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INTRODUCTION

This paper investigates the income security needs of women; the an-
tiquated and inadequate deal they get from existing tax and social
security arrangements; and a reform proposal that could transform
their lives, the lives of their families, and society as a whole. That
proposal is called Basic Income (BI), or Citizen’s Income (CI), and its
purpose is to replace the existing patchwork of social security
benefits and income tax reliefs by a small, guaranteed, tax-free in-
come, which would be credited automatically every month to every
legal resident, and would be recouped from those who do not need
it through a new income tax.

Defined in this way Bl resembles the proposals for a Citizen's Income
accepted as party policy by Britain’s Liberal Democrats in March 1990
[Vince, 1990}, and included in their party’s manifesto for the April
1992 General Election. And it is in the tradition of the Tax-Credit
proposals put forward by Edward Heath’s Conservative government
in 1972,

For readers new to these concepts it is important to emphasise that
Bl involves integration of the tax and benefit systems and would be
financed by a personal income tax. This distinguishes it from other
forms of Citizen’s Income — like Social Dividend and (more doubt-
fully) Negative Income Tax — but should not be taken to imply that
BIRG has ruled the others out; nor that the revenue necessary to
finance income maintenance must always be raised through personal
income taxation. But it does explain why the alternative methods
are not the subject of this paper.

In order to understand its implications for women, it is also necessary
to emphasise that BI is not just another benefit, nor is it intended
as compensation for low earnings or loss of earnings. Unlike conven-
tional social security benefits, it would be paid without reference
to recipients’ current or former earnings; or to their current or former
labour-market status; or to their sex or marital status. In other words,
for BI purposes work status and marital status become irrelevant.
These changes are so important and so radical that the study group
devoted two meetings to them, the results of which are discussed
in Chapter 3.

Some readers may question the need for a discussion paper on

Citizen’s Income and Women. Wouldn’'t men and women be similar-
ly affected? Not according to our findings! Men are the main
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beneficiaries of national insurance — despite having to work an extra
five years to qualify for a full pension. Men would also be the main
beneficiaries of a residual or means-tested welfare state. Women,
because of their different role in society, would do better from a
Citizen’s Income. Women earn less than men, so they build up less
entitlement to national insurance benefits — and to occupational and
personal pensions. In 1991, only 15% of women reaching retirement
age were entitled to a full national insurance Category A pension
of §52 a week; a third had no entitlement at all. In 1987/88 only 46%
of single and 16% of married women pensioners were receiving
occupational pensions (compared with 63% of single and 67% of
married men pensioners); and the amounts received by the women
were significantly smaller. With a citizen’s pension this could not
happen.

Although the exact outcomes of a switch to BI depend on the detail
of the legislation, those who stand to gain most are undoubtedly
women — not because Bl favours women, but because the existing
system favours men. The main gainers would be:

® Anyone on a low income, who at present has no entitlement
to benefit

® Anyone not claiming the benefits to which s/he is entitled

® Women (or men) who give up paid work to raise a family

® Women (or men) who give up paid work to care for elderly,
sick, or disabled relatives

® Individuals and families lifted out of the poverty trap, because
they would no longer need means-tested benefits

For all such people, assuming they were legal residents, the Bls would
be paid automatically in cash, with no questions asked.

Assuming Bl amounts that did not require unacceptably high rates
of tax on other income (especially at the bottom of the earnings
distribution), BI is also one of the most hopeful solutions currently
being discussed to the poverty and unemployment traps. For it would
provide an income base on which people with low earnings potential
would be able to build by their own efforts, instead of a trap from
which they have little hope of escape [Parker, in Bowen and Mayhew
1990].

This is the second Discussion Paper published by the Basic Income
Research Group. The first examined the implications of BI for the
labour market [BIRG 1991). In each case the purpose was not to
reach agreed recommendations, but to set out the issues and different
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viewpoints clearly. The members of both study groups were chosen
to comprise a wide range of expertise and opinions. Some members
came as avowed sceptics and none came as representative of any
institution. All were nevertheless agreed that the present tax and
benefit systems are in urgent need of reform.

