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ABSTRACT

The report, Securing a Living Income in Scotland: Towards a Minimum Income Guarantee, published by the Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR) Scotland in March 2021, proposes that Scotland could adopt an unconditional and more generous version of the UK’s current main income-tested benefit (ITB), Universal Credit (UC), in order to address high levels of poverty and insecurity. Such intentions are welcome, but this paper examines some of their unintended consequences. The introduction lays out the situation as perceived by the IPPR authors. Section II concentrates on the effective marginal deduction rates of these ITBs and the range of gross incomes over which they would operate, illustrated with diagrams. The third section notes the numbers of recipients who could be affected. Section IV details some of the many other disadvantages associated with the UC/MIG system. The conclusion in section V summarises the outcomes. The Appendix contains the detailed calculations on which the diagrams are based.
ABBREVIATIONS:

AHC
After Housing Costs have been deducted (i.e. paid separately)

BHC
Before Housing Costs have been deducted

BI
basic income

BU
benefit unit

DWP
Department for Work and Pensions

IPPR
Institute for Public Policy Research

IT
income tax

ITB
income-tested benefit

mdr 
marginal deduction rate, resulting from double taxation
MIG
Minimum Income Guarantee

MIS
Minimum Income Standards (poverty benchmark)
NIC
National Insurance Contribution

OECD Organisation for Economic and Co-operative Development
o-o-w
out-of-work

PA
Personal Allowance (income tax system)
PT
Primary Threshold of the NIC system
ty
rate of income tax

UC
Universal Credit

UEL
Upper Earnings Limit of the NIC system

WA
Working Allowance for either the UC or the MIG system
wdr
withdrawal rate of the income-tested benefit taper

Y
gross income

Yd
disposable income as a result of income tax and NICs

Ydd
disposable income after double taxation.
I. INTRODUCTION

In chapter 1 of its report Securing a Living Income in Scotland: Towards a Minimum Income Guarantee, the Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR) Scotland addresses two problems, high levels of poverty and insecurity due to inadequate and unreliable incomes, facing one million poor people in Scotland (Statham et al, 2020: 6-7). It lays these at the doors of low-paid, insufficient and insecure work, together with inadequate social protection. It predicts their long-term effects on the population. It notes the uneven effects of the pandemic (pages 7-8) and identifies the various other crises which have afflicted Scotland over past decades (page 10). 

The Report puts forward a proposal for a Living Income based on three forms of support: 

1. social security reform
2. securing good work

3. reducing costs via stronger collective services.

This report is the first of three planned, and concentrates on social security reform with a view to providing an adequate and secure safety net. Its goals for social security reform are:

· wellbeing (including an adequate income, financial security and autonomy over personal finances); 

· reduction in poverty; and 

· reduction in inequality. 

Its social security reform is based on a Minimum Income Guarantee (MIG), and has three key features (p.16).
· A universal guarantee delivered through a targeted MIG payment and supported by better routes into good work.
· An MIG should aim to realise a minimum acceptable standard of living for everyone.
· An MIG should be designed to reduce poverty, inequality, and insecurity.
In fact, a MIG
 is an income-tested benefit (ITB), based on Universal Credit (UC). However, the most serious consequence of ITBs and MIGs is that neither provides financial security for the recipient. The estimated net payment would rely on a continual flow of accurate, real-time information on the recipient’s gross incomes from all sources, which is difficult to provide and to maintain. A recipient’s income could vary considerably from month to month, denying him/her the financial security of a predictable and stable income that is so vital for wellbeing.

The IPPR Scotland authors propose two welcome modifications: the benefits would be both unconditional and far more generous. However, it will be demonstrated below that the incomes of ITB claimants are, in effect, double-taxed, leading to a high marginal deduction rate which reduces net wage rates and introduces an inherent potential disincentive to work for pay. It also usually results in a regressive effective tax system, which is divisive in society between net beneficiaries and net taxpayers.
Most BI advocates would agree with both the analysis of the situation and with the broad sweep of objectives. However, they would strongly disagree with the proposed set of instruments, that is, the MIGs, chosen by the IPPR Scotland authors for the social security reform.  It is not clear why the IPPR Scotland authors: 
· cling to the ITB system, the twentieth century’s legacy from the Poor Laws, in the tradition of the rich man’s grudging concession to the poor man. As will be demonstrated in section II below, the double taxation of the ITB system leads to very high marginal deduction rates on the gross incomes of claimants, with undesirable consequences.
· retain the Benefit Unit (BU), comprising the married or otherwise cohabiting couple plus dependent children, (rather than choosing the individual as the BU), which brings about adverse effects for lower-income partners, especially women. 

· favour workers over other people, which de facto discriminates directly against those who are unable to work, including people with disabilities, seniors, and unpaid carers. Even if these groups are to receive an adequate MIG, the discrimination of recent times, associated with segregation and humiliation, stigmatisation and exclusion, will linger still and be keenly felt, with ongoing negative impacts.

The IPPR Report (p.15) claims that 
‘Just under three-quarters (72 per cent) of people want to see a high priority placed on tackling poverty in Scotland by the next Scottish government. When asked how poverty should be tackled, the overwhelming option chosen by respondents was a minimum guarantee4 with 77 per cent of all respondents supporting it (and only 12 per cent opposing it) as a key policy intervention by the Scottish government (Birt et al, 2021)’. 
Their footnote 4 states ‘The poll defined a minimum income guarantee as when the state guarantees that your income does not fall below a certain level’. However, this definition would apply to any guaranteed income, and would certainly apply even more aptly to a Basic Income than to a MIG. Preference for a MIG within the population is not proven.
II. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

This paper examines some of the unintended consequences inherent in the proposed extension of UCs to the MIG system, based on data relevant to Scotland for the fiscal year 2022-23.
It is somewhat surprising that in early 2021 IPPR Scotland should still choose to base their benefit system on the largely unworkable UC system. There were 132 submissions of written evidence to a House of Lords (Economic Affairs Committee) Inquiry into UC in 2020 (Unite the Union, 2019; CBIT, 2020). Subsequently, Bennett and Millar (2022) emphasised how the integration of benefit and taxation system imposes the same period for benefit receipt and taxation payment, with adverse effects on claimants. UC forces couples to receive one payment between them. The system is so highly automated that it militates against any recommendations for change. The change from prospective payments two weeks in advance to calendar monthly in arrears has caused enormous and lasting hardship to claimants. 

