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Executive Summary

Unconditional basic income (Bl) is a proposal tdoren social welfare
provision under which every member of society wdogdentitled to an income above
subsistence level without means test or work requént. The advantages of Bl are
that it effectively reduces poverty and increasesreal freedom of citizens. However,
by abolishing the necessity to work on the indialdievel Bl policies are also
inherently risky since they fundamentally changeeitive structures. It is clearly
possiblethat Bl is fiscally infeasible in this sense thait enough people would
engage in productive efforts on the basis of whacBl could then be distributed.
Social science is to date unable to say Hikely an outcome this is. From the
perspective of Bl supporters this state of affasrsuboptimal since the burden of

proof on the feasibility of Bl is widely perceivéa fall on them.

Basic income social experiments (BISE) are a vesful tool for meeting this
strategic challenge. This is, firstly, because they the best available method for
generating knowledge on the consequences of aathdiew programme such as BI.
However, despite all methodological sophisticatioe social sciences can reduce but
never eliminate the uncertainty regarding the cquseces of Bl, including fiscal
feasibility. Secondly, BISE are useful because thelp to overcome the discursive
impasse which results from the fundamental lackrafwledge. BISE would help to
move the currently stuck debate and — most imptiytan show great promise for
shifting the burden of proof back to the defendafitthe status quo. Lastly, this paper
finds ethical objections to BISE to be insubstdrdilad ascertains the feasibility of
BISE in the German context. It hence concludes flmaponents of basic income

should advocate basic income social experiments iGBermany.



I ntroduction

The German welfare state, despite all the beniefiiovides, has come under
attack for its alleged failure to adequately de@hwihe issues of poverty and the
working poor. Among the different ways of dealingttwthese problems, basic
income (BI) proposals have gained academic andlpopttention in the more recent
past. Proponents argue that basic income scheroesage the real freedom of all
members of society (especially its poorest oneg)dyng everyone an unconditional
income — i.e. without work requirement or means (esn Parijs, 2006). Bl proposals
therefore “stress the economic rights of citizenagher than rights of workers, or of
the poor)” (Offe, 2008). With an intellectual pedtg lasting back to Thomas Paine,
the idea of economic rights of citizenship has bagarously debated over the last 25
years. However, while the debates on the theotetesirability of basic income have
reached considerable levels of maturity, questioih$easibility have not received
similar amounts of attention. Very little is knowaitogether about the possible
consequences of the introduction of a basic incatleeme, resulting in large
uncertainties about the fiscal feasibility of Blhére is hence a disjunction between
claims about the desirability of basic income om ¢ine hand and the little knowledge
on its actual consequences on the other hand.stéies of affairs is regrettable from
the perspective of basic income supporters bectheséarge knowledge gaps will

seriously impede gathering political support in Gany.

Two contradictory observations motivate this pap@&he first is the
fundamental lack of knowledge about the effectbadic income schemes. To a large
extent this is because there is currently no full heme in operation the
consequences of which can be observed. Other ngethioestablishing the required
knowledge are of questionable validity since basmome constitutes a complete
system overhaul, for example undermining one ti@u pillar of the German
Sozialstaat, nameligrwerbszentrierung Ehnis, 2002). Basic income, by giving an
unconditional income to every citizen, intentiogallndermines this focus on paid
labour. Bl can also be regarded as a substantgh sowards further de-
commodification, which “occurs when a service isdered as a matter of right, and

where a person can maintain a livelihood witholianee on the market” (Esping-



Andersen, 1990:21f). Crucially, these systemic geanstrongly affect the incentive
structures facing individuals: at the extreme, awlividual could become the
proverbial ‘surfer’, ceasing to contribute to th@guctive efforts of society. Now, it
is obviously within the realm of thgossiblethat so large a number of people become
surfers that the productive efforts of society @ suffice to provide everyone with
the basic income to which they are entitlétkt one conclusion this paper establishes

is that it is simply not known with any certaintgvialikely such an outcome would be.

The second observation is that this fundamentd tddknowledge does not
prevent most participants in the debate to makeoumded claims about the
desirability and feasibility of basic income. Thisight explain that while most
proponents of basic income tend to claim their eaudiscal feasibility, most
opponents tend to decry it as fiscally infeasibds. an example of the sloppy
argumentation underlying many such claims, consttler report of the Scientific
Council at the Federal Ministry of Finance. To ggéaextent, the report bases its
conclusion that Bl is not manageable fiscally oa tather weak premise that if the
state paid €600 to a single individuadititfte es nicht wenige geben, die sich damit
zufrieden gebenund ihren Lebensstandard allenfalls durch geldighet
Schwarzarbeit aufbessern” (Wissenschaftlicher Be2@08:4,emphasis addgdThis
paper argues that thus relying on opinion rathantbn facts disguises the gaps in
knowledge and means that the debate on basic incammt move forward.

One particular tool to overcome this impasse actakexperiments; these are
social scientific field experiments which randomBbllocate participants into
programme and control groups. The last decadesdemrea steady growth in support
for and use of this methodology (Heckman et al9519reenberg et al., 2004). This
is one point of departure for this paper, the regeguestion of which isvhether
proponents of basic income should advocate basioni@ social experiments in
Germany.Notwithstanding a number of counterarguments, firmetive answer is
established following a simple line of argumentsgithis paper discusses what Bl
supporters want: it is argued that they shouldriberésted, firstly, in learning more

about the consequences of Bl introduction and,rstlgaand relatedly, in convincing

1 Such a possibility is of course precisely why azioal views on the Sozialstaat hold that
“[dlie soziale Absicherung darf nur als Erganzungirken und keinesfalls die dem
marktwirtschaftlichen System innewohnende Leistédtggkeit beeintrachtigen” (Thuy 1999:168).



people of the merits of the Bl proposal. Then, thaper examines how well Bl
experiments are suited to deliver on these twoablgs. It finds that they are useful
on both counts. While they cannot alone prove sprdive feasibility or conclusively

inform desirability, basic income social experine(BISE) are the most useful tools
available for generating the required knowledgei@axperiments are also found to
help meet the second objective, in particular sithey can bring the whole debate
forward by substituting evidence for opinion.. lgstthe feasibility of Bl social

experiments is examined: it is found not to present significant obstacles to the

overall argument that Bl supporters should advoBH&e.

Two remaining preliminary issues to be discussed hencern the boundaries
of this thesis as well as its methodology. In tewhshe _boundaried should like to
make explicit the choices taken to arrive at arbfez@ircumscribed research question.
One of them, namely the focus on Germany, resyéetly from the client institution
and partly from the fact that the Bl discoursedaktively far developed in Germany
when compared with other OECD countries. Anothariad) the exclusive focus on
basic income (as opposed to basic capital), wasrbath to keep the discussion of
evaluatory methodology within manageable boundstamdtain a focus on the main
strand of contemporary German discourse. Lasthe decision to adopt the
perspective of Bl proponents aims to make this pagerelevant as possible for the
client institution and also justifies skipping ath@rwise space-consuming discussion
of the general merits of the Bl proposal itself.nCerningmethodology this paper
mainly relies on thoroughly reviewing all relevasttands of secondary literature.
Since the issue of social experimentation on besiome cuts across a number of
disciplines, the literature review is correspondiingomprehensive. In particular, this
helps to determine the state of the art regardincgasexperiments and to use this as a
basis from which to go further. The literature sawiis complemented with original
research into the state of the German basic inadise®urse, although this research
does not claim comprehensiveness. In additionetrey phase of research saw one
semi-structured interview with Loek Groot, a madvacate of basic income social

experiments in Europe.



To my knowledge this is the first paper dealinghwtihe usefulness of social
experiments for basic income research in the Geromrtext. In a nutshell, it
combines elements from philosophy, economics atitigso It looks at basic income
as a somewhatevolutionary normatively driven policy proposal and argued tha
through social experiments — we can subject ihedmpirical analysis it deserves.
This should make it more palatable to advocatesewblutionary piece-meal
engineering — a key group to be convinced if bas@mome is to be politically

successful.

