Tax deficit vs. Income ex-post + compensation cost + poverty elimination cost)

9% vs. EU GDP (excluding Lithuanfa) 2,71% 3,00% 219% 0,84%
Ginl index Net Income ex-post 0,3000 0,2993 0,2998 0,3088
Sults Index Ex-post Income tax vs. Ex-post Net Income 0,2499 0,2485 0,2452 0,2200
Suits Index Basic Income vs. Ex-post Net Income 0,159 20,1571 20,1606 20,1576
Redistributive effect expost 0,1237 01244 01238 0,148

Now that the data have been detailed, each scenario needs to be analysed
specifically to provide insight into each option.

Scenario 1

.

.

There are no longer any households at risk of poverty.

All households below the 80th percentile of equivalent Gross Income for
each of the states maintain or improve their position compared to the
‘ex-ante" situation.

63.2% of households gain and 36.8% of households lose out.

60.7% of adults gain and 39.3% of adults lose out.

Deficit of €257,857.59 million in "ex-post" collection.

12.4% redistributive effect compared to the 4.8% attained in the "ex-ante"
situation.

The cost of the compensation and elimination of poverty clauses comes to
€120 billion.

The total unfunded cost — "ex-post" collection deficit + compensation +
poverty elimination —amounts to 2.7% of the EU GDP — excluding Lithuania.

Scenario 2

.

There are no longer any households at risk of poverty.

All households below the 80th percentile of equivalent Gross Income for
each of the states maintain or improve their position, compared to the
"ex-ante" situation.

63% of households gain and 37% of households lose out.

52.8% of adults gain and 47.3% of adults lose out.

Deficit of €289,455.98 million in ex-post collection.

12.4% redistributive effect compared to the 4.8% attained in the ex-ante
situation.



+ The cost of the compensation and elimination of poverty clauses in this
case is €127 billion euros.

+ The total unfunded cost — ex-post collection deficit + compensation +
poverty elimination — amounts to almost 3% of the EU GDP — excluding
Lithuania.

Scenario 3

+ There are no longer any households at risk of poverty.

- All households below the 80th percentile of equivalent Gross Income for
each of the states maintain or improve their position, compared to the
‘ex-ante" situation.

+ 60.1% of households gain and 39.9% of households lose out.

+ 59% of adults gain and 41% of adults lose out.

- Deficit of €125,995.2 million in "ex-post" collection.

+ 12.4% redistributive effect compared to the 4.8% attained in the "ex-ante"
situation.

- The cost of the compensation and poverty elimination clauses in this case
is €145 billion.

+ The total unfunded cost — "ex-post" collection deficit + compensation +
poverty elimination — amounts to almost 2% — excluding Lithuania.

Scenario 4

+ There are no longer any households at risk of poverty.*

+ All households below the 80th percentile of equivalent Gross Income for
each of the states maintain or improve their position, compared to the
"ex-ante" situation.

+ 49.7% of households gain and 50.3% of households lose out.

- 61.6% of adults gain and 38.4% of adults lose out.

- Surplus of almost €225 billion in "ex-post” collection.

- 11.4% redistributive effect compared to the 4.8% attained in the "ex-ante"
situation.

- The cost of the compensation and poverty elimination clauses in this case
is €190 billion.

+ In this case, there is a surplus — "ex-post" collection surplus + compensation
+ poverty elimination — which amounts to almost 0.25% of the EU GDP —
excluding Lithuania.
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Some other data of interest are in all four scenarios, the Gini index is
between 0.29 and 0.31.% This indicates that according to the proposed
model, all four show a significantly more equal redistribution of income than
that in the initial situation, which was 0.37.

How to obtain the additional funding required?

The estimates of the four UBI scenarios and their funding through a progres-
sive Income Tax rate result in additional financing needs that are not covered
by the new Income Tax rate, taking into account that the new Income Tax

ex-post must cover the payment of the UBI,
We have added as well as the former collection — ex-ante —
two additional of Personal Income Tax and Wealth Tax (WT).
conditions that In addition, we have added two additional
. th t conditions that increase the cost: a) no
Increase the cost. 1, sehold below the 80th percentile of the
equivalent income distribution in each state
must lose out; and b) no household must be left with a final income below
the at-risk-of-poverty threshold.

The sum of the three costs not funded by the new Income Tax shows the
need for funding beyond Income Tax. Obviously, this need might also have
been covered by a higher personal income tax rate, but that would have
exceeded average rates above 50% and further penalized work and business
activities.

The final requirements shown in Table 6 above range from €116,840 million to
€418,565 million, depending on the scenario, equivalent to between 0.84%
and 3% of the EU-26 GDP.

How to fund these requirements?* First, it is necessary to consider certain
elements detailed in several studies by authors Arcarons, Raventés and
Torrens on savings that arise when a UBI is established.* We consider that
the prison population of each state will not receive the UBI since their basic
needs are already covered by the penitentiary system, besides other consid-




erations in this regard that may be made concerning the penitentiary popula-
tion. Applying each mode of UBI per adult in each state for the total prison
population — 490,337 inmates — according to 2019 EUROSTAT data® gives us
annual savings of between €3,150 million and €4,489 million.

Secondly, and still regarding the aforementioned publications,* we demon-
strate savings of 50% in social protection administration expenses, according
to the European System of integrated Social Protection Statistics (ESSPROS)
sectorialised expenditure statistics, and also according to the 2019 EURO-
STAT data,*” which altogether would provide savings of €59,904 million per
annum.

Discounting these two savings from the requirements calculated initially, the
final amounts to cover are as follows:

Table 7. Financing requirements

Scenario

Items (in million euros) 1 2 3 4
External financing requiremens after income tax ex-post -378.646,90 -418.564,90 -306.433,00 -116.839,90
% GDP 271% -3,00 % 219% 0,84 %
Savings on inmates 4725,60 4.489,30 448930 350,40
Savings on administrative expedenture 59.814,40 59.814,40 59.814,40 59.814,40
Pending funding -314.105,90 -354.261,10 -242.129,30 -53.875,10
% GDP 225% 254% A73% 0,39 %

Source: EUROSTAT, prepared by the authors

And once again, the question arises: how should these final requirements be

covered after these additional savings? As we state at the beginning of this

report, we propose two fiscal sources for funding, in addition to the Income

Tax estimated above:

a) Indirect environmental taxes levied on consumption considered directly or
indirectly polluting.

b)Direct tax on the net financial and non-financial wealth of households,
which would replace the WT as considered by the EU-SILC.