Although the discussions revealed large areas where the outcome
of a Bl system is uncertain, and other areas (notably lone parents)
of particular difficulty, the group was usually able to spell out the
possibilities. Throughout the discussions distinctions were drawn
between Full Basic Income (FBI), Partial Basic Income (PBI) and
Transitional Basic Income (TBI) — with the first defined as an income
sufficient to live on, the second as insufficient, and the third as the
very small Bls with which a transition towards BI is most likely to
begin. For practical purposes, it was agreed to concentrate on the
effects of PBIs and TBIs, not because they were preferred, but
because they are the only forms of Bl that might be introduced in
the foreseeable future. .

On this basis, the indications are that BI, although no panacea, could
be extremely beneficial to women and would strengthen family life.
From which the group concluded that it merits serious consideration
— which was also the conclusion reached by a sub-committee of the
House of Commons Treasury and Civil Service Select Committtee in
1983 [House of Commons 1983], although their recommendation has
not been followed up.

BI is of particular relevance to the question of equality in state
pension age, on which a decision by government is expected soon
{DSS 1991, Parker 1992]. With a citizen’s pension, the basis of
entitlement for receipt of pension would become length of residence
in the UK instead of contribution record. To raise the age of
entitlement for women without also changing the rules of
entitlement, which appears to be the government’s intention, would
add to the number of older women needing means-tested benefits,
and to the number living in poverty. By contrast an intermediate
citizen’s pension from age 60, and a full pension from age 65 — both
based on length of residence — would reduce dependence on means-
tested benefits, and could attract sufficient political support (from
women as well as men) to enable government to equalise state
pension age more quickly than is at present expected.

The underlying aim of Bl is to enhance autonomy and choice, thereby
helping to prevent (rather than merely relieve) poverty. But to

VIII

maximise its effectiveness, BI would need to be introduced slowly
(with special attention to its effects on wage rates); and as part of
a wider package (including provision for childcare and eldercare).
Although the details of any particular Bl package require careful
working out and are often controversial, most of the group agreed
that BI has important advantages for women by comparison with
reform within the existing system, especially during child-rearing and
old age.

Those advantages, summarised in the Conclusion, are as follows:

Improved income security

More equal treatment with men

Tangible recognition of the value of unpaid work
Increased financial independence within families
Improved work incentives ,

Income maintenance during study and training/re-training
A guaranteed pension in old age

Simplicity

IX



1 PAID WORK AND UNPAID WORK

During the half century since the Beveridge Report [Beveridge
19421, the status of women has been transformed, yet in social
security terms most women still live in the Dark Ages. For the whole
of our social security system is based on the assumption that work
means paid work, and those who do unpaid work are treated as
second-class citizens. The problem is that only a minority of women
participate in the labour market on equal terms with men — due part-
ly to their caring responsibilities, and partly to a continuing, gender-
based division of labour that results in lower earnings for women,
including those who are in full-time work [Jordan et al 1992, Millar
and Glendinning 1992].

These lower earnings result at best in reduced entitlement to SERPS
and at worst in exclusion from any national insurance pension —
hence a disproportionate risk of poverty in old age. Most married
women qualify for a Category B national insurance pension (see Ap-
pendix) through the contributions of their husbands — whether or
not they themselves have contributed — but if they are older than
their husbands they have to wait until their husbands are 65 before
they get it. Also, an increasing number of women whose marriages
end in divorce or separation are particularly vulnerable to poverty,
especially those who depended wholly on the earnings of their
husbands [Joshi and Davies 1991].

The resulting situation is extraordinary. Everybody bemoans the
decline of the traditional family, and otk the main political parties
claim to be the party of the family, but neither has so far been
prepared to take constructive action by advocating the introduction
of a social security system that would give mothers more real choice
about whether and when to return to the labour market.