The paper is structured as follows. Following timgoduction, the second
chapter reviews the literature, focusing on tteure of basic income and social
experiments. The third chapter discussesd@mrability of Bl experiments; chapter
four examines théeasibility of basic income experiments. Chapter five condude



[I. Literature Review

The different strands literatures here reviewedyeeslly those on BI,
evidence-based policy making and social experimemesby now very substantial —
it is the conjunction between them which has noeirgeed nearly as much attention.
Drawing boundaries around topic and approach alsans that not all possibly
relevant research fields can be consulted. Exangblssbfields which this thesis does
not primarily draw on are the policy process, wafaeform, and strategic political
communication literatures. The fields which ameviewed are those which the
arguments in the subsequent chapters draw on #kplilm section (a), different
definitions of Bl are discussed. Section (b) chetes the development of evidence-
based policy making, while section (c) places atipaar emphasis on social
experiments and evaluates the general case inféveiur. Section (d) describes three

arenas of experimental Bl research.

a.Basic Income

Clarifying what it is meant by Bl for the purposafsthis paper is particularly
important in the German context since competingppsals by the names of
Grundeinkommen, Grundsicherung, Burgergahd the like have flourished in recent
years, with some fundamental differences betweemihA very useful and widely

accepted definition of__unconditional basic inconf@erman: bedingungsloses

Grundeinkommen) is the one put forward by Phillaa Parijs: A basic income is
an income paid by a political community to all members on an individual basis,
without means test or work requiremer{t’an Parijs, 2006: 8). This definition has
also been adopted by the Basic Income Earth Net{BI&N).? However, in some
national contexts some of the main players in tebate have adopted slightly
different definitions. For example, the definitioffered by the German Basic Income
Network further requires that Bl be above subsistdevel and enable a minimum of
societal participation (Netzwerk Grundeinkommen, 020 Such definitional
differences do not only demonstrate differencethenlevels of ambition. They also

influence which policy proposals are given thewsaif conforming — or not — to Bl

2 The BIEN, founded in 1986 as the Basic Income Beam Network, serves as a world-wide platform
which links a number of national Bl networks andividuals.



standards. In particular, the Netzwerk Grundeink@mrdefinition excludegartial
Bl schemes (i.e. those paying out an income beldgistence) We shall here adopt

the slightly narrower definition of the German Bdtwork.

In the current German debate, there are a numl@aopbsals which meet this
definition of Bl (Blaschke, 2008). However, thispea does not attach itself to any
particular Bl proposal. This is because thasic logicin favour or against BI
experiments applies irrespective of the speciésitof one or the other Bl scheme: All
schemes which provide citizens with an unconditioneome guarantee at or above
subsistence level feature the same fundamental owrksm on which BISE can
possibly shed a light. Still, it is useful to sketout some common features of Bl
proposals to the reader unfamiliar with the deb@te essence of many possible Bl
proposals is that Bl replaces all of the followirpzialhilfe, Arbeitslosengeld I,
Ausbildungsforderung, Kindergelda$s well as the tax exemption of the the minimum
living wage in income taxation. It also replaced-afe pensions and unemployment
benefits, albeit only at the level of basic incom@umpmann, 2009). In this
conception, introducing Bl necessarily requireshkigtaxes since in the static

analysis expenditures unambiguously rise when tileanents are threatened.

b. Evidence-Based Policy Making

Following an increasing sophistication in socialestific research methods
over the course of the #@entury, there has been “a growing emphasis cteace-
based policy and practice (Maynard, 2006:1) arouhd world. A *“central
characteristic of the modern welfare state is a at@imfor ‘objective’ knowledge
about the effects of various government tax andsfex programs” (Heckman et al.,
1999:1867).

Two distinctions are important in this context.sEirconsider the difference
between qualitative and quantitative approachedata generation. Policy contexts
often place a premium omumbers (e.g. in cost-benefit analyses, budgetary

procedures) — and this demand influences the ouipwvaluation providers and

® That this requirement raises the problem of howetfine subsistence (e.g. Blaschke, 2008) shall not
concern us here.



policy consultants. At the same time, the methogiokd debate within the social
sciences has clearly rejected the superiority ef @ver the other approach. While for
certain types of questions relevant for this pdpeparticular: Is Bl fiscally feasible?)
guantitative analysis is indispensable, complemgntesights may be gathered using
gualitative approaches. The challenge is to combota approaches in suitable and

goal-oriented ways. Seconid is highly relevant and widely accepted to idigtiish

between econometric and experimental approachegidence generation (Heckman
et al., 1995). While the experimental approach Ive® “researcher control of
variables”, the econometric solution to the probl&fbias is “to create logical control
of comparisons based on observations of naturaiyitwing phenomena” (Sherman,
2003). This distinction is in fact more straightf@ard than it may sound: researchers
can either collect and use data from existing ognes, or they may intervene in or
set up programmes for data generation purposesiyitase, most modern evaluation
projects will employ both approaches: multi-metles@luations are now state of the
art (Mutnich et al., 2002).

On the role of policy experimentation in particyldre most prominent calls
were those for “reforms as experiments” (Campldgg9). In the German context,
Karl Eckel explained the lack of progress in theialosciences with the fact that the
“empirical social scientist [...] cannot test his byipeses thoroughly” (Eckel, 1978,
41). As a solution, he proposed integrating theafssocial experimentation into the
political sphere: every law should clearly statepblicy goals and experimentation
should be routinely used to test all programs. phgoose of lawds not just to
distribute freedoms (by ensuring rights), but to incred®edoms (through rigorous
policy evaluation and experimentation) (Eckel, 1978he arguments this paper
advances in favour of Bl experiments are clearbgely related towards such calls for

rational policy making through experimentation.

The reality of policy evaluation in Germany lags fi@hind any such abstract
calls. What emerges from reviewing Germany’s pobegluation is a picture highly
diverse across time and issue areas. The reforiticpah the late 1960s did show a
readiness to collect experiences from policy expenits, particularly in the field of
education. (i.e. the testing &esamtschulgnin labour market policy, however, the
importance of evaluation was only formalized witte tintroduction of the Social



Code Ill in 1998 — consequently, research funding activities of the Institut fur

Arbeitsmarkt und Berufsforschung strongly increa@ddntnich et al., 2002). While

“evaluation culture in Germany lagged behind indional standards in the 1990s”,
this has now changed and major non-experimentdliatians of recent labour market
reforms (Hartz legislation) have been commissiof®&aermann et al., 2005). While
the reasons behind these changes are unclearasitdeme parts of the German
academic and political circles now recognise thednfr rational, evidence-based
policy making — even in issue areas as ideologyedrias labour market and social

policy.

c. Social Experiments

A key challenge for scientific researchers is tsigie projects which enable
them to make valid general causal inferences. Arfefence is the process of
understanding an unobserved phenomenon on the bbsisset of observations”
(King et al. 1994, p. 55). The goal of this procasshe present context would be to
reach conclusions about what might happen when & Bitroduced (Marx et al.,
2004). The aim of this section is to review the moeblogical case for social
experiments. An experiment is “a research designhith an‘independent’ variable
is manipulated under controlled conditions. As suaih experiment consists of two
essential elements, namely the manipulation ofusaldactor and the control [...] of
all factors that might plausibly affect the causaationship of interest” (Marx et al.,

2004). We speak of social experimetfitand only if the control of all factors possibly

influencing the dependent variable happens throuvghdomized allocation of
individual participants into treatment and contgobups. Hence social experiments
are defined as field experiments with random assen (Heckman et al., 1995). In
contrast to this, quasi experiments are definesitagandomized field experiments in
which some sites function as the program group amdparable sites as the control
group (Greenberg et al., 2004).

The most quoted modern proponent of social experinseJames Heckman,

whose writings (especially Heckman et al, 1995)eharofoundly influenced virtually



every German academic contribution on social erpenis in the past decad@he
key argument is that under certain conditions ramded social experiments can
solve the fundamental evaluation problem, namedydifficulties with drawing valid
inferences about the effect of a programme on #cpaant given that we cannot
observe the counterfactual stat®ocial experiments solve the fundamental evaloatio
problem through random assignment, such that fjzatits “are randomly assigned
either to the programme or to a control group (teenterfactual) that does not
receive any treatment. There will be no averagdemihces in unobserved
characteristics between the two randomly choserupgo and, therefore, post-
programme differences can be attributed solehh&opgrogramme” (Bjorklund et al.,
1996). Social experiments score highly on the wgateof both internal validity
(random assignment ensures unbiased inference abhosé and effect) and external
validity (natural settings ensure that the reswitstell us something useful about the
real world) (Green et al., 2003). Hence “the evaerirom social experiments
provides a benchmark for learning about the peréorce of alternative non-
experimental methods” (Heckman et al., 1999:1869).