The validity of both sources is fully justified since they tackle two of the
most serious problems of the current socio-economic model in developed
countries, such as the need to tax greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and the
growing concentration of wealth in the wealthiest cohorts of the population,
which other existing direct taxes — Income Tax, property taxes, or inheritance
taxes among the most important — are unable to curb.




Environmental taxation is a Pigouvian tax — it serves to reduce consumption
and favour substitute, environmentally-friendly consumption — while wealth
taxation is a redistributive tax that seeks to capture wealth gains protected
from the rest of the tax system, such as the implicit profits that are only
usually paid when purchase and sale transactions are made and the profits
surface.”®

Table 8 - Environmental taxes and receipts

ReceiptsE, P, Emissions t COper Receipts

Member State RS, T (million (milliontCO2  jnhabitant euro/t CO,
euros) equivalent)

Germany 61.119,00 702,6 8,52 86,99
Austria 9.058,30 72,36 8,25 125,18
Belgium 12.627,60 104,41 9,03 120,94
Bulgaria 1.839,10 43,31 62 42,46
Croatia 1.921,60 19,12 4,62 100,51
Denmark 10.221,30 3112 5,39 328,46
Slovakia 2.246,00 3599 6,6 62,4
Slovenia 1.614,80 15,37 7,38 105,1
Spain 22.018,00 259,31 5,58 84,91
Estonia 889,6 18,5 14,19 48,08
Finland 6.730,00 4341 7,81 155,02
France 56.327,00 314,74 4,81 178,97
Greece 7.086,00 65,57 5,89 108,07
Hungary 3.307,90 53,18 5,51 62,2
Ireland 5.027,50 36,55 7,54 137,56
Italy 58.304,00 331,56 56 175,85
Luxembourg 1.094,40 9,74 16,31 112,36
Latvia 899,7 8,38 4,38 107,37
Malta 3457 1,04 2,4 331,23
Netherlands 27.570,00 156,41 913 176,26
Poland 13.545,50 317,65 8,35 42,64
Portugal 5.418,10 48,47 473 11,78
Romania 4.731,70 78,63 4,04 60,18
Sweden 9.779,30 44,75 4,45 218,54
Czechia 4.594,90 105,69 9,94 43,47
Cyprus 583,7 7.4 6,19 78,74
EU-26 328.900,60 2.925,30 6,6 112,43

Source: EUROSTAT, EDGAR-JRC, prepared by the authors




What is the tax base on which to apply these two taxes? For environmental
taxes, we will simplify it in terms of GHG emissions - estimated in CO, equiv-
alent tonnes.*

With the environmental tax data from each country, we have calculated the
annual receipts from environmental taxes for CO, emissions, and we esti-
mate that these would be between €42 and €331 per tonne of CO, emitted.
For example, we see in Table 8 that Denmark is the state that pays the most.
For wealth taxes, we have carried out a similar exercise. In this case, the tax
base is the estimate of the assets of the wealthiest 2% of the population, i.e.
the 98th percentile.®® We have established two systems to calculate the
possible tax base for wealth. In the first model with capital tax data for each
country, we have calculated how much they pay in these types of taxes —
discounting environmental taxes — as seen in Table 9.
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Table 9 - Receipts on wealth and implicit taxation

Receipts on Total Net % Implicit

Member State wealth Ks- Wealth (in  taxation on
(E,'P,/RS'T) (in million euros) wealth

million euros)

Germany 43.802,0 11.515.518,9 0,38%
Austria 3.916,1 1.360.144,2 0,29%
Belgium 19.044,2 2.110.71,7 0,90%
Bulgaria 4487 143.921,8 0,31%
Croatia 636,6 129.614,9 0,49%
Denmark 8.939,0 1.181.407,7 0,76%
Slovakia 698,2 236.366,2 0,30%
Slovenia 490,9 119.865,0 0,41%
Spain 38.155,0 6.500.243,9 0,59%
Estonia 121,4 76.019,3 0,16%
Finland 3.748,0 658.064,2 0,57%
France 85.846,0 12.364.408,9 0,69%
Greece 6.814,0 476.334,2 1,43%
Hungary 21521 514.063,6 0,42%
Ireland 4.190,2 825.159,9 0,51%
Italy 71.380,0 8.830.889,7 0,81%
Luxembourg 45,0 109.039,9 0,04%
Latvia 319,0 91.2281 0,35%
Malta 194,8 31.113,8 0,63%
Netherlands 13.412,0 3.466.960,2 0,39%
Poland 9.327,3 854.920,3 1,09%
Portugal 5.240,2 1.077.007,9 0,49%
Romania 1.701,9 588.981,8 0,29%
Sweden 5.475,3 1.698.281,2 0,32%
Czechia 1.333,8 539.570,1 0,25%
Cyprus 280,0 61.588,2 0,45%
EU-26 327.711,5 55.561.425,5 0,59%

Source: EUROSTAT, EDGAR-JRC, prepared by the authors

The second method of calculation estimates the tax base as the excess
asset accrual of the wealthiest 2% of the population — the 98th percentile —
during the period 2010-2019 against the amount in 2010, using data from the
WID. That is, the amount that would have to be deducted from the wealth
of the 98th percentile so that their share of wealth over total households in
each country — p98 / pOp100 — is at most the same in 2019 as that which
they had in 2010. The results are to be found in Table 10.