UC was introduced in the Welfare Reform Act 2012 and rolled out in stages from 2013. It is an income-tested benefit which replaces six older ‘legacy’ benefits with a single payment, paid to claimants monthly in arrears. It is intended to support working age people on low incomes, whether in or out of work. The timing of its payments is designed to match the pattern of earnings of workers in a single stable job, and to incentivise people to take up paid work or to increase their working hours.
The benefit unit is the working age, married, or otherwise cohabiting, couple and their dependent children
, who receive a unitary benefit, which includes extra elements for people with illnesses or disabilities, for carers, and towards childcare costs. The UC is integrated within the system of taxes on incomes. The UC benefit itself is not taxed, but the gross incomes of claimants are taxed twice, first according to income tax and National Insurance Contributions (NICs) on an individual basis (including the gross incomes of children). Then the sum of the disposable incomes of the benefit unit are subjected to a taper or withdrawal rate, (originally at 65%, then reduced to 63% and more recently to 55%). The taper on legacy benefits is 100%. The resultant marginal deduction rate (mdr), that is, the effective tax rate arising from the double taxation at any given gross income level, can be calculated by adding the two relevant rates of taxation and deducting their product. The mdr determines the net payment received.
The IPPR Scotland report proposes a MIG system based on three changes:
· to increase the amount of the benefit substantially, guided by the more generous Minimum Income Standard recommended levels;

· to make the benefit unconditional;

· to divide the payment between the couple.

The ITB system 
An ITB is integrated with the income tax system. Its most serious consequence is that it will not necessarily provide financial security for low-income people. The estimated net payments to which recipients are entitled rely on a continual flow of accurate, real-time information, possibly from several different employers, about the benefit unit’s gross income from all sources, often also involving many intermediaries. Such a system is difficult to set up and maintain. As a consequence, a recipient’s net payment could vary considerably from month to month, denying him/her the financial security of a predictable and stable income – so vital for wellbeing, including physical and mental health. 

The double taxation affects all gross incomes of the benefit unit until the benefit has effectively been withdrawn, that is, the double taxation schedule meets and merges with the underlying income tax and NIC schedule. The purpose of this analysis is to estimate the mdrs at different income levels, and the level of gross income at which double taxation stops for particular household configurations.
The preparations for the analysis of the UCs and MIGs comprised: 

· calculating the UC and MIG payments for different benefit units, together with the Working Allowances available to them, mainly for families with children. The MIG payments were based on a proportion of Minimum Income Standard estimates;
· calculating the mdr (Scottish income tax, UK NICs and the UC and MIG withdrawal rates) at different gross income levels, which vary according to household composition and the relative incomes within the BU. The mdrs were calculated for single adult, one-earner couple, and equal-earner couple households;

· calculating the gross income at which each household configuration becomes free of the double-taxation.
The preparations for the analysis of the UCs and MIGs of working households are detailed in the Appendix. The preparations for non-working households followed the same procedure, but are not detailed here. 

Results for working households

The results of the analysis of UCs and MIGs for working households are summarised in Tables 1 and 2. Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the UC and the MIG schedules respectively for working singletons and lone parents. The label on the horizontal axis, ‘Gross income, Y’ refers to the gross income of the relevant benefit unit, in this case, a single adult with or without dependent children. The diagrams for the other benefit units display the same patterns and so are not shown.

There is a trade-off between the taper and the range of gross incomes affected. The lower the taper, that is, the steeper the slope of the taper schedule, then the greater the range of gross income affected. The following may be noted from the tables and diagrams.

· Double taxation leads to high mdrs. In the diagrams, the closer to being parallel to the horizontal axis, the greater the mdr. All of the UC and MIG schedules are fairly flat.

· The high mdr effect is extended over a greater range of gross income for families with dependent children
 than for adults without. The double-taxed gross incomes of families with children span a greater range than those of singletons or couples without dependent children, such that it includes middle-income families. This is indicated by the value of gross income, Y, where the UC schedule or the MIG schedule meet the underlying net disposable income (Yd) schedule. This could have been avoided by granting the child elements as separate Child Benefits, which would not be taxed at all.

· Increasing the current ITBs to MIG levels further extends the range of gross income that is double taxed and affected by high mdrs. This is revealed by comparing the UC and MIG diagrams. The MIG schedules cover a far greater range of double-taxed gross incomes than the corresponding UC ones. Again, these are indicated by the values of gross income, Y, where the UC schedule and the MIG schedule meet the underlying net disposable income (Yd) schedule. Thus, the laudable aim of granting adequate ITBs has the unfortunate consequence of extending the range of gross incomes that are subject to high mdrs as a result of the double-taxation. This will affect both low-and middle-income families.
· The double-taxation of the gross incomes of ITB recipients, causes benefit units on low gross incomes to be subjected to higher marginal deduction rates (mdrs), illustrated by flatter schedules, than that experienced by higher-income people on the disposable

     income, Yd, schedule. Double-taxation leads to a regressive effective taxation 
     system, which is very divisive of society between net benefit recipients and net

     taxpayers.
TABLE 1 
The gross and net incomes of the Universal Credit schedules 

at the point where the ITB is completely withdrawn, 
for different working household configurations

	Equal 
earner 
couple
	UC

£
	WA

£
	NIC

rate
	ty
	UC

wdr
	mdr before the

ITB is completely

withdrawn
	(Joint) 

    Y
    £
	Ydd
   £

	2+3
	15,124
	4,128
	0.1325
	0.20
	0.55
	    0.699625
	34,790
	31,625

	2+2
	12,294
	4,128
	0.1325
	0.19
	0.55
	    0.695125
	27,118
	26,480

	2+1
	  9,463
	4,128
	0.00
	0.00
	0.55
	    0.55
	21,334
	21,334

	2+0
	  6,088
	       0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.55
	    0.55
	11,070
	11,070

	Single 
earner 
couple
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2+3
	15,124
	4,128
	0.1325
	0.20
	0.55
	    0.699625
	34,823
	31,625

	2+2
	12,293
	4,128
	0.1325
	0.19
	0.55
	    0.695125
	27,118
	26,480

	2+1
	  9,463
	4,128
	0.00
	0.00
	0.55
	    0.55
	21,334
	21,334

	2+0
	  6,088
	       0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.55
	    0.55
	11,070
	11,070

	Single 
earner
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1+3
	12,914
	4,128
	0.1325
	0.21
	0.55
	    0.704125
	35,332
	27,689

	1+2
	10,084
	4,128
	0.1325
	0.21
	0.55
	    0.704125
	27,465
	22,516

	1+1
	  7,254
	4,128
	0.1325
	0.20
	0.55
	    0.699625
	19,689
	17,344

	1+0
	  3,879
	       0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.55
	    0.55
	  7,052
	  7,052


TABLE 2 
The gross and net incomes of the MIG schedules 

at the point where the MIG is completely withdrawn, 
for different working household configurations

	Col 1
	
	
	col 2
	col 3
	col 4
	column 5
	col 6
	col 7

	Equal 
earner 
couple
	MIG

£
	WA

£
	NIC

rate
	ty
	MIG

wdr
	mdr before the

ITB is completely

withdrawn
	(Joint) 

    Y
    £
	Ydd
   £

	2+3
	23,508
	3,564
	0.1325
	0.20
	0.62
	    0.74635
	49,555
	41,480

	2+2
	20,820
	3,564
	0.1325
	0.20
	0.62
	    0.74635
	43,059
	37,144

	2+1
	18,132
	3,564
	0.1325
	0.20
	0.62
	    0.74635
	36,565
	32,809

	2+0
	14,928
	       0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.62
	    0.62
	24,077
	24,077