One helpful distinction is between the evaluatiércarrent programmes and
those of proposed new programmes. In the lattex, ga@n-experimental data might
yield some insights while additional insights wihve to be gathered in policy pilots
(variously referred to aBlodellversuchor Modellprojektin German). However, only
very few such Modellversuche have been carriedaswgocial experiments and often
have merely been evaluated using “evaluators” (8pen et al., 2005). Of course it is
possible to run a non-randomised Bl policy pilotghis is in fact being done in
Namibia at the moment (see next section). Howdherpnly data which can be thus
gathered is the effect of ‘treatment on the tréat8dch pilot projects exhibit the
fundamental evaluation problem presented aboveblana construct counterfactuals,
establishing reliable general causal inferencesearly impossible. Pilot projects
might, of course, have important effects beyondiemngific problem solving approach.

For example, they might help to demonstrate thealgbty of a normative principle.

* Heckman was awarded the Nobel Prize in Econoricki$ contributions to evidence based research
in 2000.

® To take an example, it is very difficult to saythvany certainty to what extent my participation in
formal education has increased, say, my cognitdifitias. In order to know this one would have ® b
able to measure my cognitive abilities not onlythis, but also in a logically impossible countetésd
state (i.e. not having received this education).



This argument can certainly be made regardingdbeng ofGesamtschulent also
potentially applies to Bl. However, section (lll.a)gues that focusing on this aspect

of experiments is not a sustainable strategy.

In concluding this section, it must be noted howttieoreticalsupremacy of
social experiments has not been reflected in etialugractice In particular, small
US programmes have been assessed frequently asidgmised social experiments,
whereas large European programmes have hardly éednated in this way at all
(Bjorklund et al., 1996). More generally, socialpexments have been quite
frequently used in the USA and still are the exiceptn Europe (Greenberg et al.,
200475.

d. Basic Income Experiments

This section will serve as an overview to all expental approaches with
which Bl has been studied. It is possible to idgritiree distinct Bl policy research
agendas: 1) the negative income tax experimeritseof960s and 70s in the USA and
Canada; 2) the cash transfer pilot projects usetésa developed countries since
around 2000; and 3) a small European research agen@I| experiments, also in the

last decade.

i. The Negative Income Tax Experiments

While there are important differences between Bl aegative income tax
(NIT) schemes with regard to, inter alia, paymewides, both can be designed so as
to result in equivalent post-tax distributions eicome as van Parijs (2006:28)
illustrates. This equivalence means that the erpmrial approach to and results of
testing NIT schemes are highly relevant to Bl psgde. Five NIT experiments were
conducted by the U.S. and Canadian governmentsbatd968 and 1980. These five
NIT experiments were quite extraordinary and foey kharacteristics are listed in the

following.

First, they were the “first large scale social sciengaeeiment ever conducted,

and they have become a model for social experih¢h¢vine et al., 2005:95). The

® The few German cases are described in the semtideasibility.
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NIT studies were innovative since they randomlyigmesd subjects to control and
experimental group. As was discussed in the previsection, conducting social
experiments of this sort has since become statbeoért, but the researchers of the
NIT experiments were among the pioneesecond the scale of the projects was
enormous, with sample sizes ranging from 800 to04&80d correspondingly large
research budgets. This also allowed the testindiftdérent levels of the guarantee
level (G) and the marginal tax rate (t) (Widerqu205).Third, their main goal was
to “determine the labour supply response to annrme@uarantee” (Levine et al.,
2005:95). This was driven by a similar logic thiestfattracted the author of this paper

to the idea of Bl experiments:

“[W]e believed that the basic political obstaateanything like a
negative income tax was the widespread belief ithatould kill
work incentives. We set out not to prove that itdonot, but to
find out whether it would.” (Levine et al., 2005)97

Fourth, then, the labour-supply responses estimated across pkrements
were in the expected direction (negative) but didpogse the researchers as being
smaller than they had expected. The average reduofiworking hours was around
5-8% for married men, and somewhat higher for redrrivomen (Widerquist,
2005:13). A further main lesson which the NIT exments hold is that it is highly
difficult to communicate the meaning of such resulh highly politicized
environments: Widerquist’s survey of the media paotitical responses to the studies
shows an appallingly superficial portrayal of tlesults. Instead of highlighting the
evidence that under NIT no segment of the experiahgopulation withdrew from
the labour force, media and politicians were quecklismiss NIT plans on the basis

that NIT demonstrably reduces work effort.

ii. Cash transfer pilot projects in developing coigas

This paper is chiefly concerned with experimenfgraaches to Bl provision
within the context of social security in developeountries. Nonetheless, the last
decade has seen a growth of Bl-type experimenthaencontext of development
assistance and foreign aid. In the last decade,@ sumber of projects have dropped
all conditional requirements and made cash trassfeiversally available in selected

11



communities — these have displayed a very favoarpbtformance in terms of aid
efficiency (Standing, 2008). Two issues are paldidy noteworthy for the purposes
of this paper:

First the methodology chosen in all cash transfer ptsjeeviewed has
been that of pilot project schemes, where cashaissterred to individuals within a
given geographical area. In no case were randoimizat control groups used. The
reason for this, however, is that all pilot progeetere simultaneously aid policy
experiments and actual efforts at poverty reductidh such it would have been
politically divisive and unethical to provide, sahalf of a community with
unconditional cash transfers while using the othmaf as a control group. Secqnd
most of the pilot projects cannot be described isSilouting Bl as understood this
paper. The reason is that more often than not, tasisfers were targeted at either
household heads, or mothers, and almost alwaysudea! children. Thus the
provision was clearly not fulfilling the universiglicriterion. In contrast to this,
consider the pilot project launched by the NamilBasic Income Grant Coalition in
the local community of Otjivero-Omitara: this projeconsciously fulfils all Bl
criteria. The first assessment report publishe8dptember of 2008 (Haarmann et al.,
2008) is very positive on the effects observedasolh particular, it should be noted
that the Namibian pilot project has been includedmost of the German press
coverage of the Bl issue. This could be conjectumedbe the result of a certain

demand for reliable information on the consequent&.

iii. The European Research Agenda on Bl experiments

The last of the three research strands is a comenpattempt by a number
of European social scientists to rekindle someréstiein experimental approaches to
Bl. The general characteristic of this third straedts multifaceted nature. These
facets were first brought together in a one daykealoop preceding the BIEN
conference in Barcelona 2004. As a direct offspritng December 2006 issue of
Basic Income Studiesontains a special section “Toward a Basic Income

Experiment?”

12



A considerable impulse for this Europe-based rebeactivity seems to have

come from a much-quoted passage by Tony Atkinson:

“The NIT experiments are generally considered teeh@&duced the range of
uncertainty surrounding the response of hours okwm taxation (...) there

IS N0 necessary reason to expect the results ty agpally in a European
context. Those interested in a [BI] scheme in Eeropght like to consider

launching such an experimental research projedghamvould serve both to

throw light on the economic effects of the refornddo demonstrate how it
would work in reality.” (Atkinson, 1995: 150)

The starting point of the research have thus beerdésign alternatives of NIT-type
Bl experiments, the specificities of which will loscussed further below (Groot,
2004, 2006; Widerquist, 2006).

There are two proposals, however, which go beydmsl use of social
experiments. The firsis the “Plea for the Use of Laboratory Experimentdasic
Income Research” (Noguera et al., 2006). The asthoz critical of the large-scale
social experiments and instead propose to condumrdtory experiments. While
being cheaper and more easily repeatable and rabMifi the authors argue that
“laboratory experiments have the capacity to uncdwesy behavioural insights that
are notoriously difficult (and only indirectly) tobtain from field experiments”
(Noguera et al., 2006:5). However, their argumeamains uncompelling, in
particular since they give no details regardingpbesible design of such laboratory
experiments. The secondltogether more convincing, is the proposed uddettery
games of the win for life (WA4L) type asatural experimentdo evaluate possible
behavioural changes following a Bl introduction €ies et al, 2006). The reasoning
is simple and ingenious: the winners of the Belgh##L scheme receive €1000 per
month for the rest of their lives — giving them thessibility to stop working and,
inter alia, become Parijsian “surfers”. A trial dyof this sort shows little work
reductions (Marx et al., 2004).

