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Executive Summary 
  
 
Universal Basic Income (UBI) has gained popularity across the world in recent 
decades as a possible solution to problems arising from changing labour 
relationships, technological automation, and increasing economic inequality. 
Proponents maintain that by providing a secure income guarantee, individuals could 
retain economic security in such a rapidly changing environment (Young and 
Mulvale, 2009; Guarino, 2018). Nevertheless, considerations of UBI within academic 
literature and public discourse have been predominantly centred on the economics, 
ethics, politics and merits of such a policy, while relatively less has considered issues 
of practical implementation. That is, UBI advocates have largely failed to recognize 
that such a policy carries a number of implementation challenges that differ from 
existing social assistance programmes. Additionally, the efficacy of a UBI programme 
is threatened if facets of implementation are not taken into account. Thus, the aim of 
this report is to build on preceding research and policy recommendations developed 
by the Buchanan Institute with regards to “making the case” of a UBI in the context 
of the United Kingdom. In doing so, it attempts to shift this discussion - from 
“making the case” to questions of practical implementation. Our paper will achieve 
this through highlighting potential hurdles related to the possible implementation of 
UBI and recommending the best practices of dealing with such challenges, in a UK 
context. This report applies Jurgen De Wispelaere and Lindsay Stirton’s (2012) 
framework for the practical bottlenecks of UBI implementation to examinations of 
historical and contemporary UBI case studies - The Manitoba Basic Annual 
Income Experiment (Mincome), Finland’s Basic Income Experiment, and 
The Permanent Fund (Dividend) of Alaska. This paper provides an 
examination of each programme, listed above, from an implementation perspective. 
We specifically focus on overcoming the challenges established within the guiding 
framework and subsequently identify specific facets of each programme’s structure 
that should (or should not be) applied when attempting to implement a future UBI. 
This focus is based entirely on the utility in overcoming such hurdles. 
 
Above all, this report recommends that a potential programme of UBI in the context 
of the United Kingdom must: 
 

1. Recognize and establish a list of all eligible claimants within the 
population that discerns between those not entitled.  

 
2. Design a universal system of payment disbursement.  

 
3. Establish robust mechanisms of oversight that refrain from 

invasive individual monitoring.  
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Introduction 
 
 
i. What is a UBI? 
In recent years, an extensive collection of literature has considered a “beautifully, 
disarmingly simple” idea to provide all members of a political community with a 
monetary grant, irrespective of one’s participation in the labour market and without 
a means test (Van Parijs 1992, 2004).  A Universal Basic Income (UBI) - often 
referred to as a Basic Income, Citizen’s Income or Guaranteed Income - entails that 
citizens of any given country, regardless of employment or economic status, are 
attributed the same weekly cash transfers from their respective governments. It is 
divergent from guaranteed income schemes that exist across Europe in the sense that 
it is delivered on an individual (rather than household) level, notwithstanding other 
sources of income, and without work performance requirements or the acceptance of 
employment if offered (Van Parijs, 1992, p.3).  
 
Karl Widerquist, Yannick Vanderborght, Jose A. Noguera, and Jurgen De Wispelaere 
(2013), along with Malcolm Torry (2013), articulate the following definitional 
characteristics of a UBI: it is universal in the sense that it is delivered to each 
citizen (or resident) and unconditional, meaning that individual recipients do not 
have to carry out any obligations or duties in return for their benefit. A UBI is not, 
however, to imply an association with purported basic needs (Van Parijs, 1992, p.3). 
While universal and unconditional, a UBI is not a maximum, but rather a basic 
income - it is not reduced if one earns more, therefore rewarding work (Ross-Tatam, 
2016, p.5). Nevertheless, it bears certain similarities with state-provided pension 
programmes across advanced economies, particularly the United Kingdom’s Single-
Tier Pension scheme (Torry, 2013, p.14).  
 
ii. Why UBI? 
UBI schemes have attained considerable advocation throughout the past three 
decades. However, it is by no means a new concept. Rather, UBI is rooted in a 
relatively lengthy history and has been advocated across ideological lines. American 
political theorist Thomas Paine (1795) argued in favour of a citizens’ dividend - a 
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lump sum of monies administered to adult citizens. In Solution du problème social 
ou constitution humanitaire, Belgian socialist thinker Joseph Charlier (1848) 
advocated for the disbursement of an unconditional payment (referred to as a 
‘dividende teritorial’) to be defined annually by a representative council. UBI 
schemes were supported by Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. (1967) and James Boggs 
(1968). Across the 1970’s, Feminist interests and organizations considered an 
“income separate from labour as a way to weaken the prominence of the male 
breadwinner model”. Neoliberal economist Milton Friedman also advocated for the 
Negative Income Tax (NIT) - a form of UBI. Friedman suggested that such a scheme 
raises income levels “without negatively affecting the price system and market 
mechanisms and that it would reduce the paternalistic and intrusive state 
bureaucracy required to decide who merits assistance” (BIEN, 2019; Bidadanure, 
2019, p.482). Throughout the past five years, the idea of a UBI as an entrenched 
policy proposal has developed considerable support within the public sphere, 
Westminster policy circles, and UK politics in general. Think tanks across the 
political spectrum have also published proposals for the implementation of a UBI in 
the United Kingdom. Until recently, a programme of UBI was largely on the fringes 
of UK politics. Whilst included in the Liberal Democrats’ policy manifestos of the 
early 1990’s, the most recent commitment to its implementation came from the 
Green Party and Scottish National Party (Ross-Tatam, 2016, p.6). 
 