Table 10 - Results on the 98th percentile of wealth

" Wea.lth p98 % p98 on Wea'lth p98 % p98 on Variation of
lember State 2010 (in million total 2010 2019 (in million total p98 quota
euros) euros) 2019 2010-2019
Germany 2.976.337,8  347%  4.090.530,4  355% 0,86%
Austria 355.037,8 32,3% 495.162,9 36,4% 4,09%
Belgium 469.452,9 26,0% 507.488,4 24,0% -1,90%
Bulgaria 42.365,7 30,4% 47.148,2 32,8% 2,38%
Croatia 28.969,2 29.7% 38.384,8 29,6% -0,10%
Denmark 233.074,0 26,4% 315.141,6 26,7% 0,23%
Slovakia 35.727,0 18,8% 57.574,6 24,4% 5,59%
Slovenia 22.010,6 18,4% 36.593,0 30,5% 12,16%
Spain 143.4451 25,9% 168.044,7 25,5% -0,39%
Estonia 18.624,6 39,4% 31.865,4 41,9% 2,53%
Finland 3.334.270,2 31,9% 4.110.755,4 33,3% 1,40%
France 116.185,1 21,7% 150.249,7 31,5% 9,84%
Greece 1.992.051,7 30,2%  2.075.522,6  31,9% 1,78%
Hungary 131.346,2 33,2% 216.820,5 42,2% 8,96%
Ireland 231.4831 34,5% 273.756,7 33,2% -1,33%
Italy 2.866.972,1 29,5%  2.620.507,1  29,7% 0,22%
Luxembourg 17.050,7 34,8% 38.382,3 35,2% 0,42%
Latvia 21.757,3 36,6% 32.7321 35,9% -0,70%
Malta 4.507,3 20,3% 9.173;3 29,5% 9,20%
Netherlands 595.298,3 23,7% 778.870,9 22,5% -1,26%
Poland 180.606,2 32,5% 321.968,0 37,7% 517%
Portugal 306.730,1 31,4% 361.098,2 33,5% 2,13%
Romania 131.057,6 31,8% 185.315,4 31,5% -0,34%
Sweden 370.320,4 35,1% 570.403,6 33,6% -1,49%
Czechia 128.000,3 30,6% 178.367,2 33,1% 2,45%
Cyprus 15.637,5 27,7% 25.746,7 41,8% 14,14%
EU-26 14.768.318,7  30,7%  17.737.6035  31,9% 1,19%

Source: WID, prepared by the authors

What is the potential revenue on the estimated taxable bases? For environ-
mental taxation, taking into account that GHG emissions are very directly
related to the consumption of fossil fuels subject to world prices, we propose
that there be a convergence of tax rates in charged per tonne of CO, emitted
towards the values already existing among the EU-26 states. According to
our estimates, Malta has the highest, closely followed by the Netherlands.
A second calculation would be to use a lower target value, estimated as the
simple average between the maximum value and the EU-26 average. In this
way, states with initial tax values above this estimated value would not pay
any additional tax, as shown in Table 11.

In summary, by converging the environmental taxation per tonne of CO,
emitted to maximum values or in the highest band of the EU-26 countries,
we would potentially collect between €323 billion and €640 billion, with
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Table 11 - Potential receipts of environmental taxes

Recoipts £, . Emissions . ey petemial diffrenee i potentil
Member State P/r:milrf'" ("“(':l'o‘:" t th:z’t::t' eu':;:'ztgz maximum  receipts (in between EU-26 % GDP receipts and EU-26 % GDP
Tros)  equivalent) value million  maximum and average (in million
collected euros) average euros)
Germany 61.119,0 702,60 852 86,99 24424 1716063 1348 4,94% 94745 273%
Austria 9.058,3 7236 825 125,18 20606 149109 96,7 3,75% 69943 176%
Belgium 126276 104,41 9,03 120,94 21030 219582 100,9 459% 105352 2,20%
Bulgaria 18391 433 620 42,46 28877 125080 1794 20,32% 77694 12,62%
Croatia 19216 1912 462 100,51 23073 4413 13 7.94% 23197 47%
Denmark 102213 3112 539 328,46 277 86,2 00 0,03% 00 0,00%
Slovakia 22460 3599 6,60 62,41 2882 96735 159,4 1029% 57367 610%
Slovenia 16148 15,37 7,38 105,10 226,14 34747 16,7 7.18% 17937 371%
Spain 220180 259,31 558 8491 24632 638745 1369 513% 35,5058 2,85%
Estonia 889,6 18,50 1419 48,08 28316 52393 1738 18,89% 32150 1159%
Finland 67300 a8 781 155,02 17622 76505 668 319% 2900,9 1,21%
France 563270 31474 481 178,97 15227 47.9243 029 197% 13.492,1 0,55%
Greece 7.086,0 65,57 589 108,07 2306 146325 138 7,98% 7.4593 407%
Hungary 33079 5318 551 62,20 269,04 14.308,0 1596 9,79% 8.489,8 581%
Ireland 50275 36,55 754 137,56 19368 70784 843 198% 30801 0,86%
Italy 583040 33156 5,60 175,85 15539 515210 46,0 287% 15.247.9 0,85%
Luxembourg | 10944 9,74 16,31 1236 21888 21318 1095 3,40% 1.066,3 1,70%
Latvia 89,7 838 438 107,37 2386 18758 1145 612% 9591 313%
Malta 3457 1,04 241 331,23 0,00 00 00 0,00% 00 0,00%
Netherlands | 275700 156,41 913 176,26 15497 242400 456 2,98% 71281 0,88%
Poland 135455 317,65 835 42,64 28859 916726 1792 17,18% 56.921,0 10,67%
Portugal 54181 4847 473 1,78 2946 106375 10,1 4,96% 53346 2,49%
Romania 47317 7863 4,04 60,18 706 213137 1617 9,55% 12714 570%
Sweden 97793 44,75 4,45 218,54 1270 50430 33 1,06% 1475 0,03%
Czechia 45949 105,69 9,94 4347 28776 304144 1784 13,48% 18.8515 8,36%
Cyprus 583,7 741 619 7874 25250 18718 1431 813% 10608 4,61%
Total EU-26 |328.900,6 2.9253 6,64 112,43 640.058,4 4,58% 323.461,6 2,32%

Maximurm value 331,23
Median between max. value & EU-26 av. 221,83

Source: WID, prepared by the authors

impacts of up to 20% of GDP, and between 2% and 5% for the biggest states.
Even the lower figure would cover almost all of the financing requirements
of the UBI not covered by the Income Tax reform and the additional savings
—Table 7.

To calculate the potential collection of the wealth tax, we will use the two
tax bases that we have calculated previously.

First, using implicit taxation on capital, we can carry out an exercise similar to
environmental taxation. We propose convergence of total-wealth tax rates
towards the highest value already existing among the EU-26. According to
our estimates, Greece has the highest, with 1.43% of total net wealth. The
second calculation would be to use a lower target value, estimated as the
simple average between the highest value and the EU-26 average. Thus,
states with initial tax values greater than this estimated value — 1.01% —
would not pay any additional tax. Table 12 shows the potential receipts.

We therefore obtain potential receipts of between €236 & €467 billion euros,
the lower figure could fund scenarios 3 and 4 alone, and the higher, all four.