The European research activity described abovetibaiesl a lively debate
which resulted in a set of diverse suggestionsefquerimental Bl research. One
cannot, however, fail to notice that nothing hamef this as yet. Neither have any

experiments been conducted, nor has the reseatsfityabeen continued. This is

13



symptomatic of the whole state of the experimemhlresearch agenda, which
appears to have been discontinued. There is hermgi@us tension between the
promises of conducting Bl experiments on the onedhand the at best mixed
support for experimentation even from within thedBpporting community on the

other hand. Why is this the case?
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[ll. Should proponents of basicincome bein favour of Bl experiments?

This chapter contains the main discussion of ttsraleility of Bl experiments.
A brief introductory section (a) deals with someportant preliminary matters. The
two main sections then deal with how well basicome experiments are suited to
deliver on these two objectives: Section (b) on WBISE help judge the
consequences of BIl, Section (c) on why BISEs arefulistools of political
communication. All discussions of the feasibility BISE are postponed to a
comprehensive treatment in Chapter IV.

In order to assess what Bl supporters want, orst fieeds to define and
understand the group of Bl supporters. This tummisto be a highly heterogeneous
crowd, including those from the right of politicgdectrum (e.g. Dieter Althaus, CDU)
as well as those on the left (e.g. Katja KippindkE INKE), libertarians (Thomas
Straubhaar) as well as church-based organisatiath{fscher Arbeitnehmerbund).
However, proponents of Bl do not present the migjani any major societal actors in
Germany. Instead, supporters are organised in aelonetwork (Netzwerk
Grundeinkommen). Thus while Bl supporters may subsdo a variety of normative
ends(real freedom, equality of opportunity, less siateusion, less poverty, etc) they

are united by their belief in Bl as a suitableango their ends.

A suitable definition of Bl supporters should naegume any knowledge
about the consequences of Bl introduction, and ealaw for ignorance on this
matter. This includes the possibility that supp@rt@ight not remain supporters once
they receive new information on consequences wBickentails. Hence this paper
defines Bl supporters as those who are in favouBlods an idea. This definition
merely renders the common usage of the term m@esg and hence provides for
full applicability of the results of this papertlte current German debates. Following
from the above, some Bl supporters are in favouBlamplementatioralready while
others would be if more knowledge on feasibilitydasonsequences was available.
This dividing line will be a recurrent theme in nyaparts in this paper. This is
unsurprising since it likely originates in fundantly different ethical views: Those
subscribing toGesinnungsethikmight advocate Bl on the basis of the normative

values it embodies, whileVerantwortungsethikrequires knowledge of the
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consequences of such a policy (Weber, 191@)rther, Bl supporters tend support
liberal democratic values. This means they undedsthat Bl will not be introduced
unless is garners majority support. A crucial argaotmof this thesis is that Bl will
only find majority support if the consequences éeemed desirable by a majority.
One of the key variables of interest in this respe@ behavioural one: will people

change their working behaviour under BI?

Based on this analysis, two interests follow froemnly in favour of Bl as an
idea. The_firstobjective is to find out more about the conseqgasrto be expected

from the introduction of Bl, the secons to convince the general public of BI. In

contrast to this, present Bl supporters (both imn@@y and beyond) usually do not
take the knowledge objective as seriously as pregbbsre. In the following sections |
show why BISE help to meet both objectives. Notyark they the methodologically
most advanced instrument to build knowledge on @isequences. BISE are also a

highly promising strategy to convince the publidBdf

a. Bl supporters should advocate BISE since Judgement needs

Evidence

I. Analytical and nor mative discussion of Bl

A well-known and very useful distinction in the dission of policy proposals
of any kind is between normative arguments on tine @dand and analytical
(sometimes called positive) arguments on the dihad — the familiaoughtversusis.

In contemporary discussions of Bl schemes thesadimensions are often conflated,
such as in this imaginary statement: “I don’t wemfinance the lazynprmative)—
and anyways, Bl would be fiscally infeasible sirto® many people would stop
working (@nalytical). In order to discuss policy options such as BBbexperiments

in a constructive manner it is useful to disentarthe normative from the analytical
arguments. This is because fundamentally diffeneodes of reasoning and discourse

apply to normative and analytical arguments. &nealytical consequences of a Bl

" In a similar vein, the distinction between deoogital and teleological approaches could also be
invoked here.
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introduction are open to scientific enquiry and t-least potentially — scientific

consensus. However, on the basis of such knowlddgeormativemerit of Bl will

be judged differently by different observers. Insttway, almost all normative

statements on Bl are crucially informed by anabiticonsiderations. Hence support
for Bl experiments in part depends on the intetessupplement one’s normative

convictions with evidence on the possible analyttomsequences of a Bl scheme.

ii. Thereislessknowledgethan needed to judge Bl consequences

This section spells out the knowledge requiredudge Bl consequences,
compares this with the available knowledge and leoles that the current level of
knowledge is insufficient in this respect. In peutar, changes in working patterns
should be regarded as a key variable in this réspée Pauline dictum of “if any
would not work, neither should he eat” (2 Thessalos 3:10) expresses why many
people condemn Bl as a subsidy to the lazy. Alsee of the most profound
philosophical arguments against Bl is the “explmia objection” (White, 2006),
according to which lazy ‘surfers’ may unjustly liwdf the labour of others. At the
same time, some observers praise the increasalifreedom which comes with the
option of changing one’s pattern of work: Bl enaleeaningless and alienated work
to be replaced by voluntary or family work, or iedeby not working at all (van Parijs,
1991). While these are importgmincipled arguments in their own right, a large part
of the normative evaluation will be driven by taetual behavioural consequences of
Bl. It might, after all, turn out that people witle much less ‘lazy’ (by whichever
standard) when receiving BIl. Similarly, even stdungroponents of Bl might
reconsider their views if it turned out that thegres the only one in their wider

community to continue working.

Clearly, knowledge on the consequences of Bl isessary for sound
judgement. Of special importance, however, are éhenomic consequences of
changes in working patterns. In particular, theréhe possibility that Bl undermines
its own financial basis by reducing incentives ngage in paid (and, hence, taxable)
work. The clearest exposition of this problematigueffered by Ingmar Kumpmann
(2008, 2009). While proponents of Bl may laud iased voluntary and family work,

Kumpmann argues convincingly that the fiscal feiigitof Bl depends on changes in
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production, since this is where the state raiseselquired taxes to finance Bl in the
first place. Importantly, this argument does najuiee an exclusive focus on labour
income taxation, which may indeed have direct rey®sions on aggregate labour
supply. Not only do similar fundamental unknownssexegarding the consequences
of proposals, such as financing Bl through incrdagelue-added, inheritance or
capital taxation. In the long-run steady state, Ilasis of all indirect taxation is

production — and production may be directly affddig Bl.

.Bremst das Grundeinkommen die Wertschdpfung imdebssektor
der Volkswirtschaft, dann reduziert dies die bestbare
Finanzierungsgrundlage des Grundeinkommens selbish
schlimmeren Fall kann dies die Finanzierung desx@inkommens
gefahrden. Die Finanzierungsfrage ist somit nicatFtage, wie wir
einen groBen Geldbetrag aufbringen kdnnen, sonderrsich das
Grundeinkommen auf die Anreize zur Wertschépfung im
Erwerbssektor auswirkt.” (Kumpmann, 2009)

It is possible that the introduction of Bl has detadingly negative effects on
production and hence undermines its own financlid Intuitively, it is clear that
this depends on the level of Bl paid out to indixts: an unconditional €50 a month
are unlikely to have much of an effect, whereas moight hypothesize that only few
people would engage in taxable labour if they netian unconditional Bl of €5000

per month. A true trade-off exists:

.Mogliche bremsende Effekte auf die Wertschopfumg Markt
missen abgewogen werden gegenuber dem Erfolg bei de
Armutsbekampfung und der Absicherung individueHeeiheit, die

ein  Grundeinkommen den Menschen bringt. Grenzen der
Leistungsbereitschaft im Erwerbsleben setzen jeddich das
Grundeinkommen eine materielle Obergrenze: Das
Grundeinkommen kann maximal so hoch sein wie dieiBehaft

der Menschen, zur Wertschépfung beizutragen, hartug bleibt,
damit die Finanzierung gesichert ist." (Kumpman®02)

The fiscal feasibility of Bl is here argued to bentngent on behavioural
consequences of Bl introduction. This also meaas Bt does not conform to one
possibly desirable yard-stick of modern policy nmakinamelyrobustnessA robust
policy avoids making and relying on assumptionsudipeople’s behaviour (Le Grand,
2003). As Le Grand helpfully points out, Bob Goodises the termmobustin two

different senses, the first closerdstainability(a policy “capable of adapting to new
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situations”), the second requiring a “sensitivibyrhotivational complexity” (Goodin,
1996:40-41). This latter sense is the one in withcould be argued to be a
minimally presumptuous social welfare policy (Gagdi992). However, to the extent
that decreases in production also undermine tlaaéial basis for providing Bl in the
first place, Bl can in fact ndie regarded as robust. The very feasibility ofddies on

how people make use of the increase in freedomhaBigrovides them with.