Proponents of UBI and its implementation, including those in the context of the 
United Kingdom, largely maintain that such a programme is a solution to problems 
arising from labour market insecurity, technological automation, and increasing 
economic inequality (Young and Mulvale, 2009; Guarino, 2018). In both developing 
and advanced welfare states, advocates suggest that a UBI can serve as either a 
possible alternative or addition to contemporary welfare state structures. That is, the 
implementation of a UBI has positive implications for both unemployment and 
income security, along with directly combating poverty and social exclusion (Van 
Parijs 1992, 2004; Murray, 2008; Offe, 2008). Our community at the Buchanan 
Institute has a history of recognizing the positive effects, both from an economic and 
social perspective, that UBI produces. In A Secure to Build Our Lives: Making the 
Case for a Universal Basic Income (UBI), a team of researchers at the Buchanan 
Institute analyzed the idea of a UBI and subsequently provided a comprehensive 
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outline of its merits. Above all, the report argues that a UBI is a pragmatic solution to 
the aforementioned challenges we face - not only by providing a secure financial 
foundation for every member of our political country, but also by promoting 
creativity and entrepreneurship, education and retraining, providing a sense of 
security within an ever-changing labour market, and reducing the extent of 
hospitalizations, all while minimizing state bureaucracy and direct intervention into 
the lives of individuals. The researchers recommended that a UBI be applied in the 
United Kingdom - specifically that the UK Government commission a pilot 
experiment within a medium-sized UK city or town and that the Work and Pensions 
Committee investigate its proposed framework for a UBI (Ross-Tatam, 2016). 
 
iii. From “Making the Case” to Questions of Implementation 
As is foundational within A Secure Foundation to Build Our Lives: Making the Case 
for a Universal Basic Income (UBI), analyses of UBI within academic literature and 
public discourse have been predominantly centred on the economics, ethics, politics 
and overall merits of such a policy. In comparison, relatively less work has 
considered issues of practical implementation. The rationale underpinning the 
neglect of implementation issues can be ascribed to the fact that the role and 
structure of public administration is often conceptualized as “a controlling 
bureaucracy” (Standing, 2002). Along with, the notion that a UBI is 
“administratively efficient because it does not suffer from the many deficiencies 
found in selective social assistance programmes” (De Wispelaere and Stirton, 2013, 
p.104). More importantly, advocates of UBI have largely failed to recognize that such 
a policy will carry an array of implementation challenges that differ in comparison to 
existing social assistance programmes in the United Kingdom. Nevertheless, the 
efficacy of a UBI programme is threatened if facets of implementation are not taken 
into account. Relatedly, successful application is dependent on an implementation 
process that recognizes challenges within and across local settings and the 
administrative balance between oversight and privacy.  
 
The following report seeks to build on preceding research and policy 
recommendations developed by the Buchanan Institute concerning the 
implementation of a UBI in the United Kingdom. Above all, we attempt to shift the 
discussion of UBI, from “making the case” to questions of practical implementation. 
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We wish to contribute to this dynamic debate, by highlighting the potential hurdles 
related to the possible implementation of a UBI in the United Kingdom and 
recommending best practices of dealing with such challenges. The recommendations 
are largely formulated on the basis of Jurgen De Wispelaere and Lindsay Stirton’s 
(2012) framework for the practical bottlenecks of UBI implementation. Applying this 
framework to a collection of historical and contemporary UBI case study 
examinations, the following report provides an analysis of each programme from an 
implementation perspective, specifically in overcoming the challenges established 
within the guiding framework and subsequently identifies facets of each programme 
that should (or should not be) applied when instituting a UBI in the United 
Kingdom. Overall, it is recommended that a (potential) programme of UBI - one that 
provides a secure foundation on which everyone can build their lives - must: 
 

1. Recognize and establish a list of all eligible claimants within the 
population that discerns between those not entitled.  

 
2. Design a universal system of payment disbursement.  

 
3. Establish robust mechanisms of oversight that refrain from 

invasive individual monitoring.  
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Methodology 

 
This report was conducted in two key stages, each of which shaped the overall 
methodology and directed the development of our overall proposals. First, our team 
researched the existing literature, both academic, along with reports developed by 
think tank organizations concerned with UBI policies. In doing so, we examined UBI 
literature across a variety of academic disciplines, each of which providing different 
perspectives related to UBI. During this initial stage, a trend became apparent - 
specifically that of normative arguments and related rationale (both in support and 
opposition) of a UBI. Comparatively less literature was found to examine questions 
and potential dilemmas surrounding UBI implementation. Nevertheless, we 
recognized Jurgen De Wispelaere and Lindsay Stirton’s (2012) framework for the 
practical bottlenecks of UBI implementation as the seminal and perhaps singular 
body of work that outlines implementation challenges attached to UBI programmes. 
We utilized these “bottlenecks” as our guiding framework in identifying 
implementation hurdles and recommending best practices in overcoming them. 
Broadly, the implementation hurdles included in this framework are related to 
claimant eligibility, payment disbursement, and mechanisms of oversight. Having 
established this framework, we analyzed three case studies of historical and 
contemporary UBI programmes in developed economies - The Manitoba Basic 
Income Experiment (Mincome), Finland’s Basic Income Experiment, and The 
Permanent Fund (Dividend) of Alaska. Each case study was examined based on their 
background and overall implementation structure. Chiefly, we analyzed each UBI 
programme with respect to overcoming the challenges established in the overarching 
framework. As this framework guides our overall recommendations, we identified 
specific facets of each programme’s implementation strategy/structure that should 
(or should not be) applied when attempting to implement a UBI in the United 
Kingdom, specifically on the basis of their utility in overcoming the implementation 
hurdles. 
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Discussion 
 