	Single 
earner 
couple
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2+3
	23,508
	3,564
	0.1325
	0.21
	0.62
	    0.75015
	49,760
	41,480

	2+2
	20,820
	3,564
	0.1325
	0.21
	0.62
	    0.75015
	43,165
	37,144

	2+1
	18,132
	3,564
	0.1325
	0.20
	0.62
	    0.74635
	36,597
	32,809

	2+0
	14,928
	       0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.62
	    0.62
	24,078
	24,078

	Single 
earner
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1+3
	18,084
	7,128
	0.0325
	0.41
	0.62
	    0.78815
	50,462
	36,296

	1+2
	15,396
	7,128
	0.1325
	0.21
	0.62
	    0.75015
	41,828
	31,960

	1+1
	12,708
	7,128
	0.1325
	0.21
	0.62
	    0.75015
	35,235
	27,625

	1+0
	  9,504
	       0
	0.1325
	0.20
	0.62
	    0.74635
	16,671
	15,329
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· The increase in the number of people affected. The non-conditionality of the MIGs in the IPPR Scotland proposals renders almost all households on low- to middle-incomes subject to high mdrs.

In addition, there is concern on account of the fact that:
· The high mdrs of the double taxation of the ITB system reduce net wage rates thereby introducing inherent potential disincentives to work for pay for low-income people, (despite various non-financial incentives), with the potential
consequence of a damaging, dampening effect on the whole economy. This should be examined, but is beyond the scope of this paper.

Thus, the MIGs lead to perverse outcomes against the preferences of both individuals/ households and the economy as a whole, and both are counter to the planned and expected outcomes of the MIG policy intervention.
Results for non-working households

The results of the analysis of UCs and MIGs for non-working households are summarised in Tables 3 and 4.

It is not clear whether the IPPR Scotland authors are proposing a 100 percent withdrawal rate for non-working households, or the lower 62 percent taper quoted for working benefit units. Their statement that ‘payments will be targeted at those falling beneath a minimum income standard to offer income adequacy for those who need it’ (page 16) together with ‘we would also ensure overshoots above the current minimum income standard were minimised’ (page 26) implies that it involves a 100 per cent withdrawal rate. Sometimes proposals for a withdrawal rate of 100 per cent claim that it will provide an income floor for all, whereas it also creates an income ceiling for low-income people. 

The procedure adopted here is to provide Figures 3 and 4, illustrating the UCs and MIGs respectively for non-working singletons and lone parent families, is to use the same 55 and 62 percent tapers as for working households, as indicated in Tables 3 and 4. The 100 percent withdrawal rate can be imagined in Figure 4 as creating a horizontal straight line at the level of each intercept on the disposable income axis. 

The same pattern as before is repeated for the comparable non-working families, except that they are not granted the equivalent of a Working Allowance, which would have provided an extra taper-free ‘personal allowance’ to cover other potential income, such as an occupational pension or rent from sharing one’s home. However, a comparison of figure 1 with 3, and figure 2 with 4, reveals that the inclusion of the Working Allowance both enhances the incomes of low-income people and extends the range of gross income before households are free of the ITB. Neither the mdrs, nor the gross incomes at which double taxation would end, are quite as extreme as for working households. However, the transition from double to single taxation is less significant for non-working households, since it is less likely to be attained.

Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the UC and the MIG schedules respectively, for out-of-work (o-o-w) singletons and lone parents. Comparable to Tables 1 and 2, Tables 3 and 4 give the UC and MIG information for all non-working households.
TABLE 3 
The gross and net incomes of the Universal Credit schedules 

at the point where the ITB is completely withdrawn, 
for different non-working benefit units

	Equal 

income 

couple
	MIG

£
	WA

£
	NIC

rate
	ty
	UC
wdr


	mdr before the

ITB is completely

withdrawn
	(Joint) 

    Y
    £
	Ydd
   £

	2+3
	23,508
	0
	0.00
	0.20
	0.55
	    0.64
	33,192
	31,625

	2+2
	20,820
	0
	0.00
	0.19
	0.55
	    0.6355
	26,794
	26,480

	2+1
	18,132
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.55
	    0.55
	21,334
	21,334

	2+0
	14,928
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.55
	    0.55
	11,070
	11,070

	One 

income 
couple
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2+3
	23,508
	0
	0.00
	0.20
	0.55
	    0.64
	33,192
	31,625

	2+2
	20,820
	0
	0.00
	0.19
	0.55
	    0.6355
	26,794
	26,480

	2+1
	18,132
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.55
	    0.55
	21,334
	21,334

	2+0
	14,928
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.55
	    0.55
	11,070
	11,070

	Singleton
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1+3
	18,088
	0
	0.00
	0.21
	0.55
	    0.6445
	26,289
	23,561

	1+2
	15,396
	0
	0.00
	0.20
	0.55
	    0.64
	19,816
	18,388

	1+1
	12,708
	0
	0.00
	0.19
	0.55
	    0.6355
	13,366
	13,215

	1+0
	  9,504
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.55
	    0.55
	  7,502
	  7,502


TABLE 4 
The gross and net incomes of the MIG schedules 

at the point where the MIG is completely withdrawn, 
for different non-working benefit units

	Equal 

income 

couple
	MIG

£
	WA

£
	NIC

rate
	ty
	MIG

wdr


	mdr before the

ITB is completely

withdrawn
	(Joint) 

    Y
    £
	Ydd
   £

	2+3
	23,508
	0
	0.00
	0.20
	0.62
	    0.696
	41,056
	37,916

	2+2
	20,820
	0
	0.00
	0.20
	0.62
	    0.696
	35,637
	33,581

	2+1
	18,132
	0
	0.00
	0.20
	0.62
	    0.696
	30,217
	29,245

	2+0
	14,928
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.62
	    0.62
	24,077
	24,077

	One 

income 
couple
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2+3
	23,508
	0
	0.00
	0.21
	0.62
	    0.6998
	41,119
	37,916

	2+2
	20,820
	0
	0.00
	0.20
	0.62
	    0.696
	35,664
	33,581

	2+1
	18,132
	0
	0.00
	0.20
	0.62
	    0.696
	30,244
	29,245

	2+0
	14,928
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.62
	    0.62
	24,077
	24,077

	Singleton
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1+3
	18,088
	0
	0.00
	0.21
	0.62
	    0.6998
	33,387
	29,168

	1+2
	15,396
	0
	0.00
	0.21
	0.62
	    0.6998
	27,898
	24,832

	1+1
	12,708
	0
	0.00
	0.20
	0.62
	    0.696
	22,452
	20,497

	1+0
	  9,504
	0
	0.00
	0.20
	0.62
	    0.696
	15,992
	15,329
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The IPPR Scotland report claims that its proposal would reduce both poverty and income inequality, but no details are given, such as whether other sources of funding would be required in addition to taxes on income, nor at what rates. These and other details would be needed in order to carry out tax-benefit micro-simulations for Scotland, to calculate the actual reductions in poverty and income inequality. Further, if the analysis were to be repeated and individual-based, (separately from the more usual household basis), the differential effects on women could be examined. Given the effective tax rates anticipated, the work incentive and labour supply effects of MIGs should also be investigated, together with the effect of these on the Scottish macro-economy. The reservation wage (below which it is not worth someone working for pay) is a function of unearned income such as an ITB.