A quick glance at the statistics of dependence on income support
(IS) (Table 1) shows the effects of the present social security system.
Far more women than men depend on IS, including over 750,000 lone
mothers. About 22% of women aged 60 and over depend on IS, com-
pared with 9% of men aged 65 and over. In terms of poverty relief
income support is better than nothing, but it is very much a second
best. Not only do its beneficiaries forfeit their autonomy (even gifts
have to be declared), they also risk long-term dependency on the
state, due to the poverty and unemployment traps. Others are left
with incomes below the levels laid down by Parliament, either
because they are not entitled to IS, or because they do not claim.




Table 1: Dependence on Income Support by sex, GB, 31 May 1991,

thousands
Men Women
Under pensionable age 1723 1909
Over pensionable age 278 1339
All 2001 3248

Source: Hansard Written Answer, 15 December 92, ¢ 149.

Surprisingly, the failure of the existing social security system to meet
the changing needs of women, and the possible correlations between
this failure and the breakdown of the traditional family, have so far
received scant attention by the media, were excluded from the 1985
Social Security Review, and are being overlooked again in the latest
debate for and against universal benefits. Yet family policy is an area
in which a switch to Citizen’s Income could do most good.

In the literature about Bl many claims are made concerning its ef-
fects, most of them highly speculative. Opponents often confuse it
with Negative Income Tax (NIT), and quote figures taken from the
North American NIT experiments of the 1970s to show that a BI of
any sort would encourage family break-up. But this effect of the NIT
experiments was a function of the scheme designs: means-tested,
and with the family (sometimes the three-generational family) as the
assessment unit. In the Seattle-Denver experiment the only way for
women in unhappy unions to obtain economic independence was by
leaving their families, and remarriage was encouraged by a dispropor-
tionately low NIT award for single people.

At the other extreme, some BI advocates claim that BI would not
merely reduce but remove the unemployment and poverty traps, a
supposition that does not withstand close analysis. Others claim it
would remove unemployment — on the assumption that people with
low earnings potential do not mind how little they earn. But that
too is unlikely.

Some of these problems were addressed in BIRG’s Labour-Market
Discussion Paper [BIRG 1991]. Here we focus on issues that are of
particular importance to women, namely:

(1) The benefit unit: why keep family-based assessment units when
decreasing numbers of people live in traditional families, and

despite evidence.that income distribution within families is not
always according to need? '

(2) The basis of entitlement: why link benefit entitlement to
participation in the labour market, when there are no longer
enough paid jobs to go round, and when some paid work is less
socially valuable than some unpaid work?

(3) The effects of BI on:

® Women as mothers
® Women in paid work
® Women in old age

Throughout we emphasise the need for increased autonomy and
choice as well as a guaranteed basic income. And by autonomy
we mean freedom to determine one's own actions [Collins English
dictionary].

2 BASIC INCOME IN A NUTSHELL

(1) Defined
In 1989, BIRG defined Basic Income as follows:

A Basic Income scheme would phase out as many reliefs and
allowances against personal income tax (IT) and as many existing
state-financed cash benefits as practicable; and would replace them
with a Basic Income (BI) paid automatically to each and every man,
woman and child.

BI would enhance individual freedom; would help to prevent pover-
ty; and would help to end the poverty and unemployment traps, reduce
unemployment and create a less divided society.

[BIRG 1989]

In para one the emphasis is on unconditionality and individual assess-
ment units. No national insurance (NI) contributions, no earnings
rules, no availability for work rules and no cohabitation rule; wives
and children treated as equal citizens; benefit as a platform on which
all can build (through work or savings) without red tape.