 
 
i. Background 
There currently exists a wide array of proposals for implementing a UBI. In terms of 
the United Kingdom, a variety of practical proposals of a UBI (that are both revenue-
neutral or approximately revenue neutral) have been developed by UK think tanks, 
including the Royal Society for the encouragement for the Arts, Manufacturing and 
Commerce (RSA), Compass, and the Citizens Income Trust (CIT) (Ross-Tatam, 2016, 
pp.25-26). However, beyond proposals and propositions, diverse collections of 
governments across the world (national, sub-national, and local) have implemented 
UBI programmes, both historically and contemporarily. Examples of entrenched 
basic income programmes include Iran’s Subsidy Reform Plan, Macau’s Wealth 
Partaking Scheme, and The Alaska Permanent Fund. An even greater number of UBI 
pilot projects have been established globally. Such projects include Finland’s Basic 
Income Experiment, Manitoba’s Basic Annual Income Experiment, Namibia’s Basic 
Income Grant Project, Ontario’s Basic Income Pilot Project, as well as two basic 
income pilots in India (Delhi and eight small rural villages in Madhya Pradesh). The 
Scottish government also announced in 2017 that it would provide support to local 
authorities in examining a Citizen’s Basic Income Scheme, forming a fund of 
£250,000 across two years. In this regard, four local authorities - City of Edinburgh 
Council, Fife Council, Glasgow City Council, and North Ayrshire Council - aim to 
work collaboratively in researching the overall feasibility of a UBI in Scotland, 
particularly if and the extent to which it reduces poverty (Basic Income Scotland, 
2019). 
 
A number of UBI case studies exist. We wanted to highlight the potential hurdles to 
its implementation in the UK and Scotland, specifically. To do so, we have analysed a 
number of historical and current UBI programmes in countries with economic, 
political and social structures most similar to the UK. Therefore, we selected The 
Manitoba Basic Income Experiment (Mincome), Finland’s Basic Income Experiment, 
and The Permanent Fund (Dividend) of Alaska. While each programme spans across 
different countries and periods of time, investigating their implementation 
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mechanisms and features (specifically that of eligibility, disbursement, and 
monitoring set out in the overarching framework), perceived associations with the 
success/failure of the programme(s), and the overall lessons learned provides a great 
deal of support in informing our recommendations of implementation best practices 
for a future UK programme. Through analyzing case studies in this way, we have 
constructed data that can be easily compared and contrasted – something that is 
unique to the existing UBI literature – and allows for recommendations to be 
developed more precisely.  
 
ii. The Manitoba Basic Income Experiment (Mincome) 
 
Historical Development 
Owing to concerns of increasing rates of poverty across North America during the 
1960’s, a wave of interest in social experimentation emerged to assess negative 
income taxation in mitigating and/or eradicating such expansions. Most notably in 
this regard was the Manitoba Income Experiment (Mincome) between 1975 and 1978 
(Simpson, Mason, and Godwin, 2017, pp.85-86). The 1971 report by the Special 
Senate Committee on Poverty recommended the implementation of a guaranteed 
annual income “on a uniform, national basis, financed and administered by the 
Government of Canada”. Simultaneously, Quebec’s Castonguay-Nepveu Commission 
also recommended a guaranteed income scheme (Hum and Simpson, 1993, p.443). 
Receptive to these directives, the Manitoba government, in partnership with the 
Federal government, established an agreement for a guaranteed annual income 
experiment in June 1974 - classified as Mincome (Simpson, Mason, and Godwin, 
2017, p.86). Mincome consisted of two aims: (1) to ‘‘evaluate the economic and social 
consequences of an alternative social welfare system based on the concept of a 
negative income” as well as ‘‘examine the labour supply responses of households and 
individuals to a guaranteed annual income’’ and (2) to consider “the administrative 
and logistical challenges involved in implementing such a system across the 
population” (Simpson, Mason, and Godwin, 2017, p.86). 
 
Eligibility 
 

•  Various low-income households within three Manitoba “sites” (Winnipeg, 
Dauphin, and dispersed rural areas) were allotted (at random) to receive one 
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of three guaranteed income plans ($3,800, $4,800 and $5,800 with 
corresponding tax back-rates of 35, 50, and 75 percent respectively) or no 
treatment whatsoever - forming control and comparison groups (Hum and 
Simpson, 2001, p.445-446). In terms of the Dauphin site, all citizens were 
eligible for the monthly payment and did not include a randomized allocation 
(Simpson, Mason, and Godwin, 2017, p.87).  

 
•  The sample took into consideration family structure and size along with the 

normal income earned. Families earning more than $13,000 (for a double-
headed family of four individuals) were excluded from the sample (p.446). 

 
•  Levels of support were dependent on family structure and size. Therefore, 

supports levels were altered for differing family dynamics, nevertheless 
increasing annually (p.446). 

 
Disbursement 
 

•  Support payments were allocated on a monthly basis. Such payments were 
administered by a dedicated payment agency, Mincome Manitoba. Payment 
offices were located in Winnipeg (for the two relatively dispersed sample 
groups) as well as Dauphin (for the relatively concentrated sample) (Simpson, 
Mason and Godwin, 2017, p.89). Payments were distributed by mail to 
households via cheque (Calnitsky, 2016, p.32) 

 
•  In addition to sources of revenue from work and pensions, recipients were 

placed on the Mincome “payroll” and received a monthly payment that 
coincided with their guarantee category. Individuals receiving other sources of 
social assistance did not face reductions in benefit levels/coverage and their 
qualification for such benefits did not change if they decided to drop out of the 
experiment (p.89). 

 
Monitoring 
 

•  Monthly payments were provided to recipients only after completing an 
Income Reporting Form (IRF). Researchers conducted follow-up interviews, 
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classified as periodic surveys every three months. These interviews examined 
recipients’ interactions within the labour market, as well as an array of socio-
economic indicators for individuals within the household (members 15 years 
of age or older) (p.87).  