The above knowledge desiderata stand in stark astnto the available
evidence on the consequences of Bl introductiorrdlare a number of reasons for
this. Firstly, no Bl scheme exists from which lass@ould be directly transferred to
the German contekt there is no basis for comparative methodologyeoused.
Secondly, it is doubtful whether the lessons of NMleeth American NIT experiments
can be transferred to the contemporary German xo(liemited external validity).
Thirdly, all econometric approaches on the consecgs of Bl are ill-suited to this
task since they are built to evaluate piece-meahghs to existing tax and benefit
schemes, not fundamental changes in such systehesy Tfurther rely on the
assumption that preferences regarding gainful &gtdo not change much with the
introduction of Bl. Econometric approaches arejseguently, unable to take into
account the psychological and system dynamic effedtich the introduction of Bl

might have’

This view can be corroborated when looking at twongnent econometric
studies on the (economic) consequences of Bl ilm@ey (Straubhaar et al., 2008;
Opielka et al., 2007). While both studies tentdyivdeem Althaus’Burgergeld
proposal fiscally sound, they both point to theitéd value of the econometric
approach to Bl research. ,[K]onkrete Finanzvoluminater Einbeziehung der
dynamischen Effekte zuverlassig zu schétzen, isergd bei einem Strukturbruch
nicht maglich” (Straubhaar et al.,2008:59). ,EsJis] grundsatzlich fraglich, ob die

8 The only basic income scheme in currently in opends the Alaska Permanent Fund (APF).
However, since the dividends paid out are far bdlt®8$2000 per annum, its effects on a number of
key variables are generally regarded as limitedvéier, there have been no systematic studies on the
economic and social effects of the APF introduction

°“It could be argued that this change in contexghmiegitimise behaviour which is now regarded as
politically and socially ‘unacceptable’ such aswtbry unemployment. The introduction of a Basic
Income founded on clear normative principles faris@l ordering and development supported by a
clear political majority will imply a transformatioof the concept of work and contribution to sogiet
which cannot be compared to any existing situatiana consequence, empirical research is bound to
be impossible.” (Marx et al., 2004)
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dynamische Simulation eines so umfassenden Vogehide des Solidarischen
Birgergeldes  wissenschaftlich  vertretbar ist,  weiliblicherweise  nur
Verhaltensreaktionen auf Basis kleinerer Verdndgenon geschatzt werden
kénnen“ (Opielka et al. 2007:29) The fact that the Opielka study nonetheless jsdge
the Althaus proposal as fiscally feasible has gheen criticized (Spermann, 2007).
What follows from all of the above is that the adabie knowledge on the
consequences of Bl introduction clearly lags fanibeé what would be necessary to
properly appraise the merits of the proposal.

iii. Experimental approaches are necessary to gather such evidence

This section argues that BISE are necessary toegathidence on BI
conseqguences since no other approach can do ttees jofell. Nonetheless, it shall be
maintained that although BISE are the best dathegag tools available they still
cannotprove or disprovethe feasibility or conclusively inform the desitiély of BI.

In discussing the possibility of rational politidgn Elster holds that “no theories exist
that allow us to predict the long-term equilibriveffects of large-scale social
reforms”, and neither can “trial and error [...] stitode for theoretical prediction”
(Elster, 1991:122). While agreeing with the formaegument, this paper comes to a
different assessment of the merits of experimeptatedures? It is granted that
social experiments cannot establish the fiscalilbdag or other consequences of BI
with anything like complete certainty, for examplace they do not simulate general
equilibrium conditions (Widerquist, 2006). None#ss, BISE are more promising on
this count than any other methodology — hence #neyof great practical relevance to

actual policy making. While the science of govewg®rcan never eliminate

uncertainty, its aim should still be to reduce utaaty as far as possible. The art of

191t is thus not surprising that econometric estiorat come to very different results regarding
consequences of Bl for employment, inter alia (Kamapn, 2008).

1 “The very notion of ‘experimenting with reform’ biers on incoherence, since the agent’s
knowledge that they are taking part in an experinmeuces them to adopt a short term horizon that
makes it less likely that the experiment will sumte(Elster, 1991:116). However, Elster’s full-out
denial of the usefulness of experiments shouldrzrstood in the context of the specific argument h
advances: against the possibility of fully ratiopalitics, and hencagainst consequentialism. On a
practical note: the impact of the problem Elstetesa@an be minimized: in fact, BISE desigine
conscious of the time factor and propose decadgooject durations.
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governancehen consists in taking bold decisions in the fdwe uncertainty which

indisputably remains.

Philosophical approaches contemplate the issuesoodk, motivation, etc.,
from a holistic point of view. One often quoted eyde of this kind of scholarship is
Erich Fromm’s (1966) piece on “psychological aspecin the question of a
guaranteed income for all’. Fromm argues ,dassMiensch eben gerade nicht von
Natur aus trage ist“ and that a possible misus¢hefguaranteed income would
disappear after a short while (Fromm, 1966:3). Sempirical psychology has to date
not corroborated such claims, they do not bringnugh closer to learning with any
degree of certainty about the consequences offBdimilar problem also exists with
gualitative sociological research to this end (Baaiels et al., 2006, as an example).
Generally, it examines people’s current behaviod txies to infer how they might
behave following the introduction of B, in a serigplaying the similar problems as
econometric approach. Further, philosophical olitpieve approaches will not be of
direct use in answering questions of financial if@hty, for which quantitative
estimations of one sort or the other are needed.

The literature reviewed above suggests that exgertiah approaches are very
useful in providing evidence on new policies intgaar. We shall not rehearse these
arguments again, yet it is recalled that socialeexpents were widely credited for
being state of the art. Yet how exactly should Bpeximents be designed? The size
of the experimental and control groups clearly stednined by the financial
resources available for the experiment — the latber better. Also, at the 2004
Barcelona conference a consensus appeared to thaisthe main groups to be
included in the experiments were either the jobtesset beneficiaries of the new Bl
scheme. However, on one set of questions no caonldsad been reached: what
exactly the experiments should aim to find out. Tpasitions were advanced. One
argued that changes in the aggregate willingnesgtk are crucial to the economic
feasibility of Bl, and hence should be put at tlemtoe of inquiry (Groot, 2006).
Widerquist (2006), on the other hand, favours logkiequally on all immediate

effects of Bl, namely its impacts on health, edwratgender relations, poverty etc.