At first glance the proposal looks incredibly generous, but unlike the
Heath Government’s Tax-Credit proposals (with which it is sometimes



compared) the Bls advocated by BIRG are not additional to existing
provisions, they replace them. For example, assuming a transitional
BI of §£13 a week in 1991, the Category A pension of £52 would be
reduced to £39, and the Category B pension of £31.25 would be
reduced to £18.25 (see Appendix). Category A and B pensioners
would be neither better nor worse off, but pensioners currently
dependent on means-tested income support would find themselves
lifted off part of it, and low-income pensioners entitled to income
support but not claiming it would gain substantially. In due course,
as the Bls were increased, most pensioners would be lifted off means-
tested benefits entirely. Only then would it be possible for all
pensioners to reap the benefits of small savings. At present, there
is a poverty trap effect. Pensioners with small amounts of
occupational or personal pension, income from investment, or income
from savings, are dismayed when they discover that they are little
or no better off financially than their contemporaries on income
support.

In para two of BIRG’s definition the emphasis is on autonomy and
the limitations of BI. Certainly it would enhance individual freedom.
Within reason it would improve incentives and make it easier for
claimants to take whatever paid work was available. But BIRG is not
claiming a cure-all.

(2) Paying for it

A Basic Income would replace existing expenditures on cash benefits
and income tax reliefs. Table 2 estimates the cost of existing provi-
sions in 1991-92, including the cost of the government’s 2% in-
ducements for personal pensions. Added together (which in the
official statistics they never are) the total cost becomes an astonishing
£125,000 million. Of course by no means all of this amount would
be available for the Bls. Some existing expenditures would continue
and others would have to be phased out gradually. But the figures
do show the huge scale of existing commitments. Tax expenditures
are surprisingly large, accounting for almost 44% of the total. Pen-
sion income tax reliefs alone cost an estimated £10,710 million in
terms of revenue foregone, and mortgage tax relief cost a further
$£6,100 million. The cost of keeping invalidity benefit, attendance
allowance and mobility allowance tax free is over $600 million.

Divided between the UK population of 57.6 million, £125,000 million
works out at nearly §41.75 per person per week, or £167 a week for
a family of four.

Table 2: Estimated overall cost of provisions for income
maintenance, UK, 1991-92"

Sm Sm
Benefit expenditures 64,996
Benefit administration 3,497
Student grants 797 69,290
Statutory sick pay and statutory maternity pay 1,092
Income tax allowances 31,730

Income tax reliefs 20,195 51,925

Contracted-out rebates and 2% incentives in respect

of personal pensions and contracted-out schemes 2,487
TOTAL . 124,794
Sources:

Benefits and administration: The Government’s Expenditure Plans 1992-93, Cm 1914,

DSS, Feb 92, Figures 4 and 27, and Table 3)
Student grants: The Government’s Expenditure Plans 1992-93, Cm 1911, DES, Table

20 (England and Wales only) ) .
Income tax allowances and reliefs: Public Expenditure Analyses to 1994-95, Cm 1920,

Treasury Jan 92 (Appendix D)

SSP, SMP, contracted-out rebates and 2% incentives: Report by the Government Actuary
on the drafts of the Social Security Benefit Up-rating (No.2) Order 1991 and the
Social Security (Contributions) (Re-rating) (No. 2) Order 1991, Cm 1779, Dec 91
(Para 18 and Appendix 7).

Although integration of the tax and benefit systems appears to pro-
duce a massive increase in public expenditure (the Bls), this is due
to the way the Treasury presents the national accounts, and the sharp
distinction it draws between cash benefits (public expenditure) and
income tax allowances (revenue foregone). This distinction conceals
the fact that both are transfer payments and both have the same im-
mediate impact on the public sector borrowing requirement — a point
strongly argued by Richard Titmuss in 1955, in a famous Eleanor
Rathbone Lecture:

Under separately administered social security systems, like family
allowances and retirement pensions, direct cash payments are made
in discharging collective responsibilities for particular dependencies.
In the relevant accounts, these are treated as ‘social service’ expen-
diture since they represent flows of payments through the central
government account. Allowances and reliefs from income tax, though
providing similar benefits and expressing a similar social purpose in
the recognition of dependent needs, are not, however, treated as social



service expenditure. The first is a cash transaction; the second an
accounting convenience. Despite this difference in administrative
method, the tax saving that accrues to the individual is, in effect, a
transfer payment. In their primary objectives and their effects on
tndividual purchasing power there are no differences in these two
ways by which collective provision is made for dependencies.
[Titmuss 1955, in Titmuss 1958, page 44, BIRG emphasis]