 
•  In contrast to general welfare, Mincome was arguably “less visible, was more 

automatic, and involved less individual discretion”. That is, Mincome did not 
involve constant communication with staff who held “considerable 
discretionary power, conducted searching investigations of recipients’ 
resources, or make unexpected home visits” (p.32).  

 
iii. Finland’s Basic Income Experiment 
 
Historical development 
Finland’s Basic Income Experiment was established in January 2017 and progressed 
for roughly two years, concluding in December 2018. The experiment was initially 
outlined in 2015, after the election of a centre-right coalition government. Its 
implementation process, however, experienced considerable political challenges.  
Most notably, the ministries responsible for the experiment were directed by 
different political parties, causing the experiment to be a rather tense affair (De 
Wispelaere, Halmetoja, and Pulkka, 2018).  Nevertheless, the experiment contained 
a sample size of 2000 (unemployed) participants between the ages of 25 and 58. It 
specifically included those receiving basic unemployment benefits or labour market 
subsidies but ineligible for earnings-based benefits. Participants were given an 
unconditional monthly payment of €560 collected alongside other forms of social 
assistance, irrespective of potential changes in employment status during the 
experiment. This treatment group was compared to a control group of 173,222 
unemployed people who were not allotted the monthly payments (Santens, 2019).  
 
Eligibility 
 

• The focus on unemployed individuals meant that the universal aspect of basic 
income was omitted in lieu of what essentially amounted to a slight increase of 
tax-exempt benefits (Santens, 2019). 
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• Members of the treatment group were spread across Finland rather than 
being localized in one particular area. Therefore, evidence was not collected 
on the potential boost to local economies (Santens, 2019). 

 
Disbursement 
 

• As the experiment was centred on Finland’s existing social assistance system, 
this system was used for the disbursement of the basic income. That is, no 
specific means of disbursement were created for this experiment and 
disbursement of payments (De Wispelaere, et al., 2018). Predominantly, 
however, participants received a monthly cheque for the sum of the UBI 
(Henley, 2019). 

 
Monitoring 
 

• Before the experiment, Finland maintained comprehensive registers on 
benefit claims, income, and tax liabilities. This existing information was 
supplemented by a survey targeting both the treatment and control groups. 
The survey was conducted by Kela - the Finnish Social Insurance Institution 
tasked with the evaluation of the UBI experiment (De Wispelaere, Halmetoja, 
and Pulkka, 2019). 

 
• Comparatively, levels of monitoring were relatively less “intrusive” than 

Finland's other social services programs - whereby if one is unemployed long-
term, they are required to participate in job-seeking programs and face 
sanctions if they do not. No such sanctions existed within the experiment. 
Participants were also not required to report their income to the 
unemployment office (Hiilamo, 2019).  

  
• Approximately 80% of those receiving payments (somewhat or strongly) 

contended that the basic income programme was less bureaucratic than 
existing social security systems (Ministry of Social Affairs and Health, 2019). 
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iv. The Permanent Fund (Dividend) of Alaska 
 
Historical Development 
The State of Alaska is characterized by a vast richness in natural resources, with oil 
production in the Arctic region being the primary driver of the economy since 
statehood was granted in 1959 (Goldsmith, 2010, p.1). Oil inflows into the State’s 
treasury allowed the government to eliminate most local taxes and, as a way to “save 
a share of the public revenues generated from a non-sustainable resource” for future 
generations, the Alaska Permanent Fund (APF) was created in 1976 (p.4). In 
conjunction with this, The Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend (PFD) was established 
in 1982 as a way to provide citizens with a share of the growing fund and has 
distributed an annual dividend to residents ever since (Alaska Permanent Fund 
Corporation, 2020). The Alaska Permanent Fund Corporation (APFC) was 
established alongside the PFD as a state-owned corporation and is tasked with 
managing the APF’s investment strategy. The amount of the annual dividend is 
dependent on the performance of the APF and is calculated by using the average 
income from the previous five years to ensure a stable distribution of the dividend 
across the years. Furthermore, the dividend is considered to be a federal taxable 
income, which residents are expected to report, failing to do so may result in a 
negligence penalty or sanctions on an individual (Goldsmith, 2010; State of Alaska, 
2020). Since the first distribution in 1982, the lowest dividend payment was $331.29 
in 1984 and the highest has been $2,069 in 2008 (Erickson and Groh, 2012, p.46). 
Additionally, the total payout from the fund from 1982 to 2012 has surpassed $18.38 
billion (p.43). 
 
Eligibility 
 

• The Alaskan PFD is universally available to all residents regardless of age, 
providing that they provide information indicating that they have resided in 
the state for over a year, intend to remain a resident, and have not claimed 
residency in another state (Goldsmith, 2002). In practice, nearly 95% of the 
population meet the eligibility criteria (Goldsmith, 2010, p.6).  

 



	

Buchanan Institute | 15 

• Right to payment is determined through a self-organized application process. 
Applicants complete a form in order to prove residency and declare any 
absences from the state which amount to more than 90 days. While it is 
possible to complete the application process via mail-in, in 2018 the online 
application proved most popular as 83.23% of applicants completed the 
process via this option (Government of Alaska, 2018, p.3). 

 
• Applications are sent to a PFD division within Alaska’s Department of 

Revenue. Assessments are initially carried out electronically, however, if the 
system flags a potential issue with the application, it is further assessed by a 
Division Eligibility Technician who scrutinizes the application against the 
residence criteria (Government of Alaska, 2018, p.10).  

 
• The system has a comprehensive procedure to address special circumstances 

and potential loopholes in the eligibility guidelines. As an example, there are 
exemptions for certain groups who can justify extended absences from the 
state. These include those in full-time higher education, U.S. armed forces 
personnel, individuals caring for a close relative with a terminal illness, along 
with individuals seeking medical treatment as recommended by a physician 
(Erikson & Groh, 2012, p.45). 

 
Disbursement 
 

• Payment disbursement is done either electronically (direct debit) or via 
cheques mailed to residents’ address. These methods are most cost-effective 
and least invasive for the recipient (Government of Alaska, 2018, p.17). This 
payment system has been uniform throughout the years and the timeline is 
largely familiar to residents.  