Table 12 - Potential wealth tax receipts

Maximum Median Median potential
Receipts from potential difference  receipts between
wealthKS-  Total Net % Implicit  Difference  receipts (in between  maximum and EU-
(EP/RST) (i Wealth (in  taxationon  regarding million maximum and 26 average (in
Member State | million euros) million euros)  wealth  maximumvalue  euros)  %GDP EU-26average million euros) % GDP GDP
Germany 438020 15155189 038% 1,05% 1209284  348% 0,63% 725235 126% 34732600
Austria 39161 1360.144,2 0,29% 114% 155409 391% 072% 9.8236 099% 3975185
Belgium 19.044,2 2110717 090% 053% n1497  2,33% 0/11% 22774 3,98% 4782389
Bulgaria 4487 1439218 031% 112% 16101 262% 0,70% 10052 073% 61558,0
Croatia 6366 129.6149 049% 094% 12176 219% 0,52% 6727 115% 555714
Denmark 8939,0 11814077 0,76% 067% 79611 257% 0,25% 29952 2,89% 309.526,4
Slovakia 698,2 2363662 030% 114% 26831 285% 071% 16895 074% 94.048,0
Slovenia 490,9 119.865,0 041% 1,02% 12238 253% 0,60% 7199 1.01% 483967
Spain 381550 65002439 059% 084% 548315  441% 042% 27.508,1 307% 12443750
Estonia 4 76.019,3 0,16% 1,27% 966,1 348% 0,85% 6465 0,44% 277323
Finland 37480 658.064,2 057% 086% 56657  236% 0,44% 28995 156% 239.858,0
France 858460 123644089 069% 0,74% 910279 373% 032% 39.0547 352%  2437.6350
Greece 68140 4763342 143% 0,00% 00 0,00% 0,00% 00 372% 183.250,4
Hungary 21521 514.063,6 042% 101% 52016 356% 0,59% 30408 147% 146132
Ireland 41902 8251599 051% 092% 76138 213% 0,50% 41453 117% 356.704,6
Italy 71.380,0 8.830.889,7 081% 0,62% 549466  306% 0,20% 17.826,4 397% 17966338
Latvia 319,0 912281 035% 1,08% 9860  322% 0,66% 6025 1,04% 30647,2
Luxembourg 45,0 109.039.9 0,04% 1,39% 15148 242% 097% 10565 0,07% 627042
Malta 1948 31138 063% 080% 2503 1,78% 0,38% 19,5 1,39% 14.047,1
Netherlands 13.412,0 34669602 039% 1,04% 361832 445% 0,62% 21.610,0 1,65% 813.055,0
Poland 93273 8549203 1,09% 034% 29024 054% 0,00% 00 175% 5335999
Portugal 52402 10770079 049% 094% 101665 474% 0,52% 56393 2,44% 2143746
Romania 17019 588.9818 0,29% 114% 67235 301% 072% 42478 076% 2231625
Sweden 54753 16982812 032% 111% 188188  395% 0,69% 11.680,2 115% 476.869,5
Czechia 13338 539.570,1 025% 118% 63848 283% 076% 4167 0,59% 2256135
Cyprus 280,0 615882 0,45% 098% 6010 2,61% 0,56% 3421 1,22% 23,0099
TOTALEU-26 | 327.7115 55.561.425,5 0,59% 467.099,2 3,34% 236.243,1 2,35% 13.967.503,6

Maximum value 1,43%

Simple mean of maximum value and EU-26 average  1,01%

Source: EUROSTAT, WID, prepared by the authors

The second method is to eliminate the increase in the quota of the wealthiest
2% — p98 — of the total net wealth during the period 2010-2019 and maintain
it at its initial value, or at what it was already - if it was lower. Two additional
variants might be to estimate a tax on the wealthiest 2% at the lowest value
of all states, or that it be the simple average between the minimum value and
the mean of the EU-26.

In the first calculation, we assume that the increase of the quota to be elimi-
nated has been carried out equally during the nine years in the period 2010-
2019, and we thus estimate the total growth to be eliminated and divide it
by nine. It would be necessary to establish a tax of €990 billion — €110 billion
annually during the period so that the share of wealth in the hands of the
richest 2% does not grow. It should be noted that this is not a transfer of
wealth from the 2% to the assets of the rest, but towards financing the UBI
— that is, the wealth of the poorest 98% does not grow. The average tax on
the assets of the wealthiest 2% in total would be 0.62%, with a maximum of
14.1% in Cyprus — a tax haven — as shown in Table 13.
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Table 13 - Potential receipts from 98th percentile of wealth (Variant 1)

Maintain tax on 98th

percentile quota v. total

Difference  Variation 2010 only if 98th
Net wealth 98th % 98th  Netwealth 98th % 98th  98th percentile  98th percentile 2019 > Annual tax Tax on 98th
percentile 2010 percentile v. percentile 2019 percentilev. 20102019  percentile  98th percentile 2010 (million  percentile

Member State | (million euros)  total 2010 (million euros)  total 2019 (million euros) ~ 2010-2019 (million euros) euros) 2019

Germany 2.976.337,8 34,66% 4.090.530,4 3552%  1.114.192,6 0,86% 151.378,7 16.819,9 0,41%
Austria 355.037,8 32,32% 495.162,9 36,41% 140.125,0 4,09% 82.157,4 9.128,6 1,84%
Belgium 469.452,9 25,95% 507.488,4 24,04% 38.035,5 41,90% 0,0 0,0 0,00%
Bulgaria 42.365,7 30,38% 47.148,2 32,76% 47825 2,38% 4.918,1 5465 116%

Croatia 28.969,2 29.71% 38.384,8 29,61% 9.415,7 0,10% 0,0 0,0 0,00%
Denmark 233.074,0 26,44% 315.141,6 26,68% 82.067,6 0,23% 37325 414,7 0,13%
Slovakia 35.727,0 18,76% 57.574,6 24,36% 21.847,6 5,59% 16.277,6 1.808,6 3,14%
Slovenia 22,0106 18,37% 36.593,0 30,53% 14.582,4 12,16% 17.850,7 1.983,4 5,42%
Spain 1.992.051,7 30,15% 2.075.522,6 31,93% 83.470,9 1,78% 165.833,5 18.425,9 0,89%
Estonia 18.624,6 39,39% 31.865,4 41,92% 13.240,8 2,53% 3174,6 352,7 1,11%