III. THE NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS AFFFECTED

There were 19.421m people aged 18 or over classed as ‘economically inactive’ in the UK in 2020 (ONS, 2021b: Table 1.5, MGSI). The majority of these would have been accounted for by most of the 12m seniors, but it still leaves more than 7m people of working age, (about one sixth of the total working age population), who were economically inactive (and this does not include the 1.55m people (Table 1.5, MGSF) who were unemployed and seeking work). 

5.6m people were in receipt of UC in Great Britain on 13 January 2022.

The most recent figure for households was 4.1m in November 2021.

Thus, there were at least 2.6m single person households in GB in receipt of the benefit.

More than half of households receiving UC do not have children (DWP, 2022c: 19).

The majority of UC claimants are lone parents and single people without children, rather than couples.

About 40 percent of claimants (2.3m in GB) are in work.

The number of taxpayers in 2022-23 was forecast to be;
Aged 16-64:


26,300,000

Aged 65 or over.

  7,700,000 

Total



34,000,000

The numbers of taxpayers in 2022-23 according to their highest rate of taxation, was forecast to be:

At the savers rate

     611,000
At the basic rate

27,200,000
At the higher rate.

  5,510,000 
At the additional rate
     629,000 




33,950,000
(HMRC, Table 2.1)
There were 5,466,000 people in Scotland in mid 2020.

The population of children, aged 0-15, was 

        916,783.
The population of working age adults, aged 16-64, was    3,493,137.

The population of seniors, aged 65 or older, was   
     1,056,080. 

Therefore, the population of adults, aged 16 or over, was 4,549,217. (ONS, 2021a)

In Scotland in 2019, of the 2.5 million households, 906,000 were single person households. A further 144,000 were of lone parents with dependent children, of whom 92 percent were female and 65 percent were employed. These families represented 25 percent of families with dependent children in Scotland. (Public Health Scotland, 2020)

In Scotland in 2020, total gross income
 was £120,140 m (QNAS, 2021, Table I).

Assuming that the gross income of children aged 0-15 is negligible, the mean gross income per adult in 2020 was £26,409 (£506.48 pw).

Thus, the mean gross income for a couple in 2020 was £52,818 (£1,012.96 pw).

The distribution of income is skewed with median income being less than the mean, thus, there are many more people with incomes lower than the mean than with incomes above it.

However, the numbers receiving MIG and subject to high mdrs, compared with UC, would increase both on account of the more generous payments for the MIGs and due to its unconditional nature. All the singletons and lone parents within the double income range of gross income, indicated in Table 2, together with all non-working households, would be eligible.
IV. OTHER ADVERSE FEATURES DISPLAYED BY BOTH THE UCS AND THE MIGS, IN ADDITION TO THEIR HIGH MDRS.
Other features of the MIG proposal would also give rise to adverse outcomes.

The benefit unit
The retention of the ‘married, or otherwise cohabiting, couple plus dependent children’ as the basis for the benefit unit (BU) would render the lower-income partner, (usually a woman), especially one who is not working for pay, in the humiliating role of financial dependent, with no financial security, and would render her/him at risk of financial coercion or economic abuse.

In contrast to UC, in which the unity of the income-tested cash payment between the partners requires it to be paid into one account, joint or single, at least a ‘MIG would be household assessed but individually paid’ (page 17). ‘A greater proportion of payments should be paid to the non-working person in single earner couple households’ (page 26). ‘This should include paying child elements to the primary carer’ (page 18). 

However, even if all of the MIG were to be paid directly to the non-working partner of a single-earner couple, the MIG received would decrease if earnings increase, and the poorer partner could end up with very little income over which s/he has agency. Further, where the income of a single-earner couple is variable and unpredictable, the ITB received by the poorer partner would also be so variable that s/he would be unable to budget from one month to the next. In the extreme case, a sole breadwinner with three dependent children and with a gross income greater than £49,760 (Table 2 above) would not be eligible for any MIG. Family law requires that partners aliment (maintain) each other, but not that one partner has to give an income to the other. Nor is the lower-income partner legally entitled to any of the income of the higher-income partner. Thus, poorer partners still have no access to an income with which to be sure that they can feed themselves and their dependent children, and it exposes them to financial coercion and economic abuse.

While the MIG proposal may be gender-neutral, the rejection of an individual basis for the benefit unit, in favour of a couple, renders it gendered in its effects, and can undermine the wellbeing of the poorer partner, usually the woman. S/he is trapped in the humiliating role of financial dependent, and is denied the right to a regular, predictable income over which s/he has autonomy, to budget her/his expenditure, and it makes her/him more vulnerable to financial coercion and economic abuse. 

Discrimination against married or otherwise cohabiting couples

The discrimination against married, and otherwise cohabiting, couples, (which can occur independently of whether or not the BU is based on the couple), could lead to the break-up of families.

The MIG for a couple, £14,928 (Table 2) is less than 80% of the sum of the MIGs for two singletons sharing accommodation, £9,504 x 2 = £19,008. Since partners of a couple receive less in MIG payments when together, compared with living apart, this risks the break-up of poor families. This type of discrimination can take place independently of the type of benefit unit.

Intrusive administration

Both the couple-based benefit unit and couple-based discrimination rely on intrusive monitoring into personal relationships to check on individuals claiming not to be cohabiting. But these characteristics are independent of each other. Either discrimination or non-discrimination can take place with either single or couple BUs. Both can lead to adverse effects, but the potential effects of the couple-based BU are potentially far more serious than those of the discrimination.

The administration system by which ITBs are applied, is often intrusive, humiliating, stigmatising and excluding. Some claimants find the exclusion even harder to bear than the below-subsistence levels of UK’s current ITBs on which they are expected to survive – or not.

Discrimination against non-working households

Although the MIG benefit payment is unconditional, the IPPR report proposes a work test, in the form of a Working Allowance favouring those benefit units which include at least one worker. This discriminates de facto against non-earners, including people with disabilities, seniors and unpaid carers (mainly women).
Given that these non-working benefit units are unlikely to benefit by transitioning off the MIG, it would be a generous gesture to offer to those people who are unable to work the advantage of their own equivalent of the Working Allowance. It would imply that the first tranche of non-earnings income received by the non-working units, such as an occupational pension, rent from sharing their home or interest on savings, would not be taxed initially. Even with a relatively generous ITB, these non-workers will be justified in feeling discriminated against, stigmatised, humiliated and excluded.
In practice, the UK’s current ITB system is not unconditional, but imposes a range of work-related and other harsh conditions, with sanctions for non-compliance, which can add to the insecurity felt by claimants. Thus, the proposed MIG system must be given credit for being less conditional.
In graphical terms, the actual MIG is not taxed and appears as an intercept on the disposable income axis. But it is after gross income has been taxed, and therefore it lies above the Yd schedule.  A BI also appears as an intercept on the same axis, but below the disposable income, Yd, schedule. The special case of individual-based, initially universal, uniform in principle, MIG, could seem to fulfil the criteria for a genuine BI, except that the MIG is means-tested. 