 

• Children's dividends are disbursed to their parents or guardians (Goldsmith, 
2010, p20). Alternatively, there exists an option for minors to have better 
control of their dividend - directing the payment into a University of Alaska 
College savings plan. However, access is delayed until the child reaches 
adulthood.  
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Monitoring 
 

• The PFD’s administration is carried out by a specific sub-division within 
Alaska’s Department of Revenue. It is also responsible for assessment and 
complaints management. In 2009 the administrative cost of the PFD, 
measured by the cost paid per dividend, was estimated to be $12 (Erickson & 
Groh, 2012, p.46). This bureaucracy is essential in ensuring the efficient 
management of the PFD distribution as all information is centralised and 
issues can be directly monitored. 

 
• The PFD division has a comprehensive audit system to monitor successful 

applications against the required criteria to minimize fraudulent activity and 
ensure applications are assessed uniformly. Each year a random sample of 
applications are assessed to ensure there are no inconsistencies in the process 
(Government of Alaska, 2018, p.11) 

 
• The PFD division comprehensively monitors the administration of the 

dividend, and as the usage and effects are not intensively researched, 
monitoring is not intrusive. There is an appeal process for denied applicants if 
there are errors or inconsistencies within their application (Government of 
Alaska, 2018, p.13). 
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Recommendations 
 
 
The design structures of the aforementioned UBI programmes each provide different 
evidence in terms of overcoming the challenges of implementation - those 
specifically having to do with programme eligibility, disbursement, and monitoring. 
While the case studies are centred in divergent (though not entirely distinct) social, 
political, and economic contexts and temporal periods, and with varying levels of 
success (some of which being inherently experimental in nature), each provide 
certain lessons and some degree of replicability in terms of a United Kingdom UBI 
programme. Therefore, we recommend that a potential programme of UBI in the 
context of the United Kingdom must:  
 

1. Recognize and establish a list of all eligible claimants within the 
population that discerns between those not entitled.  

 
The overall policy aims and directives of the UK government for (and 
when) implementing a potential UBI programme would, nevertheless, 
dictate the most appropriate approach to constructing the 
corresponding collection of claimants. That is to say, it is entirely up to 
the relevant policymakers to determine those entitled to the 
programme. With regards to the examined case studies, we maintain 
that a list of claimants might be formed on the basis of two broad 
approaches. In casting a wider net, a list of all eligible claimants within 
the population could be based on residency. Similar to Alaska’s 
Permanent Fund (Dividend), this would entail that the payments be 
universally available to all residents - providing that they supply 
information indicating that they have resided in the United Kingdom 
for a certain period, intend to remain a resident, and have not claimed 
residency elsewhere. In casting a relatively more narrow net, this 
cadaster could be based on citizenship. In this regard, payments would 
be available only to citizens of the United Kingdom, rather than 
residents in general - on the condition that they provide evidence-
proving citizenship. In keeping with the premise of providing a secure 
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foundation on which everyone can build their lives, we recommend 
casting a wider net in terms of the eligibility requirement, 
akin to Alaska’s Permanent Fund (Dividend) - one based on 
residency rather than citizenship. This is because certain 
individuals who reside within the political community for even a 
significant length of time might face barriers to outright citizenship (i.e. 
high application fees, language requirements, restrictions on “low 
earners” such as stay-at-home parents/carers, part-time workers, and 
those who are self-employed). While based on residency, individuals 
residing in Alaska who are homeless face systemic barriers to the 
dividend, as the eligibility requires proof of physical address. We 
maintain that homeless individuals (including those without a physical 
address more broadly) be eligible for a potential UBI programme in the 
United Kingdom. In doing so, we recommend establishing 
specific resident criteria for homeless individuals or those 
without a physical address in order to be included within the 
list of eligible claimants. If policy aims call for a targeted approach 
towards a particular subset of the population, such as those facing 
disabilities or long-term unemployment, we suggest that emulating 
Finland’s Basic Income Experiment, which made use of robust 
databases drawn from existing social security programmes, would be an 
efficient approach. 
 

 
2. Design a universal system of payment disbursement. 

 
Each of the aforementioned UBI programmes highlighted a variety of 
methods for payment disbursement. Broadly, these include cheques 
sent directly to eligible claimants through the mail and/or electronically 
(via direct deposit to claimants’ bank account). We recommend that 
policymakers design a “mixed” system of payment 
disbursement when implementing a programme of UBI 
within the United Kingdom, taking together the systems employed 
in each case study. That is, a system whereby eligible claimants can 
choose between receiving payment via cheque through the mail or 
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electronically (direct deposit). Both systems are accessible for those 
without the capacity or means to collect the payment in-person. 
Nevertheless, given the fact that residents may not have a fixed address, 
we also recommend a “physical” level of disbursement, 
whereby eligible claimants can collect payments (in the form 
of a cheque) in-person. In this regard, we recommend 
implementing (or expanding on) the payment offices 
established within the Mincome experiment. Considering 
eligible claimants who do not have access to banking 
institutions, we suggest implementing this method of 
payment disbursement in conjunction with a postal savings 
system (or a comparable system). In terms of the timing of 
payment disbursement, the cases examined consisted of either monthly 
or annual payments. Analogous with the overall system of 
disbursement, we recommend that eligible claimants be given 
the choice of when to receive their payment - on a monthly or 
annual basis. This hybrid system provides for eligible claimants, who 
have credit restrictions, with the ability to purchase certain (and 
perhaps necessary) durable goods (i.e. appliances and vehicles), 
training/retraining programmes and/or higher education, which may 
require sizable “one-time” payments - one that could not be sufficiently 
covered with a monthly payment. 
 