It is here argued that this disagreement aboutdésgn and aims of Bl

experiments at least partly results from the failof the earlier literature to
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distinguish between the research and political camigation aims of the experiments.
Doing so reveals that the latter aim might favolacimg the focus on the expected
virtues of Bl (e.g. poverty effects) rather tharsgbly problematic areas (i.e. work-
time changes). In contrast to this, this paper esghat the research should, firstly,
tackle the issues surrounded by most uncertaimsy &dnd, secondly, contribute to
long-term knowledge accumulation. While the fornibfack box experimental
designs” have been the main approach in the gravitlexperimental program
evaluations in the US in the 1980s, they “contebiiext to nothing to the cumulative
social science knowledge regarding [...] earningggevand employment dynamics or
program operation” (Heckman et al., 1995). Thimpa of particular relevance to Bl
experiments since single experiments will not yiedtiable enough evidence on
which political discussions and decisions can bigllydbased. Hence from a research
perspectivé?, Bl proponents should advocate Bl experiments Wwhiwlp to
accumulate evidence on the most difficult questiomluding labour supply
responses. Only the accumulated findings of mangEBtan “reduce the radical
uncertainty with respect to the economic feasiptit a Bl scheme” (Groot, 2006:3).

iv. Ethical Counterargument

One of the counterarguments against Bl social éxysits more often read
than heard is that BISE are unethical. In Germangairticular, ethical concerns have
usually been upheld as a reason against socialimgrgs with randomized control
groups (Spermann et al., 2005). The most commorgeha that social experiments
arbitrarily withhold from the control group a tresnt which might be to the
individuals’ benefit (Blustein, 2005). It is surelgpadequate to take such general
gualms as sufficient for dismissing social expentsewithout attempting to balance
their virtues and vices — this is seen in Fran20@M38). Specifically on BISE,
however, the main ethical criticism does not a@tlgll. This is because the treatment
group receives an unconditional monthly income Whieaves them in the better
position than had they not participated — this ésassarily true since experiment
participation must be voluntary. The control graegeives exactly the treatment to

which they are entitled by law, namely conditiomadome support. Thus the most

2 The political communications perspective on thitter will be examined below.
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common ethical concern about Bl experiments candisenissed. A far weaker
criterion of German administrators, namely “dasdividuelle Lebensverlaufe nicht
durch exogen herbeigefihrte Zufallsentscheidungereeinflusst werden
sollten® (Mutnich et al, 2002), will more easily basutweighed by the general
advantages of BISE. My argument here is that théexreof objecting to BI
experiments on ethical grounds does not withstartctal scrutiny. “The problem
varies from programme to programme, from countryceoaintry and from time to
time” (Bjorklund et al., 1996). It certainly doestnapply to BISE. Hence we can
conclude this section with what we set out to shaawnely that Bl supporters should

advocate Bl experiments as a means to finding awerabout the consequences of Bl.
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b. Bl supportersshould advocate BI SE since Discour se needs Evidence

I. TheBI discoursein Germany

The first discussions on Bl type proposals took@l@m Germany in the 1980s,
when Bl also was for a while the official positiohthe Green party. After a rather
dormant phase in the 1990s, the last few years @ an unprecedented growth in
popular and media interest in Bl in Germany, pakdgding to, partly caused by
NGOs such as “Freiheit statt Vollbeschéftigung” aheé German Basic Income
Network. In the current discourse seems to displastrong positive correlation in
people’s opinions on the desirability and the fiedisy of Bl which is rooted precisely
in the question of behavioural consequences. Csirtina two following views. Katja

Kipping, prominent Bl proponent of DIE LINKE, holdsat

,Das Bedurfnis sich einzubringen, irgendwas Sintegku machen,
ist so ein zutiefst menschliches Bedurfnis, dasa sieh eigentlich
keine Sorgen machen muss, dass die Leute dannr[Biidalle nur

vor sich hin sitzen und Bier trinken.” (in Heizmar2007)

Gerald Weil3 (CDU) is of a different opinion:

~Wenn ich Systeme schaffe, die die personliche &fgnsng
vermeintlich leicht machen, kénnen sie sich siden, der Mensch
wird immer den leichteren Weg auf diesem kaltenrrStder
Knappheit zu gehen versuchen® (in Heizmann, 2007)

Of course the assumptions which underlie opiniom8Bbon are not always
this implicit. Often, those who make them explanié careful to point out their lack of
knowledge on this issue. A cursory survey of respsnof members of the federal
parliament on the issue of Bl shows, however, thatgreat unknown which keeps
being alluded to is the question of whether pe@pliecontinue to work. At the same
time, many Bl supporters tend not to publicly paytrpossible doubts as to the
economic feasibility of Bl. In writing and speecheir convictions are often carried
by the implicit assumptions that Bl is fiscally $#ale. However, some Bl supporters
might argue that if the Hypo Real Estate can begasupd with public money in
excess of €50bn, the fiscal feasibility of any pobj seems to be principally
determined bypolitical feasibility. However true this may be, it will nbé of much

use in gathering political support for Bl. In gesletGerman Bl supporters seem to
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have no strategy on how to deal with the knowledge and to promote BI in

Germany*®

ii. What if the experimental results are negative from the point of view
of Bl supporters?

One instructive preliminary point is that the outes of Bl experiments may
of course turn out to be negative from the perspedaif Bl supporters. In keeping
with the previous approach, this might be the ¢aB4SE provide evidence for Bl's
fiscal infeasibility. Two related but separate ss@are noteworthy on this matter. The
first is the obvious danger for the Bl movement of adtog a policy which might
actually turn out to have undesirable consequermmessimply be infeasible.
Consequently, rational Bl supporters should adww@&idtas a first best solution, yet
openly speak about the possible need for altermtsuch as participation income
(Atkinson, 1996) or basic capital (Ackermann andtéit, 1999; Grozinger et al,
2006). In the terminology of welfare economics,sthenight represent the second-
best options to promote the underlying values, mjigefeasibility constraint on the
first-best solution (Goodin, 1995; Goodhart, 2009).

The secondssue is the worry often pronounced among Bl adiex when
discussing Bl experiments that “positive” resulemiot prove the feasibility of Bl
experiments while “negative” results can prove thieasibility. From a scientific
point of view, this worry is unjustified: experim@h evidence can neither
conclusively prove the economic feasibility of Bornits infeasibility. It is true,
however, that such an asymmetry might be causetegnedia and political context.
This was indeed the case for the NIT experimentshen US (Widerquist, 2005).
However, it can be argued that NIT was an eliteariinitiative (Moynihan, 1973;
Steensland, 2008) which could be rather easily dbwen by a generally hostile media
coverage. However, in the German context todaysBhostly grassroots driven and
features pockets of support within most societ&drac Hence the political and media

dynamics here need not resemble those from US faéys ago. Nonetheless, the

13 This may be understandable since the past hesesseen their views gain currency even without
such a strategy.
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memory of the NIT experiments being thus unsuccésstikely to drive the intuition

against Bl experiments.

iii. Bl experimentsasatool to convince and to movethe debate

This section argues that unless Bl supporters tekwirical evidence
requirements seriously their quest for Bl is sesiginampered. Clearly, some people
can be convinced without much evidence — all carBdrsupporters are testimony to
this. However, those who do not feature a suitabtabination of values and wishful
thinking cannot be convinced without empirical @nde. Long before the finance
ministry and the budget committee of the Bundestdlgrequire evidence for their
deliberations, a majority of Bl opponents will haie be convinced. As a highly
instructive example, consider the response of MdBt& the question of how many

people would stop working under BI:

Mir sind keine Schatzungen bekannt (...). Ich ndisg-rage aber auch

nicht beantworten kénnen, wie hoch der Anteil degen sein wird,

die vom Grundeinkommen leben und die sich nicht sainer

Erwirtschaftung beteiligen. Ein schlissiges Finanmgsmodell

missen diejenigen vorlegen, die dieses System gieea. (Rix,

2007)

This quote shows that the burden of proof regarthegntroduction of Bl will
most likely fall on its proponents. There are stroeasons why this is indeed a sorry
state of affairs: rational policy making should n&how a “Vorrecht des
Gegenwartigeh (Eckel, 1978), current welfare policies should tegarded as an
experiment to as critically evaluated as other psag policy solutions. Alas, this is
not the case: the burden of proof will fall on tbgsroposing Bl. Of course, BI
supporters should challenge this mode of discouimed it is below argued that BISE
may be a useful tool in this respect, too. The gt remains, however, that a public
relations strategy which does not build on suitaM&lence will fail to convince the

majority.