V. CONCLUSION
The IPPR Scotland proposal inherits many of the current problems already identified with respect to the Universal Credit system. It includes two welcome modifications: Minimum Income Guarantees are both unconditional, and far more generous, versions of Universal Credit. However, these lead to some adverse unintended consequences.

UCs and MIGs are income-tested benefits which are integrated within the income tax system. The gross incomes of recipients are double-taxed, with the following consequences: 
· The net payment, relying on real time estimates of income from all sources, can vary from month to month and therefore provides no financial security to recipients. 
· The double taxation leads to punitive marginal deduction rates on the gross incomes of recipients.
· The range of the double taxation extends until the benefit has effectively been withdrawn.
· It creates a system of regressive effective taxation of incomes, which is very divisive of society between net benefit recipients and net taxpayers.

· Double taxation reduces net wage rates and introduces inherent potential work disincentive effects on lower-income people, which in turn could have a dampening effect on economic growth.

The particular effects of the MIG proposal are that: 
· The more generous the MIG, the more it exacerbates this problem, affecting more middle-income recipients.
· Including the child element in the benefit unit exacerbates it even further, and could be avoided by granting the child element of MIG in the form of a Child Benefit. 
· Both the non-conditionality of the MIG and its increased amounts could increase the number of recipients affected.

· The MIG proposal extends the potential disincentive effect over a greater range of gross incomes, and could therefore have an even greater dampening effect on the macro-economy.
The IPPR proposal retains the structural flaws of the UC system:
· The benefit unit (BU) is the married or otherwise cohabiting couple and their dependent children. This can cause severe problems for a lower-income partner.  An individual-based benefit unit avoids the problems identified. 
· The MIG system retains the discrimination against married and otherwise cohabiting couples, compared with two singletons. 
· Both basing the BU on the couple, and further discriminating against couples, relies on an intrusive administration system required to monitor personal relationships.

· The MIG proposal has in-built discrimination against people who are unable to work due to advancing age, disability or chronic illness and the unpaid carers who care for them, or who are raising the next generation of workers. 
Even if these structural flaws were addressed, bringing them in line with BIEN’s definition of a Basic Income (BI) as ‘a periodic cash payment unconditionally delivered to all on an individual basis, without means test or work requirement’, (www.basicincome.org/about-basic-income/), the problems associated with double taxation would remain. 
MIGs could never be a forerunner of, nor even a stepping stone towards, a BI. They are not only administratively different, but represent two very different philosophies. MIGs are part of ‘the National Assistance system which emerged from the old Poor Law’ (Sloman, 2019: p.19) and thus are the modern-day equivalent of the rich man’s grudging concession to the poor man. A BI is the celebration of the right to share inclusively in the fruits of the nation’s economy underpinned by its land and natural resources, heritage and institutions, contributing to the financial security that is essential for wellbeing. 
Given the problems associated with MIGs, the authors of IPPR Scotland’s report are encouraged to address the problems raised in this paper.
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APPENDIX. CALCULATION OF THE MARGINAL DEDUCTION RATES AND THE RANGE OF GROSS INCOMES THAT ARE DOUBLE TAXED FOR RECIPIENTS OF UNIVERSAL CREDIT AND MINIMUM INCOME GUARANTEE PAYMENTS IN VARIOUS HOUSEHOLD CONFIGURATIONS
The purpose of this appendix is to record the calculations involved in estimating the marginal dedication rates (mdrs), which result from the double taxation of UCs and MIGs, which were then used to estimate the gross incomes at which different family configurations would be free of double taxation.

In this appendix, a comparison was made in Table A1 of UC and the proposed MIG payments for different family configurations.
The annual payments for UC in 2022-23, for singletons aged 25 or over and for couples, are £3,878.64 (£334.84 per calendar month) and £6,088.44 (£525.72 pm) respectively, with £3,375.00 (£290.00 pm) for the eldest dependent child and £2,829.96 (£244.58 pm) for younger children, as shown in Table A1 below (DWP, 2022a).

The IPPR Scotland report (page 25) provides illustrative figures for 2022-23, for annual MIGs for singletons and couples of £9,504 (£792 pm) and £14,928 (£1,244 pm) respectively, with £3,204 (£267 pm) for the eldest dependent child and £2,688 (£224 pm) for younger children, as shown in Table 1. These refer to families with children of primary school age. 

Table A1. Annual Universal Credit and 
      the proposed Minimum Income Guarantee payments, 2022-23, 

      (paid in calendar monthly instalments)

	      
	      Universal Credit
             2022-23
	
	Proposed Minimum Income
     Guarantee, 2022-23

	No of 

children
	singleton and

  lone parent
	cohabiting

  couple
	
	singleton and

  lone parent
	cohabiting 

   couple

	    0
	  £3,878.64
	  £6,088.44
	
	    £9,504
	  £14,928

	    1
	  £7,253.64
	  £9,463.44
	
	  £12,708
	  £18,132

	    2
	£10,083.60
	£12,293.40
	
	  £15,396
	  £20,820

	    3
	£12,913.56
	£15,123.56
	
	  £18,084
	  £23,508


Two poverty benchmarks are commonly referenced in the UK. The OECD’s is defined as ’60 percent of median equivalised household disposable income for a couple’. Equivalisation is the process of allocating weights to members of households in order to facilitate comparisons between households of different compositions. The OECD’s ‘After Housing Costs have been deducted’ (AHC) poverty benchmark is based on median income, which is published in the DWP’s annual Households Below Average Income, (DWP, 2022b, Figure 1). 

The more generous MIS levels have been provided annually since 2008 by the Centre for Research in Social Policy at Loughborough University using focus groups. Their estimates, based on prices in April of each year, are published in July (MIS, 2021). The MIGs are guided by Minimum Income Standard (MIS) amounts, aiming at a minimum of 80% of their levels. This represents a significant and welcome increase in the levels of the MIGs for adults compared with the UC payments. 

Each of these two benchmarks provides a ‘Before Housing Costs have been deducted’ (BHC) version and an ‘After Housing Costs have been deducted’ (AHC) one, where housing benefits are paid separately
. Table A2 compared the payments that would be allocated to different household configurations, according to UC, the OECD poverty benchmark (for primary school age children), the proposed MIGs and the amounts obtained for the MIS, indicating the period to which they apply, based on the latest available figures as at April 2022. The UC benefits are the lowest, and the MIS payments the most generous, with the OECD and MIG levels in between.