 

3. Establish robust mechanisms of oversight that refrain from 
invasive individual monitoring.  

 
While ultimately owing to the nature of their design (as either 
experimental or an entrenched policy programme), the examined cases 
of UBI maintained different oversight mechanisms, some of which 
being more invasive than the others. Nevertheless, we contend that a 
programme of UBI within the context of the United Kingdom should 
not mirror the levels of oversight prevalent within the Mincome 
Experiment, as well as Finland’s Basic Income to a lesser extent. More 
specifically, eligible claimants should not be subjected to ongoing 
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interviews or survey evaluations. In addition to general invasiveness, 
these forms of oversight might cause claimants to experience 
inconveniences in terms of effort, time, and resources. Rather, we 
recommend that the oversight mechanisms should be 
concerned more with issues of eligible claimants failing to 
take up the payment - especially those who are classified as 
disadvantaged within society. As De Wispelaere and Stirton (2012, 
p.115) argue, a programme of UBI must include a system of oversight 
whereby "those who fail to receive their basic income are identified, the 
error is swiftly rectified, and a feedback mechanism prevents the same 
error from occurring again”. Based on the following examination, we 
suggest that a future UBI within the United Kingdom would benefit 
from following the examples of Alaska’s Permanent Fund (Dividend) 
administrative framework. This largely has to do with the fact that its 
oversight mechanisms strike a balance between invasive oversight that 
echoes “policing” and an absence of a system that fails to provide any 
oversight whatsoever. In this regard, we recommend that 
policymakers opt to establish a specific (task-oriented) 
agency responsible for the administration and oversight of a 
UBI in the United Kingdom, one similar to the sub-division 
within Alaska’s Department of Revenue responsible for the 
Permanent Fund (Dividend). Broadly, this agency would be 
responsible for the administration of the UBI, including an audit 
system that complaints management and monitors potential 
fraudulence. Above all, however, we recommend that this system be 
centred more on monitoring universal take up of payments, rather than 
application assessment - given that the programme will not foreseeably 
require an individual application (a central characteristic of the case of 
Alaska), but automatic recognition of eligible claimants and subsequent 
disbursement. In contrast to the Mincome Experiment, Finland’s Basic 
Income Experiment, and the Alaska Permanent Fund (Dividend), we 
also contend that such a system of oversight for a UBI in the United 
Kingdom would require a relatively larger administration and collection 
resources given the population size and spatial distribution. 
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Concluding Remarks 
 
 
While a relatively old idea, Universal Basic Income has earned revived interest as an 
entrenched policy directive in recent years. The onset of technological automation, 
changing employment patterns, and increasing economic inequality have indeed 
situated UBI on policy agendas for governments across the world. In A Secure to 
Build Our Lives: Making the Case for a Universal Basic Income (UBI), the 
Buchanan Institute argued that UBI is a pragmatic solution to the contemporary 
challenges we face. Above all, the Buchanan Institute argued that a UBI “would 
ensure for all adults, not necessarily a comfortable living on its own but, a secure 
financial foundation on which every individual can build their livelihoods” (Ross-
Tatam, 2016, p.38).  
 
As is the case within A Secure to Build Our Lives: Making the Case for a Universal 
Basic Income (UBI), discussions of UBI within academic literature and public 
discourse tend to focus on the economics, ethics, politics, and its merits as a policy 
prescription (and often underpinned by normative claims). In contrast, we identified 
relatively less discussion, both in terms of academia and public discourse, directed 
toward issues of practical implementation. We contended that the efficacy of a UBI 
programme is threatened if policymakers ignore questions of implementation and 
any challenges that may arise. Thus, this report aimed to shift the discussion of UBI, 
from “making the case” to questions of implementation. In doing so, it sought to 
highlight the potential hurdles related to the implementation of a UBI and 
recommend best practices of overcoming these challenges. We utilized Jurgen De 
Wispelaere and Lindsay Stirton’s (2012) framework on the practical bottlenecks of 
UBI implementation as the guiding framework in developing our recommendations. 
In doing so, we recommended that a programme of UBI in the United Kingdom must 
overcome challenges of claimant eligibility, developing a universal system of 
payment disbursement, along with oversight mechanisms that are not inherently 
invasive. We supported these recommendations with examinations of historical and 
contemporary programmes of UBI within developed economies and subsequently 
identified facets of each programme’s implementation structure that could be 
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applied to a UBI in the United Kingdom - specifically with regards to overcoming the 
above-mentioned implementation challenges. 
 
Nevertheless, we contend that as further UBI experiments are carried out across the 
UK and globally, the discussion will continue to move away from “making the case'' 
towards considerations of implementation. Beyond the outlined challenges, 
architects of UBI schemes could also consider some of the negative unintended 
consequences that were observed in the existing programmes and experiments, 
adapt their designs accordingly and adhere to the recommended best practices learnt 
so far. A more comprehensive implementation design could deal with such 
consequences in advance, reducing negative impacts over the targeted locales and 
thus maximizing the benefits that UBI schemes can produce. Detailed studies of 
these additional challenges are left for future studies. Having examined three case 
studies, we suggest that future research consider:  
 

1. Framing Alternatives 
 

While UBI transfers carry the implicit assumption that each individual 
is the best judge as to the most appropriate use for the given funds, 
psychology research has attracted attention to the notion that people 
make decisions based on how alternatives are presented (Tversky & 
Kahneman, 1981), and the absence of suggestions, when presented with 
such transfers, can also be considered a type of frame. The subject of 
framing has been recognized as something initially lacking in the PFD 
(Goldsmith, 2010, p.20). Providing suggestions through advertisements 
in public spaces or within the disbursement framework could 
potentially lead to things such as increased savings for education, 
investments for retirement or charitable donations. If saving and 
investing is to be encouraged, a possible option would be to allow 
people to leave their income in a special account where it could be 
managed like a mutual fund (p.21). Linking such transfers to education 
or retirement funds could carry the corresponding beneficial tax 
treatments, avoiding the taxes otherwise accrued if the funds are seen 
and used as additional income. 
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2. Civilian Disengagement 
 

Long-running UBI programmes now face generations of individuals 
that have grown up accustomed to receiving a monetary transfer from 
their government with what some have described as a sense of 
entitlement. Disengagement from civil participatory life when the 
target population’s only interaction with government relates to the size 
and timing of the transfer can distort the relationship between citizens 
and their government. In Alaska, most politicians now consider it 
“political suicide” to suggest any policy change that could have any 
adverse impact on the size of the PFD (Goldsmith, 2002, p.7). The 
Alaskan experience has highlighted the need to accompany monetary 
transfers with increased public understanding of fiscal policy and the 
allocation of public resources. The opportunity cost of the transfers 
should remain present in the public debate since such outflows 
necessarily crowd out investments in things such as infrastructure and 
public services. Education, incorporating financial management 
courses into school’s curricula, could better inform underage recipients 
and encourage conversations within households about the best usage of 
the funds. 
 