This reasoning helps us put two other views intosppective._FirstWerner
and Hardorp share the view put forward above tlwtamough is known on the
consequences of Bl to introduce it at once. Inidgabith this lack of knowledge

they propose not to conduct comprehensive calouation feasibility in order to
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avoid what they call “Scheinprazision”. This is teémly a viable strategy, in
particular when linked with calling for a stepwisgroduction Bl (Werner, 2008),
since it avoids unsustainable claims of fiscal itahty where none are possible.
However, since social experiments promise a comgheany approach to gathering
evidence, the argument of Werner and Hardorp isnebuttal of BISE. Even if Bl is
introduced at a lower level first, research inte donsequences of yet higher monthly
payments are likely to be desirable. Secoode needs to critically consider the
argument that Bl experiments should be promotedesihey are great PR tools.
“Morally, Bl is a big step for mankind. | think adical idea such as Bl needs to be
shown to work, in order to get it on the politiGenda” (Groot, 2006:2). Hence,
some might argue, Bl supporter should push for jleements since it is easier to
find political and public support for a Bl experintethan for the actual full-blown
policy. This focus on PR rather than evidence wdufther mean that pilot projects
of the Namibian kind are preferable to Bl experitsesince for communication
purposes it may be easier to portray the resulisear at within one geographic
community. This short-term PR push may be consideraret not only does the
importance of long-run efforts to collect empirialidence put into question the
value of advocating Bl pilots for PR reasons. A eimdamental reason is thaBl
supporters cite nothing but their own desire to destrate Bl feasible in support of
pilots projects, Bl opponents will cite their owrormative positions as reasons
against experiments. The debate then is stuck eutzome which should avoided.
This means that Bl supporters should be very chrefdeed to advocate BI
experiments for reasons of advocacy. Calling foreBperiments in the name of
science is a more humble and sustainable strategy.

In order to discuss these issues more thoroughlig@ission of the relevant
campaign management and political communicati@nditires would be helpful, yet
for space constraints this cannot be done here.isYseems a plausible enough
observation that for a movement such as the Bl odtwhaping the agenda is better
than reacting to demands. Hence it is here specuthtit addressing the issue of the
knowledge gap proactively might be a useful stnat&ghile continuing to convince
people of the normative desirability of Bl, Bl supfers should be very careful with
we-are-surely-rich-enough-for-this claims that Bl feasible. They do not know,

opponents do not know: no one knows whether Bh i&ct feasible. Communicating
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this openly makes it possible for Bl supporterbtand themselves as proponents of
modern, science-based, transparent progressiventefelping to avoid perceptions
of Bl supporters as utopian oddballs. Once thisgyion is established, it will also
be relatively easier for Bl supporters to push theden of proof towards the

defenders of the curremtonditionalincome-support status quo.

On a more general level, the current debate ikelylito move forward if it
remains on the level of implicit assumptions. Imttast, Advocating Bl experiments
— by making explicit the need for empirical evidene is more likely to move the
debate. Hirschman (1991) describes how every ndjange in policy will be met
with a similar pattern of objections. However, Khman warns that thidetoric of
reactionis difficult to overcome if proponents of progressipolicies commit the
same discursive mistakes as their opponents. lardat a productive discourse to
occur, it is not enough that opponemtsBI give up their reluctance to face their
assumptions. Proponents Bl must do the same. This is what Eckel hasnind
when arguing for his vision of legally enshrineatiabexperiments: “di&onstruktive
Verunsicherung schafft die Vorraussetzung fur dierbésserung des status quo”
(Eckel, 1978, emphasis in the original). In adviomgaBl experiments, supporters of
Bl would employuncertaintyas a means toonstructan open space for true dialogue

with their opponents.

In concluding this section on the political comnuation benefits of Bl
experiments, we shall briefly address one courgeraent which has not been
discussed so far. However counterintuitive at fsight, the argument could be made
that Bl as a political project might lose momentdrBISE are implemented during
suitable windows of opportunity. The argument cobddillustrated by asking what
would have happened with the New Deal had Roosep#dtd to launch a test-balloon
instead of creating the Tennessee Valley Authanity933. The same could be asked
of other far-reaching reforms. The question isipertt in the Bl context since Bl
social experiments indeed take at least 3-5 yeatisfirm conclusions can be drawn
from the data. Where this is not respected, thdityuaf data and debate suffers
(Widerquist, 2005). However, the counterargumeosés some of its force when we
consider that it is unlikely that — at least in 8tert to medium run — Bl will appear
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on the platforms of any party large enough to laagbvernment, in part because of
the fundamental knowledge gap variously descrilie. It is much more likely that
Bl will be adopted by one of the smaller partiestfiparticularly the Greens. The first
opportunity to implement Bl experiments arises whaaoh a small party becomes the
junior partner in a coalition government. Insteafl reducing momentum, BI
experiments are then a highly suited instrumeningiitutionalize the BI issue,
delivering on the twin objectives outlined at thegimning of this chapter: finding out
more about the consequences of Bl and convinciagtiblic of its virtues.
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V. Feasibility

The three central themes of those objecting toaamzied control trials such as BISE
as those oscience, ethics and feasibilig@akley et al., 2003)Having dealt with the
first two of these counterarguments above, thispwrafocuses on feasibility.
However, this is not a full-fledged feasibility diy chiefly because the current state
of the debate does not justify giving the centragst to future questions of
implementation. Nonetheless, it is firstly impottém the overall argument advanced
in this paper that social experiments be in prileciigasible in the German context.
Secondly, it is also useful to consider what pdesitbstacles would have to be
overcome before Bl experiments can be conducte@armany. To this end, this
chapter first reviews the few social experimentsicwhhave been conducted in
Germany. Second, it gives a perspective on thel lbgakground relevant for
conducting Bl experiments. Lastly, it examines tpelitical feasibility of BI
experiments. The result is that Bl experimentsimnainciple feasible, although they
likely require a change in federal law.

a. Social Experimentsin Ger many

Further to the general findings of the literatuesiew, this section seeks to give a
brief overview of social experiments conducted iar@any to date. Up until the

1990s there were no social experiments conductatl it Germany (Sperman, 2001,

Mutnich et al., 2002). This paper finds only foocsl experiments which have taken
place in this decade, one in the field of nursiagecand the others in active labour
market policy. However, it is possible that a fevayrhave remained undetected,
either since the common terminology has been adomdecause social experiments
took place within larger research efforts. An exbengf the latter sort were social

experiments taking place within thdodellprojekt“Forderung der Arbeitsaufnahme -
integriert und regular” (FAIR) conducted by the IA8chiel et al., 2006).

The most comprehensive and widely publicized soedgberiment has been the
Modellversuch Pflegebudgethich conducted randomized policy pilots on peedo

budgets in nursing care in seven German cities dmiw2004 and 2008. It was
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financed by the central association of nursing aaserers and conducted on the basis
of § 8 Abs. 3 SGB XI. 874 people participated ie #xperiment, although due to a

rather high attrition rate the treatment group 886, the control group 130 strong.

The final report also mentions sizable protestsiciwido not seem to have been

directed against the methodology of the study, Mewebut rather against the content
of reform (Klie et al., 2008).

The first social experiments in Germany were prepdsy Alexander Spermann, who
brought the methodology of social experiments ton@ay. One of these was the
pilot project on Einstiegsgeld which was initiateg the ministry of social affairs of
Baden-Wirttemberg. It tested to what extent thmiektion of the social security trap
could lead to positive employment effects (DannQ20 The other was a series of
seven social experiments which took place betw@®&® hnd 2002 as part of a larger
experimental study on the targeted negative incax€TNIT). However, mainly due
to opposition from local administrators, the sewatial experiments in Freiburg,
Fulda, County and City of Kassel, Odenwald, Offaiha uebingen attracted too few
participants. The final report hence evaluatesqunesi-experiment which took place
in Mannheim (Spermann et al, 2005).

