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Abstract: This paper discusses the restructuring of the social protection system in the changing
labor market by comparing and critically reviewing policy ideas of Universal Basic Income (UBI),
Universal Basic Voucher (UBV), and Universal Basic Service (UBS) with a focus on how the Social
and Ecological Transition (SET) can be achieved. UBS is a concept often paired with UBI, and UBV is
considered a middle way between UBI (cash) and UBS (in-kind). This study first analyzes Korea’s
basic income, basic service, and basic voucher cases, according to Bohnenberger’s nine types of social
benefits through Standing’s policy evaluation principles. Additionally, we evaluated how each of
the benefits included in basic income, basic service, and basic voucher can contribute to social and
ecological sustainability in the Korean context. Through this evaluation, to pursue SET in the future,
what kind of policy efforts should be accompanied with basic income through a Korean case analysis
was discussed. The paper focuses on Korea in particular, as all three policies have been initiated here.

Keywords: sustainability; universal basic income (UBI); universal basic voucher (UBV); universal
basic service (UBS); south korean welfare state

1. Introduction

Can ecological sustainability be achieved without social sustainability? Or can social sustainability
be secured without ecological sustainability? The recent COVID-19 pandemic has proved that
the ecological crisis is not just a temporary disaster and cannot be resolved by a temporary state
response. Accordingly, discussions on whether the current welfare capitalist system can guarantee
ecological sustainability and how the Social and Ecological Transition (SET) can be achieved have been
increasing [1–4]. The argument that environmental problems are no longer disasters/occurrences and
that they should be viewed as “historical/social problems” caused by the characteristics of modern
capitalism [5] is gaining more attention. This literature describes capitalism as having one body and
two faces of social and ecological problems.

In response to these issues, universal basic income (UBI), which is being discussed as an alternative
social policy worldwide, is being proposed as an ecological alternative. The following questions are
being discussed: Can a basic income guarantee ecological sustainability? Can UBI be part of a policy
toolkit that promotes social and ecological sustainability? How can a UBI program be constructed to
solve environmental problems simultaneously?

Basic income began to be discussed in terms of ecology in the 1970s; it was also suggested
that basic income could be an environmental means to build a Steady-State Economy defined as an
economy of stable or mildly fluctuating size [6]. In addition, Andersson (2010) found that basic income
has significant ecological implications in that it can break the link between growth and economic
security [7]. However, there is disagreement on whether basic income will be positive in terms of the
environment or whether any notable effect is possible [8]. First, the basis for the argument that the
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green basic income proposal can positively contribute to ecological transformation is as follows. Basic
income allows people to escape the growth-based paradigm and experiment with various forms of life
with relatively minimal environmental impact [9,10]. Further, people living on basic income will have
more leisure and less spending options [11,12] and will be more interested in ecological values outside
of the formal economy [13]. Moreover, basic income reduces inequality and disease, as well as the
need for positional goods in these societies [10,14]. However, there is also skepticism that the positivity
of basic income in terms of ecological sustainability is optimistic. There have been doubts regarding
whether, through the payment of basic income, people will voluntarily escape wage work and move to
the autonomous sphere, such as home activities, non-profit organizations, community engagement,
etc. Additionally, there is criticism in terms of the people’s capability to reduce the positional goods
necessary to maintain their socioeconomic status, which is also ambiguous [8].

This aspect is more evident in the relationship between basic income and consumption. It is
unclear whether basic income will promote sustainable green consumption for the following reasons.
First, greenhouse gas emissions increase with income. Second, in the existing social security system,
poverty alleviation policies presuppose the existing welfare capitalism. In other words, it is a poverty
alleviation policy that redistributes income by utilizing a paradigm centered on economic growth
and employment. However, poverty alleviation policies that do not consider ecological sustainability
(job policies, income redistribution, etc.) make assumptions about the existing economic system,
and therefore, cannot guarantee ecological sustainability. More specifically, basic income as an income
guarantee system, which is an extension of the existing welfare system, can lead to policies intensifying
the ecological crisis. Third, there is an “equity-pollution dilemma”. If a basic income is paid to increase
expenditure by poor households, it is unclear whether this will benefit ecological sustainability. This is
because, as the pollution intensity of consumption per household expenditure of poor households
increases, the increase in consumption of these households due to progressive redistribution can
increase the total degree of pollution [15]. Nevertheless, compensating, after considering the ambiguity
of these links, could serve as a strategy for driving SET through basic income.