Finland 143.445,1 25,92% 168.044,7 25,54% 24.599,6 0,39% 00 0,0 0,00%
France 3.334.270,2 31,85% 4110.755,4 33,25% 776.485,2 1,40% 253.887,6 28.209,7 0,69%
Greece 116.185,1 2,71% 150.249,7 31,54% 34.064,5 9,84% 59.840,6 6.649,0 4,43%
Hungary 131.346,2 33,21% 216.820,5 42,18% 85.474,3 8,96% 68.994,5 7.666,1 3,54%
Ireland 231.483,1 34,51% 273.756,7 33,18% 42.273,6 -1,33% 0,0 0,0 0,00%
Italy 2.866.972,1 29,45% 2.620.507,1 29,67%  -246.464,9 0,22% 28.098,3 3.122,0 0,12%
Latvia 21.757,3 36,58% 32.732,1 35,88% 10.974,8 0,70% 0,0 0,0 0,00%
Luxembourg 17.050,7 34,78% 38.382,3 35,20% 213316 0,42% 704,2 78,2 0,20%
Malta 4.507,3 20,29% 91733 29,48% 4.666,0 9,20% 3.589,2 398,8 4,35%
Netherlands 595.298,3 23,73% 778.870,9 31,92% 183.572,6 4,26% 0,0 0,0 0,00%
Poland 180.606,2 32,49% 321.968,0 37,66% 141.361,8 517% 65.427,4 7.269,7 2,26%
Portugal 306.730,1 31,39% 361.098,2 33,53% 54.368,1 213% 33.499,9 3722,2 1,03%
Romania 131.057,6 31,81% 185.315,4 31,46% 54.257,8 0,34% 0,0 0,0 0,00%
Sweden 370.320,4 35,08% 570.403,6 33,59% 200.083,2 4,49% 0,0 0,0 0,00%
Czechia 128.000,3 30,61% 178.367,2 33,06% 50.366,9 2,45% 19.021,0 2.13,4 1,18%

Cyprus 15.637,5 27,67% 25.746,7 41,80% 10.109,1 14,14% 12.038,0 1.337,6 5,20%
Total EU-26 14.768.318,7  30,73% 17.737.6035  31,92% 2969.284,8 1,19% 990.423,8 110.047,1 0,62%

Source: WID, prepared by the authors

The two additional variants give us similar results, between €98 billion and
€172 billion, assuming the states converge over the nine years, but with a
spread impact, with a maximum tax of 2.05% in Hungary, as shown in Table 14.

With these potential receipts, we can define several proposals for combina-
tions of environmental and capital taxation to cover the financing require-
ments of the UBI.



Table 14 - Potential receipts on 98th percentile wealth (Variant 2)

Annual Average Average
Minimum  potential difference minimum Annual Taxon
Netwealth 98t %98th  Difference  potential  over 9 years Taxon98th  between potential  potential over  98th
percentile 2019 percentile of  minimum receipts (million  percentile minimum & EU- receipts & EU-26 9 years (million ~percentile
Member State (million euros) total value  (million euros) euros) 2019 26 average average euros) 2019
Germany 40905304 3552% 8% 4825245 536138 131% 7.70% 3148423 349825 086%
Austria 4951629 36,41% 12,7% 627838 69760 1,41% 8,56% 424857 47206 095%
Belgium 507.488,4 24,04% 03% 16124 1792 0,04% 0,00% 00 00 0,00%
Bulgaria 471482 32,76% 9.0% 42593 4733 1,00% 493% 23266 2585 055%
Croatia 383848 29,61% 59% 22604 2512 0,65% 1,79% 6869 763 020%
Denmark 351416 26,68% 29% 92946 10327 033% 0,00% 00 00 0,00%
Slovakia 57.574,6 2436% 0,6% 3641 405 0,07% 0,00% 00 00 0,00%
Slovenia 365930 30,53% 6,8% 24893 2766 076% 2,70% 989,3 1099 030%
Spain 20755226 3193% 82% 170.279,2 18.919.9 091% 410% 851977 9.466,4 0,46%
Estonia 318654 41,92% 18,2% 57969 6441 2,02% 14,09% 44906 499,0 157%
Finland 168.044,7 25,54% 18% 30424 3380 0,20% 0,00% 00 00 0,00%
France 41107554 33,25% 9.5% 391.3817 43.486,9 106% 542% 2228705 247634 0,60%
Greece 1502497 31,54% 7,8% 17452 13050 0,87% 372% 5.586,1 6207 041%
Hungary 2168205 4218% 18,5% 40.007,7 44453 2,05% 14,35% 311197 34577 159%
Ireland 2737567 33,18% 9,5% 258712 28746 1,05% 535% 146492 16277 059%
Italy 2620507,1 29,67% 5.9% 155.882,7 173203 0,66% 1,85% 48.460,8 53845 021%
Latvia 327321 35,88% 122% 39781 4420 1,35% 8,05% 26363 2929 0,89%
Luxembourg 38.3823 35,20% 5% 4.4042 489,4 127% 7,38% 28308 3145 082%
Malta 91733 29,48% 5,8% 5281 58,7 0,64% 1,66% 1521 169 018%
Netherlands 7788709 23,73% 0,0% 0,0 0,0 0,00% 0,00% 00 00 0,00%
Poland 321.968,0 37,66% 139% 448657 49851 155% 9,84% 31667,3 35186 1,09%
Portugal 361.098,2 33,53% 9,8% 353954 39328 109% 5,70% 20593,0 22881 0,63%
Romania 185.315,4 31,46% 7.7% 143396 15933 0,86% 3,64% 67430 7492 0,40%
Sweden 570.403,6 3359% 9.9% 56.249,5 62499 110% 576% 328671 36519 0,64%
Czechia 178.367,2 33,06% 9,3% 16.644,4 1849,4 1,04% 523% 9.3326 1037,0 0,58%
Cyprus 257467 41,80% 18,1% 46547 5172 2,01% 13,98% 3599,3 399,9 1,55%
Total EU-26 17.737.603,5 31,92% 1.068.1305 118.681,2 0,67% 569.284,4 63.253,8 0,36%

Minimum value 23,73%
Median of min. value & EU-26 avg. 27,83%

Source: WID, prepared by the authors

As an example, we make two proposals, one with a lesser weight of envi-
ronmental taxes — 3% of the total requirements — and another with greater
weight — 50% — with the rest of taxation on capital; and a third with capital
taxation that eliminates the growth in the share of the wealthiest 2% in
the period 2010-2019, and the rest covered by environmental taxation. It
should be kept in mind, as we said earlier, that environmental taxes are less
progressive — in general they affect everyone — than taxation on capital of
the wealthiest 2%. For example, according to data from the Bank of Spain's
financial survey of the families, 76% of households in the richest 2% are also
among the 20% with the highest income. Table 15 summarizes the results of
this section and the three proposals indicated.