The assumption behind the Treasury accounting system is that tax
reliefs (tax expenditures) are ‘good’ whereas benefits (cash expen-
ditures) are ‘bad’ — an assumption that requires careful testing,
because of its policy implications. Between 1979 and 1989, repeated
benefit cuts accompanied by increased tax privileges for the rich
(especially private pension income tax reliefs) were partly responsi-
ble for a redistribution of income away from people in the bottom
10% of the income distribution, whose income after housing costs
went down by 6% [DSS 1992 (2), page 1]. Is that ‘good’?

The Bls would be paid for by charging income tax on all (or almost
all) other income. Taxation of all other income (to widen the income
tax base) and deduction of the Bl amounts from existing social securi-
ty benefits are fundamental principles of all British Bl schemes. When
measuring the effects of such schemes on income distribution or work
incentives, it is necessary to deduct the extra income tax paid and
the savings on existing benefits (often means-tested benefits).

The new income tax would replace existing income tax and national
insurance contributions. It would be payable at the same rate/s
whether the income was earned or unearned, but the first slice of
earned income would probably be tax-free. This modification helps
to increase work incentives at the point of entry to the workforce
and assists the Inland Revenue with tax collection.The tax rate would
depend on the Bl amounts; on how many of the non-personal IT
reliefs (eg for imortgage interest and private pensions) were phased
out; on the future of the State Earnings Related Pension Scheme
(SERPS); and on the state of the economy (the income tax base).

(3) Administration

Some people think that the financing and administration of the Bls
should be kept entirely separate from the rest of the government’s
accounts (like the National Insurance Fund). Rhys Williams and
Parker have suggested an independent Transfer Income Account
(TIA) [Rhys Williams 1989, and Parker 1989]. The Liberal Democrats
call it a Tax Transfer Department (TTD) [Liberal Democrats 1989].

6

With BI it becomes possible to capitalise on micro-electronics and
take income maintenance forward towards the cashless economy. At
central government level the TIA (or TTD) would be responsible for
crediting the Bls (through the banking system) and collecting the new
income tax (through the Inland Revenue). Each month the TIA would
send to the Bankers’' Automated Clearing Services (BACS) the BI
information for every legal resident (using magnetic tapes or discs,
or by on-line data transmission); BACS would process the information
and pass it on to the appropriate settlement banks, who would credit
their customers accordingly. Most people nowadays have access to
a bank or building society account [IBRO 1985, quoted in Parker, 1989
p 3491 and children could be credited through the bank accounts
of their parents. For the small minority of adults without bank
accounts special provisions could be made.

(4) Full, partial or transitional?
BIRG distinguishes three levels of BI:

@ Full Basic Income (FBI) is defined as sufficient to cover all
basic needs (including housing). Since everyone would receive
the Bl and virtually everyone would pay tax, the present, in-
vidious distinction between taxpayers and beneficiaries would
fade away.

A full BI sounds attractive and might one day be feasible, but
at present it would require a tax rate on all other income of
at least 70%, and is therefore considered unacceptable. A
wider tax base than income tax might solve the problem, for
which reason some people are talking in terms of a small Basic
Income financed by income tax, plus a Social Dividend financ-
ed out of the profits of industry, or through taxes on value
added.

¢ Partial Basic Income (PBI) would not be enought to live on,
except perhaps for non-householders. Some existing means-
tested benefits would have to be retained, for people without
paid work or other sources of income, and the system would
need two or more administrative components, of which only
one could be fully automated.