Moreover, there are two suggested ways to avoid the aforementioned dilemma. First, it is
argued that the cause of climate change and greenhouse gas emissions can be controlled through the
development of innovative technologies without necessitating changes in production and consumption
as a basic income for green growth. The second is a de-growth strategy, which is skeptical about the
role of the technology itself. This includes focusing on structurally changing patterns of growth and
consumption and developing new concepts and measures of prosperity, particularly aimed at reducing
the total consumption in wealthy countries [8].

Furthermore, it is argued that in-kind transfers (food/education vouchers, free public services)
rather than basic income can serve as an important policy for ecological transformation [16–19].
The position is that vouchers or services are more important for ecological transformation as compared
to basic income. Furthermore, recently, there have been suggestions that a complementary currency
should be issued that can only be used within a region [20] and that an ecological income should
subsequently be created using this local currency method [8]. These arguments focus on how the
characteristics of the “voucher” can contribute to ecological sustainability. Nevertheless, there is
increasing interest in how basic income, services, and vouchers can contribute to SET, and what policy
packages, including basic income, can promote SET.

To review these contents, this study first analyzes Korea’s basic income, basic service, and basic
voucher cases, according to Bohnenberger’s nine types of social benefits through Standing’s policy
evaluation principles. Additionally, we evaluated how each of the benefits included in basic income,
basic service, and basic voucher can contribute to social and ecological sustainability in the Korean
context. Through this evaluation, to pursue SET in the future, what kind of policy efforts should be
accompanied with basic income through a Korean case analysis was discussed. Further, study also
looked at the composition of an alternative welfare state in the era when the global crisis caused by



Sustainability 2020, 12, 8348 3 of 25

ecological destruction has become the “new normal”. This paper focuses on Korea in particular, as this
is a location wherein all three policies have been implemented or already initiated.

2. Sustainability of the Korean Welfare State in a Digital Economy

In recent years, as the development of information and communication technology has accelerated,
the emergence of economic activities that involve the use of online platforms to produce and sell goods
and services has attracted much attention. Concepts such as the fourth industrial revolution as well as
platform, knowledge-based, digital, social, and shared economy have become widespread, not only in
academia but also in policy and the daily lives of citizens. As technological development accelerates,
fundamental changes are taking place in the domain of “work”. A platform economy, in which
goods and services are produced and sold using online platforms, has emerged, and a new form of
employment relationship, called platform work, has expanded [21]. Furthermore, these changes include
an increase in irregular workers, subcontracted labor, freelancers, and fake self-employed workers.

As the economic activities that were mainly organized in offline workplaces move to online
platforms, the most critical change observed is the emergence of various platform companies and
platform-mediated work. Platform labor is carried out by connecting (broking) service consumers and
suppliers in the process of providing specific services or carrying out specific projects using online
platforms. New types of labor, variously named “online labor”, “on-demand app labor”, and “platform
labor”, are characterized by a form of work organization that is difficult to explain in reference to
existing labor relations [22].

In many cases these platform workers operate as independent contractors, and therefore, the status
of the workers using these platforms is not recognized. They are classified as self-employed individuals
or platform users and are excluded from the coverage of the Labor Standards Act and the Labor Union
Act, or the social insurance law [23]. The critical factor in the exclusion of atypical work such as
platform labor from social insurance is the structure of the existing social security system, which is not
designed to match such changes in the labor market environment [23].

Significant recent discussions related to the social security coverage of platform workers have
included discussions on the application of industrial accident insurance, the application of employment
insurance, and the application of income protection policies. Despite institutional changes that
have been made to expand the scope of existing social protection, studies continue to suggest that
there are limitations in industrial accident insurance systems’ ability to protect these new forms
of workers [24,25]. The current employment insurance system is the representative employment
safety net in Korea, and it includes unemployment benefits and vocational training. However, it is
difficult for these new kinds of workers to prove their eligibility for employment insurance, as it is
difficult for irregular workers such as platform workers, to specify their number of working days and
working hours. In other words, as the current employment insurance system mainly covers workers in
traditional employment relations, new forms of work, including platform work, are excluded from the
system that only provides unemployment benefits to those who are unemployed in the traditional
sense. Thus, the definition of unemployment is ambiguous in the case of these new workers. As the
digital economy advances and changes ways of working, applying employment insurance traditionally,
as a social safety net for “unemployment”, has become increasingly difficult.