European universal basic income



Table 15 - Summary of resulting potential receipts

Item (million euros) Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
External financing requirements after ex-post income tax -378.646,9 -418.564,9 -306.4330 -116.839,9
% GDP -2,71% -3,00% -2,19% -0,84%
savings on prison inmates 4.725,6 44893 44893 3.150,4
Savings on administrative expenditure 59.814,4 59.814,4 59.814,4 59.814,4
Pending funding -314.106,9 -354.261,1 -242129,3 -53.875,1
% GDP -2,25% -2,54% -1.73% -0,39%
on total wealth -0,57% -0,64% -0,44% -0,10%
on 98th percentile -177% -2,00% -1.37% -0,30%
Potential revenue capacity

environmental taxes in country with highest rates 640.058,4 640.058,4 640.058,4 640.058,4
median environmental taxes between highest and average 3234616 3234616 3234616 3234616
highest non-environmental capital taxes v. GDP 467.099,2 467.099,2 467.099,2 467.099,2
median non-environmental capital taxes between highest and avg. v. GDP 2362431 2362431 2362431 236.2431
capital taxes to maintain wealth quota for 98th percentile at 2010 value 110.047,1 110.047,1 110.047,1 110.047,1
capital taxes to set 98th percentile quota at lowest countries rates 172.295,0 172.295,0 172.295,0 172.2950
capital taxes to set 98th percentile quota at median between minimum & avg. 98.236,3 98.236,3 98.236,3 98.236,3
Proposal 1

35% environmental taxes 109.937,4 123.991,4 84.7452 18.856,3
65% capital taxes 204.169,5 230.269,7 157.384,0 35.018,8
environmental taxes % GDP 0,79% 0,89% 0,61% 0,14%
% environmental taxes v. potential (median of highest and average) 33,99% 38,33% 26,20% 5,83%
% capital taxes on 98th percentile 1,15% 1,30% 0,89% 0,20%
% capital taxes v. potential (median of highest and average) 86,42% 97,47% 66,62% 14,82%
Proposal 2

50% environmental taxes 157.053,5 177130,6 121.064,6 26.937,6
50% capital taxes 157.053,5 177130,6 121.064,6 26.937,6
environmental taxes % GDP 1.12% 1.27% 0,87% 0,19%
% environmental taxes v. potential (median of highest and average) 48,55% 54,76% 37,43% 8,33%
% capital taxes on 98th percentile 0,89% 1,00% 0,68% 0,15%
% capital taxes v. potential (median of highest and average) 66,48% 74,98% 51,25% 11,40%
Proposal 3

capital taxes to maintain quota 98th percentile at 2010 value 110.047,1 110.047,1 110.047,1 53.875,1
other environmental taxes 204.059,9 2442140 132.082,2 0,0
environmental % GDP 1,46% 1,75% 0,95% 0,00%
% environmental taxes v. potential (median of highest and average) 34,02% 34,02% 34,02% 16,66%
% capital taxes on 98th percentile 0,62% 0,62% 0,62% 0,30%
% capital taxes v. potential (median of highest and average) 86,38% 103,37% 55,91% 0,00%

GDP 13.967.503,6
Total Wealth 55.561.425,5
98th Percentile 17.737.603,5

Source: EUROSTAT, WID, prepared by the authors

Finally, what would the transfer be from wealthy to poor in all four scenarios?
We are not able to make an exact estimate of the total losers and winners,
since we would need wealth microdata similar to that of the EU-SILC
sample, but we can estimate the total net cost the losers will pay in terms of
percentage of GDP. See Table 16.



Table 16 - Transfers between wealthy and poor in the four scenarios

Item (in million euros) Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
GDP EU-26 13967.503,6 139675036 13.967.5036 13.967.5036
Income Taxex-ante 14061121 14061121 14061121 14061121
Wealth Taxesex-ante 45.714,3 457143 45.714,3 45.714,3
Income Taxex-post 3.184.933,0 3.185.786,8 3.199.823,3 3.248.779,2
Extra Income Tax paid eliminating IR (IT ex-post- IT/IR ex-ante) | 1733106,6 1733.960,4 1747.996,9  1796.952,8
Increase v. GDP 12,41% 12,41% 12,51% 12,87%
Losses in Income Tax reform 441.616,0 435.440,8 474.608,3 565.835,8
Losses through Income Tax reform v. GDP 316% 312% 3,40% 4,05%
Total losses (IT- p i dditional savings) v. GDP 541% 5,65% 513% 4,44%

Source: EUROSTAT, WID, prepared by the authors
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Conclusions

The research we now conclude means to show how a UBI, i.e. an uncondi-

tional monetary allocation to the entire EU population, can be financed from

three taxes: on income, wealth and CO,. We mean to show whether it is

possible to finance a UBI with the following characteristics:

a) Individual, unconditional and universal.

b)Replaces all other monetary benefits received from the state, as long as
this amount is less than the UBI; when it is higher, the part that exceeds it
will continue to be perceived under the same conditions.

c) Not subject to income tax.

d)An amount that must be in relation to the at-risk-of-poverty threshold.

e)No household below the wealthiest 20% loses regarding the situation prior
to the reform we propose, nor should any household be considered poor.

The funding of the UBI that we propose in this research is fundamentally
achieved with a reform of income tax and with the introduction of a wealth tax
and acarbon tax, orin general terms, an environmental tax. Likewise, the funding
of the UBI does not deduct any amount from what the EU states currently
collect through their income tax, which is meant to be the base tax to main-
tain the fundamental pillars of their social investment: health and education.

Although the main objective of the research was the funding through the
three above-mentioned taxes, we also mean to briefly explain our conception
of justice — republican — and our conception of taxes. According to repub-
lican freedom, no one can be free if their material existence is not ensured.
In other words, the poor are not and cannot be free. Hence, the norma-
tive justification according to which a UBI allows the entire population to
escape poverty is an essential condition for freedom. We have considered
four different scenarios, with different amounts, in order to show how it is
possible to fund a UBI of the characteristics that we have mentioned. And
we also mean to make our conviction explicit: that taxes — and how they are



distributed among the different parts of the population, the wealthiest and
the rest, that is the majority — are a product not of technique but of policy.
The technical aspects of tax can be and are becoming increasingly sophisti-
cated, but that does not tell us whether the very rich should pay 90% of their
fortunes or 1%. Or nothing at all, as in the Autonomous Community of Madrid
and others who want to follow it, all governed by the right-wing applauded
by employers, and of course, the great fortunes. Opting for one option or
another is not a technical issue, it is a political one.