PBIl is less expensive and less redistributive but more flexible
than FBI. The target amounts chosen by Rhys Williams [1989],
Parker [1989] and Vince [1983] — the latter for the then



Liberal Party — were half the rate of supplementary
benefit/income support for a married couple, plus supplements
for old age and disability. Assuming a partial Bl of £33 (cf
income support in 1992 for a married couple of £66.60), and
BI supplements sufficient to bring total entitlement during old
age/disability to one-third average earnings (the traditional
TUC target for a single person’s pension), Parker has estimated
a flat-rate tax rate in the range 35-45%. The lower bound
assumes abolition of all income tax allowances and reliefs, the
upper bound assumes retention of mortgage interest and
private pension tax reliefs [Parker 1989, Appendix 1]. Note
that a tax rate of 35% compares with 25% (standard rate IT)
plus 9% (NIC) at present.

® Transitional Basic Income (TBI). Neither an FBI nor a PBI
could be introduced at a stroke — the redistributive effects
are too large — for which reason attention has concentrated
on transitional schemes [Atkinson and Sutherland 1988,
Liberal Democrats 1989, Atkinson 1989, Rhys Williams and
Parker 1989, Bowen and Mayhew 1990]. Such schemes cash
out the personal income tax allowances (including married
couple’s allowance) and replace them with very small Basic
Incomes of around £13 for adults and £10 for children (at 1991
prices and incomes). The first slice of earned income (about
$£20 a week) is tax free, and some schemes include tax reliefs
for work-related childcare. Child benefit becomes a Bl for
children (the same flat rate for all), and is increased. Although
the Bls are extremely small they come close to half the
allowances payable on income support. Residual income
support would continue, as would family credit, but would be
reduced each time the Bls were increased until they were
completely phased out.

(5) Quantifying the effects of BI

From research carried out at the London School of Economics it is
clear that even a partial BI of £33 a week would take many years
to implement. This is partly for technical reasons (e.g. computerisa-
tion), partly to soften the effects of reorganisation within the civil
service, partly to allow time to phase out the non-personal income
tax reliefs, and above all to soften the redistributive effects of BI,
which would be larger than is generally assumed [ Atkinson, 1989].

The models currently employed for measuring the costs and
redistributive effects of tax-benefit reform use Family Expenditure

Survey data. Taxmod, written by Professor A.B. Atkinson and Holly
Sutherland at the London School of Economics, can estimate the
redistributive effects of a transitional Bl scheme across the whole
population, and can also measure some of its incentive effects
[Atkinson and Sutherland 1988, and Parker 1989, Appendix 1]. Other
models are available that calculate the effects of policy changes on
the net and disposable incomes of selected hypothetical (or model)
families. By printing out the detail of each component of disposable
income (including means-tested benefits), such models are
particularly useful for monitoring the likely incentive effects of
change. They can be used for all types of BI scheme, but (unlike
Taxmod) the figures cannot be grossed up for the population as a
whole.

The time lag necessary to introduce a partial Bl system makes it
extremely hard to estimate either its cost or its effects. Although we
‘can be reasonably certain about demographic change between now
and the year 2000, it is much more difficult to estimate the income
tax base. In particular, many Bl proposals involve abolition of the
private pension tax reliefs, yet the full effects of so doing cannot be
estimated using Taxmod (or similar models) because some of the
pension information is not collected for the Family Expenditure
Survey [Parker 1989, Appendix 1]. Difficulties like this help to
explain the spurt of interest, since the end of the 1980s, in transitional
BI schemes, which can be put through existing tax-benefit models
with reasonable confidence. There is, nevertheless, a strong case for
getting beyond the present generation of computer programmes, to
examine issues that are hard to quantify, for instance redistribution
of income within families and certain aspects of the unemployment
and poverty traps.