As the existing social-insurance-based social security system was built based on the traditional
SER, newly created jobs that deviate from the SER are falling outside the coverage of the Korean
social insurance system. Changes in the labor market, coupled with welfare policies that do not
correspond with them, eventually result in an increase in precarious workers. This lack of compatibility
between the welfare state and the changing labor market facilitates the discussion on the possibility
of introducing alternative social protection policies in Korea. Against this background, noting the
limitations in the existing social insurance policy, this paper focuses on how alternative social policy
idea can be analyzed in terms of social and ecological sustainability.
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3. Discussions on Alternatives: UBI, Universal Basic Service (UBS), and Universal Basic Voucher
(UBV)

UBI, Universal Basic Voucher (UBV), and Universal Basic Service (UBS) are policy types that are
proposed as new distribution mechanisms with broad concepts. Bohnenberger (2020) further classified
UBI, UBV, and UBS policy into nine types of social benefits according to the characteristics of goods
and services. The advantage of Bohnenberger’s (2020) benefit classification is that it allows Basic
Vouchers and Basic Services to be discussed according to the characteristics of welfare goods and
services. According to her research, depending on the rivalry and excludability, goods are classified as
public goods (nonrival, nonexcludable), club goods (nonrival, excludable), common-pool goods (rival,
nonexcludable), and private goods (rival, nonexcludable). In particular, the inclusion of the concept
of club goods and common-pool goods in basic vouchers is positive in that it allows the voucher
discussion to be analyzed in terms of social and ecological sustainability (see Table 1). This section
begins by reviewing and discussing each of the three alternative policies in detail before undertaking
their comparison. As there are subcategories, we use the terms Basic Income, Basic Voucher, and Basic
Service in the following sections.

3.1. Basic Income

Basic income is a periodic cash payment unconditionally delivered to all citizens on an individual
basis, without means-test or work requirements. It is defined as having five main characteristics:
unconditionality, universality, individuality, cash payment, and regularity [26]. The characteristic of
unconditionality refers to the unconditional provisioning of basic income regardless of the demand for
work or work experience. Universality refers to the provisioning of basic income to everyone without
the need for means-testing or measuring income level. Individuality refers to the provisioning of basic
income characterized not by benefits to household units but individual units. Furthermore, basic
income is to be provided not in the form of services or vouchers but regularly in cash [26].

The academic debate surrounding basic income has rapidly developed in Korea and is related to
the increase of new forms of work in the platform economy created by technological developments.
These changes in the field of work are associated with increased instability due to this diversification
of employment forms. Additionally, this debate was sparked by the implementation of the Seongnam
City Youth Dividend in 2016 [27] and the “Gyeonggi-do Youth Basic Income” that has been in effect
since 2019 [28].

The unconditional payment of benefits to populations who can work is receiving political attention,
and it is also unique in terms of local currency experiments. In this regard, social income-type basic
income projects have been conducted by various local governments. The idea of unconditional
farmers’ allowance is another example of such projects. Moreover, policy discussions regarding youth
allowances and farmers’ allowances have some of the attributes of basic income. In the Korea local
elections in June 2018, numerous candidates made commitments that had similarities to the “Farmers
Basic Income”. These candidates emphasized the necessity of such a basic income based on the
inequality of the direct payment system, the need to overcome the low income of farmers, the public
value of agriculture, the improvement of farmers’ working environments, and the need to ensure the
sustainability of agriculture and rural living [29].

In the 2017 presidential election, candidate Lee Jae-Myeong pledged life cycle allowance to the
youth group with the idea of land dividends. As the current Gyeonggi governor, Lee Jae-Myeong is
trying to raise the land ownership tax to provide a new source of income for Gyeonggi-do youth. Basic
income has also been proposed as a fair pre-distribution mechanism [30] and as a means of securing
ecological sustainability. Although it is a minor political party, the Korean Green Party pledged to
provide an escape from work poisoning and create green jobs by paying basic income and reducing
working hours as one of their 2016 general election agendas. These kinds of categorical forms of basic
income have been applied in Korea.
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Basic income is a kind of commons, and thus, a source of tangible and intangible resources
that all members of a population share. This discussion’s interest in basic income in an agricultural
environment stems from the question of who owns the big data accumulated on the new digital work
platforms and whether the platform company wholly owns the profits of the “big data enclosure”.
This new economic concept is different from public land and includes not only subtractive resources
but also non-subtractive resources such as knowledge [31]. Therefore, there are difficulties that would
arise in applying basic income in a digital economy that might not be faced when applying the same in
more traditional contexts.

Furthermore, Bohnenberger (2020) classified UBI into two subcategories: Unconditional Basic
Income, which is given to all people according to benefits, and Transitional Basic Income, which is
given to certain groups. The latter includes categorical and participation basic income. Categorical
basic income refers to basic income paid to “groups belonging to a specific category” such as youth and
farmers [32]. Participation income is a form of pay given with the condition that the receiver conduct
“socially useful work (but not necessarily paid work)” [33,34]. In this study, we consider Unconditional
Basic Income to be UBI, following the definition suggested by BIEN (Basic Income Earth Network),
which is recognized for its authority in defining basic income. However, the cases of “Transitional
Basic Income”, “Categorical Basic Income”, and “Participation Income”, which have recently been
discussed as similar basic income systems, are included.