The research has been carried out on the basis of new data, and we are not
aware of any other previous studies that have specified how to fund a UBI in
the EU from these three taxes on income, wealth and carbon. For this reason,
we believe that this is completely original research. Obviously, based on the
same data available, other taxes might have been proposed other than the
three taxes, or on how to apply them, both in the estimation of the tax base
and in the possible rates. What has been chosen is as debatable as any
other option, for what we might call very moderate tax rates with moderate
effects, justified either by the convergence between levies at a European
level, or cutting the growing accumulation of wealth by the wealthiest. We
assume that some will consider them to be high rates. On the other hand,
others will be of the contrary opinion, that they are meagre. Other options
are possible, and we do not rule out offering others later on while continuing
this research. It may likewise extend to other international levels, all the
while moving towards a global UBI to end the great inequalities that jeop-
ardise the freedom of the great majority who are not rich.
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Maurits Coppieters
(Sint-Niklaas, 1920 — Deinze, 2005)

The Fleming Maurits Coppieters studied history
and later became a Doctor of Laws and obtained
a Master's degree in East European studies. During
the Second World War, he refused to work for the
German occupier. After many years as a teacher, he
worked as a lawyer for a while. He was one of the
people who re-established the Vlaamse Volksbewe-
ging (Flemish People's Movement), of which he was
the President from 1957-1963.

Coppieters' political career began when he became a member of the Flemish
nationalist party Volksunie (VU), which was formed in 1954. With the excep-
tion of two years, Coppieters was a town councillor between 1964 and 1983.
He was also elected as a member of the Belgian Chamber (1965-1971) and
Senate (1971-1979). At the same time, Coppieters became President of the
newly formed 'Cultuurraad voor de Nederlandstalige Cultuurgemeenschap'
(Cultural Council for the Dutch-speaking Community), from which the
Flemish Parliament emerged, when the VU formed part of the government.
In 1979, Coppieters was elected during the first direct elections for the
European Parliament.

As a regionalist, he became a member of the Group for Technical Coordina-
tion and Defence of Independent Groupings and Members in the European
Parliament (TCDI). Among other things, he made a name for himself when
he championed the cause of the Corsicans. In the meantime, Coppieters
also played a pioneering role in the formation of the European Free Alliance,
of which he became the Honorary President and continued to play a role
in its expansion, even after he said farewell to active politics in 1981. In
1996, Coppieters joined forces with the President of the Flemish Parliament,
Norbert De Batselier, to promote 'Het Sienjaal, a project with a view to
achieve political revival beyond the party boundaries. Coppieters died on
November 11, 2005.

Among other things, Coppieters was the author of: 'Het jaar van de Klaproos!,
'k was een Europees Parlementslid’; 'De Schone en het Beest. He was an
honorary member of the EFA.



Members of the Coppieters Foundation

ADEO - Associacion pel Desvelopament de I'Escrich Occitan
Occitania (Occitania), adeo-oc.eu

Alkartasuna Fundazioa — Portuetxe 23, 1°, 20018 Donostia / San Sebastian
Euskadi (Basque Country), alkartasunafundazioa.com

Avrritti — Bd de Montera 5, 20200 Bastia Corsica, p-n-c.eu

Ezkerraberri Fundazioa — Aduanaren txokoa 16-18, 31001 Irufiea

Euskadi (Basque Country), ezkerraberri.org

Fundacién Galiza Sempre — Av. Rodriguez de Viguri 16, Baixo 15702
Galiza (Galicia), galizasempre.org

Fundacié Emili Darder — Isidoro Antillon 9, Palma de Mallorca

lles Baleares (Balearic Islands), fundacioemilidarder.cat
Fundacié Josep Irla — Calabria 166, 08015 Barcelona Catalunya (Catalonia), irla.cat
Fundacié Nexe — Pais Valencia (Valencian Country), fundacionexe.org

Home of Macedonian Culture — Stefanou Dragoumi 11, PO Box 51,
53100 Florina Macedonia, Greece

Le Peuple Breton — Rue Pinot Duclos 9, 22000 Saint-Brieuc Breizh (Brittany)
peuplebreton.net

Welsh Nationalism Foundation — Department of Humanities, University of Wales,
Caerdydd (UWIC), Western avenue, Caerdydd, CF5 2SG, Cymru (Wales)

welshnationalismfoundation.eu

Associated members
Hungarian National Council of Transylvania — Erdély (Transylvania) — emnt.org
Enbata, Bayonne (Basque Country) — enbata.info
Kurdish Institute of Brussels, Belgium — kurdishinstitute.be
CIEMEN - Catalunya (Catalonia) — ciemen.cat Catalonia
Istituto Camillo Bellieni — Sardigna (Sardinia) — istituto-bellieni.it

Free State of Rijeka Association — Rijeka
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2022

2022

2021

2021

2020
2020

2020
2020

2019

2018

2018
2017

2017

2017

2016
2015
2015
2014

2013

2012
2012

Paradiplomacy in Europe
The cases of Galicia, Aland, Flanders and Greenland by Daniel Gonzélez Palau,
Serafin Pazos-Vidal, Marola Padin Novas and Temara Espifieira

Movements for self-determination in Europe
An analytical cartography by Marc Sanjaume-Calvet, Jordi Mas Elias and
Ivan Serrano Balaguer

Post-covid Europe Lessons from the pandemic and ideas for a more resilient
and fair Europe - Essays by Serafin Pazos-Vidal, Andreia Silva, Sandrina Antunes,
Martin Unfried and Igor Calzada

Facing the New Far Right in Southern Europe Analysing the Rise of the
Extreme Right After the Financial Crisis Essays by Oscar Barbera (coord),
Manuela Caiani, Tiago Carvalho, Camille Kelbel, Maria Elisabetta Lanzone,
Riccardo Marchi, Marco Lisi, Anna Lépez, Marc Borras, Astrid Barrio, Juan
Rodriguez Teruel, Beatriz Gallardo Padls and Idoia Arreaza