Table A2. Comparison of UC benefits, the OECD poverty benchmark,


    IPPR Scotland’s MIG proposed levels, and MIS amounts.         
	             £ pw
	   UC

  AHC

 2022-23
	 OECD 

 AHC

 2020-21
	   MIG
  AHC

 2022-23 
	   MIS 
AHC + water rates
   2021

	Single, working-age
	   77.08
	 164.62
	 182.27
	  208.91

	Couple, working-age
	 120.99
	 283.20
	 286.29
	  349.06

	Single + 1 child
	 144.75
	 220.90
	 243.72
	  296.46

	Single + 2 children
	 200.90
	 277.56
	 295.27
	  375.66

	Single + 3 children
	 257.05
	 334.18
	 346.82
	  487.55

	Couple + 1 child
	 188.66
	 339.84
	 347.74
	  389.43

	Couple + 2 children
	 244.81
	 396.48
	 399.29
	  467.14

	Couple + 3 children
	 300.96
	 453.12
	 450.84
	  591.73


The UC system includes a Working Allowance (WA), like a small tax-free Personal Allowance (PA), over which range the taper or withdrawal rate is zero on the disposable income of the BU. These are available for working BUs either with a dependent child, or with someone who has limited capacity to work. In 2022-23, the WA stands at £4,128, available at the rate of £344 per calendar month (DWP, 2022a).

The IPPR Scotland report (p.16) also proposes a WA available to families with children, where at least one person is working, at the rate of £3,564 pa (£297 pm) for couples with children, with double that amount, £7,128 (£594 pm) for lone parents.

The UC system provides Working Allowances (WA) for those with limited capacity to work, and for families with a dependent child, while the MIG would provide a WA for families with children were at least one person is working. These were noted in Table A3. 

Both the payments and WAs are summarised in Tables 1 – 4 in the main text. 

Table A3. Working Allowances for Universal Credit and for the Minimum Income Guarantee proposal for benefit units with at least one person who is working for pay, 2022-23.

	          Universal Credit
	
	Minimum income Guarantee

	For those with limited capacity 

to work, or with a dependent child
	
	For families with children, where 

at least one person is working 

	Lone parents
	Couples
	
	Lone parents
	Couples

	£4,128

(£344 pm)
	£4,128

(£344 pm)
	
	£7,128

(£594 pm)
	£3,564

(£297 pm)


CALCULATION OF MARGINAL DEDUCTION RATES FOR UC AND MIG IN 2022-23
The taper for Universal Credit was reduced from 0.63 to 0.55 (wdr = 0.55) in the autumn of 2021.

The proposed taper for the Minimum Income Guarantee is 0.62 percent (wdr = 0.62).

The first part of this analysis calculates the mdrs applicable to different ranges of gross incomes for UC and MIG recipients if implemented in Scotland and subject to the relevant rates of taxation in the fiscal year 2022-23
. These depend on the type of BU; three main types of BU are explored in turn:

· the singleton and lone parent families with one, two and three children;

· the single-earner cohabiting couple without, and with one, two and three children;

· the equal-earning cohabiting couple without, and with one, two and three children.

The following can be noted.
· The income tax thresholds for a worker couple are determined according to the earnings of the partners. 

· Since a lower-income spouse is entitled to transfer any unused portion of her/his Income Tax Personal Allowance (PA) to the higher-income partner, this effectively changes the thresholds of the single-earner spouse by doubling his/her PA and increasing all of his/her thresholds greater than the PA by the size of the PA, except for the Upper Earnings Limit (UEL) of the National Insurance Contribution (NIC) system.

· All of the thresholds for the equal-earning cohabiting couple will be doubled.

· It is assumed for this exercise that the taxable incomes of children are negligible.

Tables A4, A5 and A6 summarise these mdrs for each BU type. They ensure that the correct mdr are applied when calculating the different UC and MIG schedules for each BU at the second stage.

Table A4. Marginal deduction rates for working single individuals and lone parent Universal Credit claimants and Minimum Income Guarantee recipients at different gross income levels, for the fiscal year 2022-23 in Scotland.

	Gross income 

range
	UK

NIC 

rate
	Scottish 

Income 

Tax rate
	mdr for 

non-claimants
	wdr

UC


	mdr for 

UC   claimants
	wdr

MIG


	mdr for

MIG

recipients

	£            0 –   12,570
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.55
	0.55
	0.62
	0.62

	12,570.01 –   14,732
	0.1325
	0.19
	0.3225
	0.55
	0.695125
	0.62
	0.74255

	14,732.01 –   25,688
	0.1325
	0.20
	0.3325
	0.55
	0.699625
	0.62
	0.74635

	25,688.01 –   43,662
	0.1325
	0.21
	0.3425
	0.55
	0.704125
	0.62
	0.75015

	43,662.01 –   50,270
	0.1325
	0.41
	0.5425
	0.55
	0.794125
	0.62
	0.82615

	50,270.01 – 100,000
	0.0325
	0.41
	0.4425
	0.55
	0.749125
	0.62
	0.78815


Source: HMRC, 2022.

Table A5. Marginal deduction rates for single-earner couple Universal Credit claimants and Minimum Income Guarantee recipients at different gross income levels, for the fiscal year 2022-23 in Scotland.

	Gross income 

range
	UK

NIC 

rate
	Scottish 

Income 

Tax rate
	mdr for 

non-

claimants
	wdr

UC


	mdr for 

UC

claimants
	wdr

MIG


	mdr for

MIG

recipients

	£            0 –   25,140
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.55
	  0.55
	0.62
	0.62

	25,140.01 –   27,302
	0.1325
	0.19
	0.3225
	0.55
	  0.695125
	0.62
	0.74255

	27,302.01 –   38,258
	0.1325
	0.20
	0.3325
	0.55
	  0.699625
	0.62
	0.74635

	38,258.01 –   50,270
	0.1325
	0.21
	0.3425
	0.55
	  0.704125
	0.62
	0.75015

	50,270.01 –   56,232
	0.0325
	0.21
	0.2425
	0.55
	  0.659125
	0.62
	0.71215

	56,232.01 – 100,000
	0.0325
	0.41
	0.4425
	0.55
	  0.749125
	0.62
	0.78815


Table A6. Marginal deduction rates for equal earner couple Universal Credit claimants and Minimum Income Guarantee recipients at different gross income levels, for the fiscal year 2022-23 in Scotland.