 

3. Political Considerations 
 

Weak consensus over the desirability of a UBI could hamper 
implementation and execution processes required for such 
programmes to be successful. Finland’s UBI experiment was initially 
outlined in 2015 after a centre-right coalition government was elected. 
However, this policy faced political challenges from the outset, the 
main one being that out of the three-party coalition, only the Prime 
Minister's Centre Party was in favour. In addition, each of the three 
main ministries responsible for the experiment was directed by a 
different political party, making monitoring a more complicated affair 
(De Wispelaere, et al., 2018). For these programmes to become 
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mainstays of a locale’s social and economic policy, broad popular and 
political consensus must be established in order to avoid substantive 
modifications or suspensions. Manitoba’s Basic Income Experiment 
similarly suffered from political pressures, specifically that of an 
incoming administration who opted to not follow through with 
inherited policies.  In terms of Alaska’s PFD, it counts “political 
popularity” as its only guarantee since the legislature has the powers to 
modify the dividend to the extent it deems appropriate (Goldsmith, 
2010, p.6). Education and information campaigns would support in 
building the case for UBI so that populations can rally behind such 
programmes and decrease the attractiveness for politicians in 
cancelling them. 

 
 
This report is the culmination of work directed towards deeper examination of 
Universal Basic Income, particularly the issues surrounding it as an entrenched 
policy directive. Given our ever-changing economy and failings of social-safety nets 
to meet growing challenges, this requires new conceptualizations of the welfare state. 
Our community at the Buchanan Institute concurs that a Universal Basic Income is 
well worth consideration in this regard. We maintain, nevertheless, that 
policymakers must consider and plan to deal with foreseeable implementation 
challenges. Having highlighted some of these challenges and recommended best 
practices for dealing with them, future work should be focused on expanding 
networks of gatekeepers and interested stakeholders to progress this conversation. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	

Buchanan Institute | 25 

References 
 
 
Alaska Permanent Fund Corporation (2020) History of the Alaska Permanent Fund. 
Available at: https://apfc.org/who-we-are/history-of-the-alaska-permanent-
fund/?fbclid=IwAR12cATOlR9eymEDTTysYhfYrnds6LIGMzRF6_IyxyQX2wLvY_w
NGDlbEgY (Accessed 12 February 2020). 
 
Basic Income Scotland (2019) What’s happening in Scotland? Available at: 
https://basicincome.scot/whats-happening-scotland/ (Accessed: 10 January 2020). 
 
Bidadanure, J.H. (2019) ‘The political theory of universal basic income’, Annual 
Review of Political Science, 22, pp.481-503. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-050317-070954 (Accessed: 12 January 
2020). 
 
BIEN (2019) Basic income history. Available at: https://basicincome.org/basic-
income/history/ (Accessed: 12 January 2020).  
 
Calnitsky, D. (2016) ‘More than normal welfare: the mincome experiment, stigma, 
and community experience’, Canadian Review of Sociology, 53(1), pp.26-71. 
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/cars.12091 (Accessed: 10 January 2020). 
 
De Wispelaere, J., Halmetoja, A., and Pulkka, V. (2018) The rise (and fall) of the 
basic income experiment in Finland, CESifo Forum, ISSN 2190-717X, ifoInstitut – 
Leibniz-Institut für Wirtschaftsforschung an der Universität München, München, 
Vol.19, Issue. 3, pp. 15-19. Available at: 
https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/186082/1/CESifo-Forum-2018-3-3.pdf 
(Accessed 10 February 2020). 
 
De Wispelaere J., Halmetoja A., and Pulkka V. (2019) ‘The Finnish basic income 
experiment: a primer’, in Torry, M. (ed.) The Palgrave international handbook of 
basic Income - exploring the basic income guarantee. Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
De Wispelaere, J. and Stirton, L.J. (2012) ‘A disarmingly simple idea? Practical 
bottlenecks in implementing a universal basic income’, International Social Security 
Review, 65(2), pp.103-121. DOI: 10.1111/j.1468-246X.2012.01430.x  
 
Erickson, G. and Groh, C. (2012) ‘How the APF and the PFD operate: the peculiar 
mechanics of Alaska’s state finances’, in Widerquist, K. and Howard M.W. (eds.) 
Alaska’s permanent fund dividend. Exploring the basic income guarantee. Palgrave 
Macmillan, New York, pp.41-48. 
 
Guarino, A.S. (2018). An analysis of the concept of guaranteed basic income. 
Available at: https://www.focus-economics.com/blog/universal-basic-income-and-
the-economy (Accessed 20 November 2019). 
 



	

Buchanan Institute | 26 

Goldsmith, S. (2002) The Alaska permanent fund dividend: an experiment in 
wealth distribution. Geneva: BIEN. Available at: 
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/protection/ses/download/docs/gold.pdf 
(Accessed 10 February 2020). 
 
Goldsmith, S. (2010) ‘The Alaska permanent fund dividend: a case study in 
implementation of a basic income guarantee’, 13th Basic Income Earth Network 
Congress. University of Sao Paulo, July 2010. Sao Paulo, Brazil: Institute of Social 
and Economic Research, pp.1-24. Available at: 
https://iseralaska.org/static/legacy_publication_links/bien_xiii_ak_pfd_lessons.p
df (Accessed 10 February 2020). 
 