Women in the Executive Branch by Silvia Claveria

The New Audiovisual Paradigm and Non-Hegemonic Languages Reflections
around future challenges by Josu Amezaga Albizu, Carlos Ares, Jon Artatxo
Aurtenetxe, Enric Marin i Otto, Jaume Ripoll Vaquer and Laura Santamaria

Flexicurity as a Labour Policy A Comparative analysis by Professor Montse Solé

Transforming Tourism Regional perspectives on a global phenomenon,
by Marina Abad Galtzakorta, Aurkene Alzua-Sorzabal, Pedro Bravo, Igor Calzada,
Rebecca Finkel, Inaki Irazabalbeitia Fernandez, Majella Sweeney and Julie Wilson

Minority women in politics by Dr Justine Séran, Charlotte Andrews, Juweria
Ali, Migmar Dhakyel, Roseanna McPhee, Irene Gémez Santos, Mona Silavi and
Virginia Wangare Greiner

The Future of Sustainable Energy by Elsje Catharina de Groote, Symke Aleyt
Nieboer, Samantha Gan Kristensen, Catherina De Zilva

Stateless nations and media landscapes

The phenomenon of second home buying in the European Union's
peripheral regions by Arriti and Le Peuple Breton

Size, Efficiency and Equality Successful cases in the global economy
by Xavier Cuadras-Morat6, Modest Guinjoan and Miquel Puig

Feminism on the Peripheries of Europe An Inclusive and Intersectional Youth
Approach

The Emergence of a Democratic Right to Self-determination in Europe
Democracy and European Emerging Values The Right to Decide
A Quality Democracy for a New State by Dr. Jaume Lépez

Paradiplomacy by Adam Grydehgj, Linda Fabiani, Jordi Solé i Ferrando,
Lorena Lopez de Lacalle Aristi and Maria Ackrén

An Alternative Economic Governance for the European Union by Xavier
Vence, Alberto Turnes, Alba Nogueira With the collaboration by ICEDE members
Oscar Rodil, Brais Yafiez and Jorge Ferndndez

The Future of Europe An Integrated Youth Approach

The Ascent of Autonomous Nations 2nd edition The institutional
advantages of being an EU member state by Matthew Bumford.
In a joint effort with the Welsh Nationalism Foundation



2012

201

2010

2009

2008

Variations autour du concept d'empreinte culturelle Définition du concept
et metodes de Mesure by Elna Roig Madorran et Jordi Balta Potolés

Approaches to a Cultural Footprint Proposal for the concept and ways
to measure it by Elna Roig Madorran and Jordi Balta Potolés

The Internal Enlargement of the European Union 3rd edition Analysis

of the legal and political consequences in the event of secession or
dissolution of a Member State by Jordi Matas, Alfonso Gonzalez, Jordi Jaria
and Laura Roman. In a joint effort with Fundacié Josep Irla

Electoral Contestability and the Representation of Regionalist and
Nationalist Parties in Europe by Simon Toubeau

A Different Kind of Kinetics Establishing a network of heritage and
research institutions for the (historical) study of national and regional
movements in Europe by Luc Boeva
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2023 |1

20221

2019 | 2
2019 | 1
2018 | 2
2018 | 1
2017 |1

2016 | 4

2016 | 3

2016 | 2

2016 |1

2015 | 3

2015 | 2

2015 | 1
2014 |1

2013 ] 2

2013 |1

20123

2012 | 2

2012 |1

20113

20112

Party digitalisation in Europe How EFA parties are coping with the
digital transformation, by Oscar Barbera and Adria Mompd

Monopolies and oligopolies in 21st century Europe European market
competition in an increasingly digitalized economy. Addressing the
threat of large corporations to competition and prosperity.

by Josep-Maria Arauzo-Carod

Diversity and Media by Pilar Kaltzada

Women's refugee experience by Anne Esser

Digesting Brexit in Northern Ireland by Dr Anthony Soares

For a European Agency for Multilingualism by Bernat Joan i Mari

The Situation of Refugee Women in Europe, the Spanish State and
Catalonia Diagnosis and gaps for improvement, by Helena Castella

Minorities and Cultural and Linguistic Minorities in Europe.
Coordinated by Inaki Irazabalbeitia

'Yes Scotland' vs 'Better Together': How did it all happen?
by Carlos Neira Cortizas and Sandrina Ferreira Antunes

Europe: A Dream & A Project by Bernat Joan i Mari

The Economic Strategy of Stateless Nations in the Framework of
the European Cohesion by Nuria Fernandez Conejero, Rocio Cortés
Fuentes and Luis H. Rodriguez Ruiz

Language, Identity & Power. What Future for Minority Languages
in Europe? Conference organized by Jill Evans, Herbert Dorfmann and
Csaba Ségor MEPs

Cross-border Cooperation and Cultural Communities in Europe
by Jordi Balta Portolés

Which Federalism for Europe? by Antonello Nasone and Attilio Pinna

The Fiscal Balance of Stateless Nations with the EU
by Jaume Garau and Félix Pablo

Internationalism vs Globalism by Isidor Mari, Santiago Castella
Surribas and Josep Bargallé. In a joint effort with Fundacié Josep Irla

Law and Legitimacy: The Denial of the Catalan Voice by Huw Evans.
In a joint effort with the Welsh Nationalism Foundation

Making Ideas Spread New Media, Social Networks, Political
Communication, advocacy and campaigns, by Jorge Luis Salzedo
Maldonado

The Size of States and Economic Performance in the European
Union by Albert Castellanos i Maduell, Elisenda Paluzie | Hernandez and
Daniel Tirado i Fabregat. In a joint effort with Fundacié Josep Irla

2014-2020 Un autre cadre financier pluriannuel pour une nouvelle
Europe - Pour une Europe des peuples
by Roccu Garoby. In a joint effort with Arritti

From Nations to Member States
by Lieven Tack, Alan Sandry and Alfonso Gonzélez

Diversité linguistique: Un défi pour I'Europe



20111

2010 | 1

Tourism and Identity by Marien André. In a joint effort
with Fundaci6 Josep Irla

Language Diversity: A Challenge for Europe
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foundation
Coppieters Foundation Coppieters Foundation promotes policy research
BRUSSELS | yloyk] | 2 at the European and international level, focusing

primarily on management of cultural and linguistic
diversity, multi-level governance, political and economic governance of sub-central governments,
decentralization, state and constitutional reform, self-determination, conflict resolution, human
rights and peace promotion. Coppieters Foundation is a European Political Foundation, founded
and recognized by the European Parliament since 2007.