	Gross income 

range
	UK

NIC 

rate
	Scottish 

Income 

Tax rate
	mdr for 

non-

claimants
	wdr

UC
	mdr for 

UC

claimants
	wdr

MIG
	mdr for

MIG

recipients

	£            0 –   25,140
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.55
	  0.55
	0.62
	0.62

	25,140.01 –   29,464
	0.1325
	0.19
	0.3225
	0.55
	  0.6951
	0.62
	0.74255

	29,464.01 –   51,376
	0.1325
	0.20
	0.3325
	0.55
	  0.6996
	0.62
	0.74635

	51,376.01 –   87,324
	0.1325
	0.21
	0.3425
	0.55
	  0.7041
	0.62
	0.75015

	87,324.01 – 100,000
	0.1325
	0.41
	0.5425
	0.55
	  0.7941
	0.62
	0.82615


CALCULATION OF THE GROSS INCOME AT WHICH RECIPIENTS BECOME FREE OF DOUBLE TAXATION
The second part of this exercise compares the mdrs and estimates the level of gross income at which the double taxation ends and the ITB schedule for the BU merges with the underlying income tax and NIC system. This can be calculated algebraically by equating the formulae relevant to the double taxation system with that of the underlying IT + NIC system and solving for gross income, Y. In practice, the results are estimated using an iteration process in Excel tables, which are reproduced below in Tables A7–A12. 
By contrast, and automatically, this problem does not arise with BIs, since BIs do not 

require gross incomes to be double-taxed.
The IPPR Scotland report states that ‘The MIG payment would be a ‘no strings’ entitlement, without conditions, sanctions, limits or caps’ (Statham et al, 2021: 11). Further, it states that ‘an MIG is a universal guarantee, delivered through a targeted payment’ (page 4) and ‘A minimum income guarantee is a floor everyone can fall back on offering income security for all, but payments will be targeted at those falling beneath a minimum income standard to offer income adequacy to those who need it’ (page 16).
Thus, if the MIG payments are unconditional and universal in principle, then all of the above BUs will be eligible, increasing both the number of recipients and the range of gross incomes that will become double taxed, together with their potential work disincentive effects.

Columns 5 and 6 in Table 2 emphasise both the high mdrs to which MIG benefit units are subjected, and the level of gross income that they must earn before they are able to be free of the MIG.

In particular, one can compare the effects on families with three children. 

· Before the mdr will fall from a maximum mdr of 0.74635 to that of 0.3325, an equal-earner couple with three children would need to earn £49,555 between them, well into the upper-income range, to convert their MIG of £23,508 into a disposable income of £41,480. 

· Similarly, the single-earner couple with three children would have to earn £49,760, and the mdr will fall from a maximum of 0.75015 to 0.3425, before they can convert their initial £23,508 into a disposable income of £41,480. 

· A lone parent with three children would need to earn £50,462 to convert his/her initial MIG of £18,084 to a disposable income of £36,296, before his/her mdr would fall from 0.78815 to 0.4425 – all while raising three children.
Tables A7 – A12 below replicate the Excel tables used to estimate the disposable incomes, which end the double-taxation of gross incomes of the UC claimants and MIG recipients, for Scottish income tax, and UK NICs, for 2022-23 for different BUs.
Figure 1 was created from Excel Table A7.

Figure 2 was created from Excel Table A8. 

Table A7. Universal Credit schedules  

      for working, single-adult benefit units with wdr = 0.55,
      Scotland, 2022-23.
	             No of adults + no of children (
	 1+0
	 1+1
	 1+2
	 1+3

	                  £
	ty
	NIC
	Y 
	Yd
	Ydd
	Ydd
	Ydd
	Ydd

	UC
	
	
	        0
	       0
	3,879
	7,269
	10,114
	12,959

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WA
	
	
	  4,128
	  4,128
	5,736
	11,397
	14,242
	17,087

	
	
	
	  7,052
	  7,052
	7,052
	12,712
	15,557
	18,402

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PA = PT
	
	
	12,570
	12,570
	12,570
	15,196
	18,041
	20,885

	
	0.19
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 1
	
	
	14,732
	14,035
	14,035
	15,855
	18,700
	21,545

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	19,689
	17,344
	17,344
	17,344
	20,189
	23,034

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 2
	
	
	25,688
	21,348
	21,348
	21,348
	21,991
	24,836

	
	0.21
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	27,465
	22,516
	22,516
	22,516
	22,516
	25,361

	
	
	
	35,332
	27,689
	27,689
	27,689
	27,689
	27,689

	
	0.21
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 3
	
	
	43,662
	33,166
	33,166
	33,166
	33,166
	33,166

	
	0.41
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UEL
	
	
	50,270
	36,189
	36,189
	36,189
	36,189
	36,189

	
	0.41
	0.0325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	55,000
	38,826
	38,826
	38,826
	38,826
	38,826

	
	
	
	60,000
	41,613
	41,613
	41,613
	41,613
	41,613

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table A8. Minimum Income Guarantee schedules
      for working, single-adult benefit units with wdr = 0.62

      Scotland, 2022-23.
	             No of adults + no of children (
	 1+0
	 1+1
	 1+2
	 1+3

	                  £
	ty
	NIC
	Y 
	Yd
	Ydd
	Ydd
	Ydd
	Ydd

	MIG
	
	
	        0
	       0
	9,504
	12,708
	15,396
	18,084

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WA
	
	
	 7,128
	 7,128
	12,213
	19,836
	22,524
	25,212

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PA = PT
	
	
	12,570
	12,570
	14,281
	21,904
	24,592
	27,280

	
	0.19
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 1
	
	
	14,732
	14,035
	14,837
	22,461
	25,149
	27,837

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	16,671
	15,329
	15,329
	22,952
	25,640
	28,328

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 2
	
	
	25,668
	21,348
	21,348
	25,240
	27,928
	30,616

	
	0.21
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	35,235
	27,625
	27,625
	27,625
	30,313
	33,001

	
	
	
	41,828
	31,960
	31,960
	31,960
	31,960
	34,648

	
	0.21
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 3
	
	
	43,662
	33,166
	33,166
	33,166
	33,166
	35,106

	
	0.41
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UEL
	
	
	50,270
	36,189
	36,189
	36,189
	36,189
	36,255

	
	0.41
	0.0325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	50,462
	36,296
	36,296
	36,296
	36,296
	36,296

	
	0.41
	0.0325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	55,000
	38,826
	38,826
	38,826
	38,826
	38,826

	
	
	
	60,000
	41,613
	41,613
	41,613
	41,613
	41,613

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table A9. Universal Credit schedules 

 
      for single-earner couples, with wdr = 0.55

      Scotland, 2022-23.
	             No of adults + no of children (
	 2+0
	 2+1
	 2+2
	 2+3

	                           £
	ty
	NIC
	Y 
	Yd
	Ydd
	Ydd
	Ydd
	Ydd

	UC
	
	
	       0
	         0
	  6,088
	  9,463
	12,293
	15,123

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WA
	
	
	  4,128
	  4,128
	  7,946
	13,591
	16,421
	19,251

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	11,070
	11,070
	11,070
	16,715
	19,545
	22,375

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PA = PT
	
	
	12,570
	12,570
	12,570
	17,390
	20,220
	23,050

	
	0
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	21,334
	21,334
	21,334
	21,334
	24,164
	26,994