Government of Alaska (2018) Permanent fund dividend, annual report 2018. 
Department of Revenue.  Available at:  
https://pfd.alaska.gov/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=WMEEdhRrPuk%3d&tabid=506&p
ortalid=6&mid=642 (Accessed 10 February 2020). 
 
Henley, J. (2019) ‘Finland’s Finland's 'free cash' experiment fails to boost 
employment’, The Guardian, 8 February. Available at: 
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2019/feb/08/finland-free-cash-experiment-
fails-to-boost-employment (Accessed: 10 February 2020). 
 
Hiilamo, H. (2019) Heikki Hiilamo: "Disappointing results from the Finnish basic 
income experiment". Available at: https://www.helsinki.fi/en/news/nordic-welfare-
news/heikki-hiilamo-disappointing-results-from-the-finnish-basic-income-
experiment (Accessed 10 February 2020). 
 
Hum, D. and Simpson, W. (1993) ‘Whatever happened to Canada’s guaranteed 
income project’, Canadian Public Administration, 36(3), pp.442-450. Available at: 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-7121.1993.tb01963.x (Accessed: 5 February  2020). 
 
Hum, D. and Simpson, W. (2001) ‘A guaranteed annual income? From mincome to 
the millennium’, Policy Options, pp.78-82. Available at: 
http://archive.irpp.org/po/archive/jan01/hum.pdf (Accessed 5 February 2020). 
 
Ministry of Social Affairs and Health (2019). The basic income experiment 2017-
2018. Helsinki, Ministry of Social Affairs and Health. Available at: 
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/161361/Report_The%2
0Basic%20Income%20Experiment%2020172018%20in%20Finland.pdf?sequence=1
&isAllowed=y (Accessed 10 February 2020). 
 
Murray, C. (2008) The social contract revisited – guaranteed income as a 
replacement for the welfare state. Oxford: University of Oxford. Available at: 
https://www.fljs.org/files/publications/Murray.pdf (Accessed 20 January 2020). 
 
Offe, C (2008) ‘Basic income and the labor contract’, Basic Income Studies, 3(1). 
Available at: https://doi.org/10.2202/1932-0183.1100 (Accessed 15 January 2020). 
 
 
 



	

Buchanan Institute | 27 

Ross-Tatam, J. (2016) A secure foundation to build our lives – making the case for 
universal basic income (UBI). Edinburgh: Buchanan Institute. Available at: 
https://18d313b2-800e-4ff5-95f3-
79d3d00b44c9.filesusr.com/ugd/fda07c_ed45429052b348d6aa46cb9ef449c0f4.pdf 
(Accessed October 15 2019). 
 
Santens, S. (2019) What is there to learn from Finland’s basic income experiment?  
Did it succeed or fail? Available at: https://medium.com/basic-income/what-is-
there-to-learn-from-finlands-basic-income-experiment-did-it-succeed-or-fail-
54b8e5051f60 (Accessed 10 February 2020). 
 
Simpson, W., Mason, G., and Godwin, R. (2017) ‘The Manitoba basic annual income 
experiment: lessons learned’, Canadian Public Policy, 43(1), pp.85-104. Available at: 
http://www.umanitoba.ca/media/Simpson_Mason_Godwin_2017.pdf (Accessed 5 
February 2020). 
  
Standing, G. (2002) Beyond the new paternalism: Basic security as equality: 
London, Verso. 
 
State of Alaska (2020). Tax information. Available at: 
https://pfd.alaska.gov/Payments/Tax-
Information?fbclid=IwAR1pJDnRoLlptHzvvHO8psjJmTD7nT81JF9L-
gRMTWamHzHbocRYZarXrjQ (Accessed 10 February 2020). 
 
Torry, M. (2013) Money for everyone – why we need a citizen’s income. Bristol: 
Policy Press.  
 
Tversky, A, and Kahneman, D. (1981) ‘The framing of decisions and the psychology 
of choice’, Science, 211(4481), pp.453-458. Doi: 10.1126/science.7455683 (Accessed 
19 February 2020). 
 
Van Parijs, P. (1992) Arguing for basic income – ethical foundations for radical 
reform. Available at: 
https://modernmoneynetwork.org/sites/default/files/biblio/arguing_for_basic_inc
ome.pdf (Accessed 20 November 2019). 
 
Van Parijs, P. (2004) ‘Basic income: a simple and powerful idea for the twenty-first 
century’, Politics and Society, 31(1), pp.7-39. Doi: 10.1177/0032329203261095 
(Accessed 20 November 2019). 
 
Widerquist K., Vanderborght, Y., Noguera, J.A. and De Wispelaere, J. (2013) 
‘Introduction: the idea of an unconditional income for everyone’, in Widerquist K., 
Vanderborght, Y., Noguera, J.A. and De Wispelaere, J. (eds.) Basic income – an 
anthology of contemporary research. West Sussex: Wiley Blackwell, pp. xi-xxvi.  
 
Young, M.  and Mulvale, J.P. (2009) Possibilities and prospects: The debate over a 
guaranteed income. Ottawa: Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives. Available at: 
https://mspace.lib.umanitoba.ca/bitstream/handle/1993/32344/CCPA_Guaranteed
_Income_Nov_2009.pdf?sequence=1 (Accessed October 28 2019). 
 
 



	

Buchanan Institute | 28 

Contact 
 
 
Daniel J. Mosannef 
Email: danielmosannef@gmail.com 
TEL:	+1 (289) 2372785 (Canada)	 
 
 
The Buchanan Institute 
The University of Edinburgh 
Old College, South Bridge, Edinburgh EH8 9YL 
Email: contact@buchananinst.org 
https://www.buchananinst.org 