b. Legal feasibility

The key question concerning the legal feasibilityBb experiments is whether the
current legal situation in Germany permits BISEb® conducted. The answer is
negative. The reason for this lies in the legakgamund governing social and labour
market policy. Article 74(12) of the German Basiaw stipulates that concurrent
legislation shall extend to “[...] social securitpcluding unemployment insurance.”
Since the Federation has exercised its legislgiom@ers by enacting laws in these
areas $ozialgesetzbuct&GB) II-IV, XII) the Lander have no power to Islite on
these matters. Although somewhat trivial, this nsedéihat no Land, region or
municipality can pass laws or statutes introdud@itiger Bl or Bl experiments. Hence
in terms of social legislation, it is not the casegsermany that “a single courageous
state may, if its citizens choose, serve as a &bor, and try novel social and
economic experiments without risk to the rest & tountry” (Brandeis,1932). This
has obvious ramifications for the political feaktiiof BI, which is discussed further
below.
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It is nonetheless relevant to discuss whetherdfal lprerogatives of federal level in
principle enable BISE. The federal laws pertainioghe relevant areas are SGB I
(Grundsicherung fur Arbeitssuchende) and SGB IHbglisforderung). Both laws are
considered in turn. The SGB Il contains the coravbét is commonly known as the
Hartz-IV laws and has been in force since 2005.ofding to 82 (Grundsatz des
Forderns) ,Erwerbsfahige Hilfebedirftige mussereilrbeitskraft zur Beschaffung
des Lebensunterhalts fur sich und die mit ihneneiner Bedarfsgemeinschaft
lebenden Personen einsetzen® (82(2)SGB 1l). Thisingiple of demanding
“unmistakably demonstrates tiv@ent of the law not to tolerate idleness. Now, 86a
actually is an experimental clause which details tonditions to be met for a
municipal agency to test alternative approachesthe Grundsicherung flr
ArbeitsuchendeApplications from municipalities have to be alkavby the Federal
Ministry for Labour and Social Affairs (BMAS) and/lthe responsible highest Land
agency. Proponents of Bl experiments might intérg@@a SGB Il as allowing BI
experiments at least in principle. However, theywerconditionality of Bl contradicts
the principles of granting benefits as specifiedthy law14. It would be too far a
stretch — even for well-meaning administrators — altow applications of BI

experiments on the grounds of 86a.

SGB 1l — dealing as it does with employment proimot— is by its very subject
matter not a natural candidate for enabling Bl expents. Nonetheless, consider
Loek Groot's argument that Bl experiments are usgfice they test the efficiency of
conventional approaches to labour market policyo@Gr2006). In this sense, 8282
SGB Il (which explicitly requires that the FederAbency of Labour test the
efficiency of active labour market measures intrefato their costs) could be read as
in principle allowing for BISE. Also, 8421h allowssts of innovative approaches to
active employment promotion. However, not only wbtihe 24 months to which
8421h restricts the pilot period not suffice fortable BISE. More importantly, since
Bl cannot be considered as active employment priomat the conventional sense of

the term, there is no scope within SGB Il for BISE

14 Leistungen zur Eingliederung in Arbeit kdnnenmtht werden, soweit sie zur Vermeidung oder
Beseitigung, Verkiirzung oder Verminderung der Wfdurftigkeit fiir die Eingliederung erforderlich
sind“ (83(1) SGB )
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c. Political and administrative feasibility

The legal environment is the basis for gauging guditical feasibility of BI
experiments. From the above arguments it folloves ghchange in federal law would
be necessary to conduct such experiments. It lsaskbaen argued already that the
issue of Bl in Germany is most likely to enter federal parliamentary realm through
a junior partner of a coalition government. Singpegiments come at an early stage
in the policy cycle, it is conceivable that theydremoted as test balloons. They are
very well suited for testing a policy which is nsko implement on a larger scale,
gathering evidence on its consequences along thye While thus presenting the
government as solution-oriented, Bl experimentsthet same time imply little
commitment regarding an eventual implementationd Aal these the argument that
experiments postpone possibly conflictual politisaluggles on Bl itself by a few
years, and the idea of Bl social experiments migtieed be agreeable to the other

coalition partners.

The above presents the most conceivable route tbtihar political feasibility of Bl
experiments in the medium term. A more technicawion the actual changes
requires emerges when examining the patterns bghathe other social experiments
were brought underway. For example, the TNIT expents were sanctioned by a
“waiver of § 18/5 Federal Public Assistance Actwias exclusively designed by
policymakers in 1999 after having been informedubbNIT in previous years”
(Spermann et al, 2005). The waiver details that dgperimental purposes the
restrictions on the benefit level may be liftedmarly, the personal budgets in
nursing care had actually been a recommendatiamnoimber of federal commissions.
The experimental clause 88(3) SGB Xl was insertetha last minute following a
parliamentary initiative led by the head of the lte@ommittee of the Bundestag
(Klie, 2008). This suggests that it may be possiblansert similar experimental
clauses into SGB II. Following from the legal dission above, however, these would
have to specify that Bl experiments are permissitéspite contradicting the

otherwise intent of the law.

In terms of administrative feasibility, two problemare most commonly cited. The

first is the challenge of convening enough par#oig. However, this problem usually
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appears when the experimental treatment is notoabiy attractive and uncertainty

avoidance might make people refrain from particigatin random assignment

experiments. “The best situation for random assmgminis when the demand for the
treatment under evaluation exceeds the supply.tiEa¢ment then has to be rationed
and can be allocated at random” (Cook and Shatl&dv:557). It should be expected
that the unconditionality of Bl, coupled with thact that the treatment group cannot
be worse off than the control group receiving ctodal income support, mean that
an excess demand for participation in the scheroeldlbe given.

The second commonly observed problem is bureaacnasistance to social
experimentation, both on the street level and arsiorgenior administrators.
Successful experiment implementation “requires eoajive administrators at both
the central and local level” (Bjorklund et al., 8)9These conclusions are indeed
corroborated by the few German experiences in gottial experiments (Spermann et
al, 2005). In all municipalities in which TNIT satiexperiments were approved by
senior administrators, the eventual numbers ofigpaints were very low indeed. In
others, only quasi-experiments (site randomizatiovgre deemed feasible by
administrators. In the case of tiélegebudgetexperiments, the final report gives
evidence of exemplary cooperation of local admiatsts as well as of outright
refusals to cooperate (Klie, 2008). What these gtamindicate is that there is a real
lack of both experience with and administrative limgness to conduct social

experiments in Germany.

It is likely that some of these problems can berocwme with clever design and

efficient administration (Bjorklund et al., 1996jowever, the fact that the movement
for social experiments is as yet very young in Gannshould inject a dose of realism
with respect to the promise of experiments. Onptb&tive side, however, the federal
level political support which is necessary for Biperiments might ensure that
bureaucratic willingness is in fact enhanced. Onae general note, players in the
policy process may often resist a given method kirbpcause they do not know
enough about its virtues and problems. For this atiter reasons, “[p]ractical

examples of how evaluations using random allocatian be done in a real-world
policy and practice context may be useful in caimgsthe opposition to this method
prevailing in many government and academic cirtbelay” (Oakley, 2003:186). By
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giving account of the experiences with social expents in Germany, this paper
should contribute to this aim. As the above disicisfias shown, the feasibility of
BISE hinges primarily on the question of politieabjorities, although the legal and
administrative hurdles are not negligible. Withire toverall argument of this paper,
this means that considerations of feasibility da mopair the argument that

proponents of Bl should in fact advocate BISE inrtany.
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V. Conclusion

This paper comes to an affirmative answer of tlseaech question whether
proponents of basic income should advocate basiome social experiments in
Germany. The overall strategy chosen to gain kndgéeon this question has been to
adopt simple and transparent structures of argum@nt a general level, the
desirability of BISE has clearly been at the centre of inquityis analysis relied on a
literature review of the nature of BISE and relaseitbfields and was followed by an
examination of the feasibility of BISE (chapter I\GQlearly separating the different
arguments is also expected to facilitate the dismuwithin the Germany BI

community about the positions here advanced.

On the question of desirability more specifically, similarly structured
approach is followed. Since this paper is writtenthe Netzwerk Grundeinkommen,
the research question requires getting some tractiowhat Bl supporters want. It is
argued that they should be interested both in legmmore about the consequences of
Bl and in convincing the public of the merits oétBI proposal. BISE are then shown
to deliver on both of these counts. Not only aeytthe most useful methodology for
generating evidence, they also hold the promisebririging the whole public
discourse on BI forward by replacing unfounded apirby this evidence. Calling for
BISE clearly requires courage on the part of Blpsusters since the results are, of
course, unknown ex ante. However, Bl supportersoeating BISE contribute to
overcoming the paralysing rhetoric of reaction meqsely the way which Albert
Hirschman envisages, namely by not committing tredwes the discursive mistakes
of their opponents. All in all, this paper calls &h supporters to appreciate the
fundamental knowledge gap on the consequences wit®®duction and to advocate

BISE as a very suitable strategy for dealing with i
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