	
	0
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PA + PA
	
	
	25,140
	25,140
	25,140
	25,140
	25,877
	28,707

	
	0.19
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	27,118
	26,480
	26,480
	26,480
	26,480
	29,310

	Threshold 1 + PA
	
	
	27,302
	26,605
	26,605
	26,605
	26,605
	29,366

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	34,823
	31,625
	31,625
	31,625
	31,625
	31,625

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 2 + PA
	
	
	38,258
	33,918
	33,918
	33,918
	33,918
	33,918

	
	0.21
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UEL
	
	
	50,270
	41,816
	41,816
	41,816
	41,816
	41,816

	
	0.21
	0.0325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 3 + PA
	
	
	56,232
	46,332
	46,332
	46,332
	46,332
	46,332

	
	0.41
	0.0325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	60,000
	48,433
	48,433
	48,433
	48,433
	48,433

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table A10. Minimum Income Guarantee schedules 

 
      for single-earner couples, with wdr = 0.62


      Scotland, 2022-23.
	             No of adults + no of children (
	 2+0
	 2+1
	 2+2
	 2+3

	                           £
	ty
	NIC
	Y 
	Yd
	Ydd
	Ydd
	Ydd
	Ydd

	MIG
	
	
	       0
	         0
	14,928
	18,132
	20,820
	23,508

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WA
	
	
	  3,564
	  3,564
	16,282
	21,696
	24,384
	27,072

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PA = PT
	
	
	12,570
	12,570
	19,705
	25,118
	27,806
	30,494

	
	0
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	24,078
	24,078
	24,078
	29,491
	32,179
	34,867

	
	0
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PA + PA
	
	
	25,140
	25,140
	25,140
	29,895
	32,583
	35,271

	
	0.19
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 1 + PA
	
	
	27,302
	26,605
	26,605
	30,451
	33,139
	35,827

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	36,597
	32,809
	32,809
	32,809
	35,497
	38,185

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 2 + PA
	
	
	38,258
	33,918
	33,918
	33,918
	35,918
	38,606

	
	0.21
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	43,165
	37,144
	37,144
	37,144
	37,144
	39,832

	
	
	
	49,760
	41,480
	41,480
	41,480
	41,480
	41,480

	UEL
	
	
	50,270
	41,816
	41,816
	41,816
	41,816
	41,816

	
	0.21
	0.0225
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 3 + PA
	
	
	56,232
	46,383
	46,383
	46,383
	46,383
	46,383

	
	0.41
	0.0325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	60,000
	48,484
	48,484
	48,484
	48,484
	48,484

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table A11. Universal Credit schedules 

      for equal-earner couples, with wdr = 0.55,
      Scotland, 2022-23.

	             No of adults + no of children (
	 2+0
	 2+1
	 2+2
	 2+3

	                        £
	ty
	NIC
	Y 
	Yd
	Ydd
	Ydd
	Ydd
	Ydd

	MIG
	
	
	       0
	         0
	  6,088
	  9,463
	12,293
	15,123

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WA
	
	
	  4,128
	  4,128
	  7,946
	13,591
	16,421
	19,251

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	11,070
	11,070
	11,070
	16,715
	19,545
	22,375

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	21,334
	21,334
	21,334
	21,334
	24,164
	26,994

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PA x 2
	
	
	25,140
	25,140
	25,140
	25,140
	25,877
	28,707

	
	0.19
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	27,118
	26,480
	26,480
	26,480
	26,480
	29,310

	
	0.19
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 1 x 2
	
	
	29,464
	28,070
	28,070
	28,070
	28,070
	30,025

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	34,790
	31,625
	31,625
	31,625
	31,625
	31,625

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	40,000
	35,102
	35,102
	35,102
	35,102
	35,102

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 2 x 2
	
	
	51,376
	42,696
	42,696
	42,696
	42,696
	42,696

	
	0.21
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	55,000
	45,079
	45,079
	45,079
	45,079
	45,079

	
	
	
	60,000
	48,366
	48,366
	48,366
	48,366
	48,366

	
	
	
	  
	 
	
	
	
	


Table A12. Minimum Income Guarantee schedules
      for equal-earner couples, with wdr = 0.62,
      Scotland, 2022-23.

	             No of adults + no of children (
	 2+0
	 2+1
	 2+2
	 2+3

	                        £
	ty
	NIC
	Y 
	Yd
	Ydd
	Ydd
	Ydd
	Ydd

	MIG
	
	
	       0
	         0
	14,928
	18,132
	20,820
	23,508

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WA
	
	
	  3,564
	  3,564
	16,282
	21,696
	24,384
	27,072

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	24,078
	24,078
	24,078
	29,491
	32,179
	34,867

	
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PA x 2
	
	
	25,140
	25,140
	25,140
	29,895
	32,583
	35,271

	
	0.19
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 1 x 2
	
	
	29,464
	28,070
	28,070
	31,008
	33,696
	36,384

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	36,565
	32,809
	32,809
	32,809
	35,497
	38,185

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	43,059
	37,144
	37,144
	37,144
	37,144
	39,832

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	49,555
	41,480
	41,480
	41,480
	41,480
	41,480

	
	0.20
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Threshold 2 x 2
	
	
	51,376
	42,696
	42,696
	42,696
	42,696
	42,696

	
	0.21
	0.1325
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	55,000
	45,078
	45,078
	45,078
	45,078
	45,078

	
	
	
	60,000
	48,366
	48,366
	48,366
	48,366
	48,366

	
	
	
	  
	 
	
	
	
	


� Anne Miller is an Honorary Research Fellow in the School of Social Sciences, Heriot-Watt University, Edinburgh, Scotland.


� ‘In standard means-tested minimum-income schemes, transfers make up the difference between the beneficiary’s gross income and the minimum level of income below which no household is allowed to fall’ (Van Parijs et al, 2017: 33). Thus, a means-tested ‘minimum-income’ usually implies a 100 percent withdrawal rate, which effectively creates both an income floor and an income ceiling for low-income claimants.


� The UK benefit unit has all the problems associated with defining ‘the couple’, and monitoring individuals who claim to be non-cohabiting.


� The effect of Child Benefit (CB) has not been included. CB is not taxed. It would have shifted the Income Tax and NIC schedule up by £21.80 pw x 52 = £1,133.60 for the first dependent child and a further £14.45 pw x 52 = £751.40 for each younger child in the family (DWP, 2022a).


�  The Balance of Gross Primary Incomes = Compensation of Employees + Gross Operating Surplus and Mixed Income + Gross Property Income – Total Primary Uses.


� On page 13, the IPPR Scotland report refers to MIS figures ‘excluding rent, childcare and Council Tax’, (equivalent to ‘out of work benefits’), which is the same as ‘AHC + water rates’.


� It is assumed here that the children are of primary school age.


� The Primary Threshold in the UK’s NIC system will be increased to equal the PA from 6 July 2022, but these calculations have been based on the assumption that this change will have occurred by the beginning of the fiscal year 2022-23. This will not alter the inferences made.