3 THE UNIT OF ASSESSMENT AND
THE BASIS OF ENTITLEMENT

(1) Rights based on citizenship

The existing social security system, with rights based predominant-
ly on work status, reinforces a work ethic that excludes the unpaid
work usually undertaken by women. Basic Income reverses this situa-
tion: instead of employment providing the basis of social security
rights, BI gives every individual more choice between paid and un-
paid work.
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Advocates of an income guarantee based on citizenship are in no way
trying to downgrade the importance of work in the formal economy,
but they are trying to reassert the importance of unpaid work, and
to emphasise individual rights and responsibilities in both paid and
unpaid work. Above all they are trying to move to a system that gives
individual citizens more choice about how they run their lives —
especially families with small children, and families with elderly or
disabled relatives needing help and care.

Given the opportunity, many couples would opt for a more equal divi-
sion of caring and wage-earning responsibilities. In some cases the
woman might prefer the caring role, especially while her children
were little. In other cases free choice would result in role reversal,
with the father staying at home most of the time. But none of this
will happen so long as men are the primary wage earners and en-
titlement to social security — especially social security in old age —
is based on previous labour-market participation and contribution
record. Even a BI (on its own) is not enough to reverse the present
situation — other changes are also necessary, such as equal pay and
equal opportunities. At present, because most women earn less than
men, there is a clear disincentive for couples to reverse roles. A Bl
would reduce, but not remove, that disincentive,

The case for a new definition of work was well argued by Gabriel
Fragniére (director of the European Centre for Work and Society in
Maastricht) in an essay in French, whose title can be translated as
Work and Employment in the Europe of Tomorrow [Fragniére 1987].
In it he traced the concept of work through history, and found that
it is only in industrial societies that work means paid employment
and the right to work means the right to a wage. As a result of in-
dustrialisation the wage has become more important than the work
itself. It is calculated on the basis of hours worked (not work done),
and the whole of human life has become geared to hours of work,
the working week, holidays and the age of retirement. Worst of all,
if you are not part of that process you are excluded from mainstream
society.

Fragniere proposed a definition of work that would encompass any
human activity that serves a soctal purpose — a definition that is
close to the unpaid work to which reference is made in this paper.
Both need careful thinking through, in order to exclude the daily
tasks people do for themselves. But both are making the same point,
namely that human welfare is not derived solely, or even mainly, from
the labour market. Some unpaid work, notably child rearing, is more
socially valuable than some paid work.
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There are Church people who would carry the debate even further.
In BIRG Bulletin 15, Canon Ronald Preston of Manchester argues that
the heart of the Christian gospel is the ethic of unconditional love
[Preston 1992]. An ethic of reciprocity (do-as-you-would-be-done-
by), though important, is not enough. True Christianity is about
giving without thought for future returns. In social policy terms this
leads to a benefit system that gives before it receives, and treats
everyone alike, irrespective of race, creed, gender or work status.
For in God’s world, each of us has a role to play, and this is not
necessarily in the workplace, This is what Preston has to say about BL:

Of course responsible citizenship will continue to be encouraged. Of
course some will abuse the system and behave irresponsibly, expressing
an entitlement mentality which expects support from the state, but
has no sense of the common good. For there is no social policy, however
desirable, that does not produce some undesirable effects. But we do
not bother too much about the idle rich, and there seems no reason
to be so much bothered about the idle poor. Some may indeed choose
to use Bl as a basis for life outside the main stream of economic activity
(an expression of what I call contemplation); let that be their choice.
The upshot will be that Basic Income, or something akin to it, will lead
to a more just and humane society [Preston 1992, page 9].

Unfortunately the emphasis on paid work is reinforced in the
European Social Charter, which, as the Institute of Directors pointed
out in its comments on a draft version, is couched primarily as a
declaration of collective employee rights, and not as a statement of
individual rights and corresponding obligations [10D 1989, page
2]. The full title of the Social Charter is the Community Charter
of the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers, which itself is
significant. The final version included many amendments to earlier
drafts, but the dichotomy between paid and unpaid work remains
as stark as ever. By worker the Charter means someone who
participates in, or has participated in, the labour market. In reference
to elderly persons, this is what the Charter says:

24. Every worker of the European Community must, at the time of
r