3.2. Basic Service

UCL’s Institute for Global Prosperity published a report suggesting UBS in 2017 [19]. This was a
concept that was paired with UBI, and a proposal for an ambitious form of public social services created
with a philosophical background similar to that behind UBI. Some already existing unconditional
social services include the areas of education and health care. The concept of UBS is “the provision
of sufficient freely accessible public services, as can be afforded from a reasonable tax on incomes,
to enable every citizen’s safety, opportunity, and participation” [35]. Specifically, UBS is a type of
public service primarily divided into two general aspects of universal public social service. First, the
idea behind UBS is that it provides a service that is free for everyone at the point of use. That is, there is
no co-payment meaning that users also pay a portion of the service fee. Public social services, such as
the National Healthcare Service in the United Kingdom, currently have this policy, whereby the service
can be used free of charge at the time of use. However, most healthcare systems require co-payment.

Second, the scope of UBS is vast. In traditional public social services, the characteristics of public
goods are non-compatibility, non-exclusion, dimensions’ rivalry, and excludability, which also include
the concept of UBS. UBS shares the UBI agenda in both its objectives and results. In both policies,
every citizen of a country or community is entitled to at least a minimum share of the outcome of a
group’s prosperity, which allows citizens to pursue their aspirations [35]. Meanwhile, the branches of
UBI and UBS are as follows. First, the most significant differences between the two are their payment
methods and delivery systems. BIEN states that one of the five essential features of basic income is
cash payment and that payment-in-kind, such as food or services, and the specific-use issued voucher
method, cannot be classified as basic income. Furthermore, while claiming UBI emphasizes the choice
of the individual, the core of claiming UBS is “social commons” [36]. Within this concept, group values,
rather than individual values, are emphasized.

Next, there are differences pertaining to the point at which universality and unconditionality occur
within UBI and UBS. UBI is universal and unconditionally pays cash to all individuals, while UBS is a
service used “only when there is a specific need”. In other words, the universal approach of UBS is
only activated in response to need, while UBI preempts need. Finally, there are differences in how
payment levels are determined between UBS and UBI. Disposable income increases with the use of
UBI, which provides cash in advance. However, UBS reduces the level of expenditure in a specific area
and does not cause an increase in disposable income but rather increases adjusted disposable income.
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Finally, advocates of UBS specifically emphasize UBS’ ecological benefits. Opponents of UBI have
argued for the free use of vouchers and public services, claiming that UBI is not definite in terms of
its positive ecological effects [16–19]. However, Gough (2019) supported UBS by arguing that public
consumption emits less carbon than private consumption and that public financial welfare states emit
less carbon than private financial alternatives [37]. In summary, the logic of UBS is based on two
principles: shared needs and collective responsibilities [38].

Bohnenberger (2020) classified UBS into three categories according to the characteristics of its
goods and services. First, State Service refers to a system that allows individuals or a society to use its
services free of charge when the citizen or society considers it necessary. This is the most prominent
type of UBS benefits and can be seen as a part of the expansion and increasing accessibility of the
benefits of public social services in Northern European welfare states. State Services differ from other
UBS types (such as Free Consumer Goods or Public Infrastructure) in that their main benefits consist of
services provided by other members of society, and their results may vary depending on the availability
of skilled labor in an area. Examples of this include health services, education services, child and senior
care services, public transportation services, repair services, and so on. Free Consumer Goods is a
type of UBS that includes free internet, free tap water, and free meals. People can receive an unlimited
amount of goods for certain goods. Finally, Public Infrastructure, the last type of UBS, is the state
providing free construction of public infrastructure, guaranteeing classic public goods such as parks,
forests, and information centers. When it comes to sustainable welfare, the production of new forms
of public infrastructure is a crucial task, and domains such as transportation, housing, and green
infrastructure may be included as a part of it.

3.3. Basic Voucher

UBV can be considered a middle way between UBI (cash) and UBS (in-kind). However, only
a few related studies compare UBI and UBS [39]. Moreover, UBI and UBV differ in their payment
methods: UBI is paid in cash, while UBV offers either paper or electronic vouchers. Furthermore, UBV
has the advantage of increasing the effectiveness of policy in that it can induce destination-oriented
consumption/expenditure by limiting usage. However, a negative aspect of UBV is that it restricts
“individual freedom” [40].

During the current COVID-19 crisis, the discussion surrounding UBI has rapidly increased.
Some countries have paid or are reviewing the possibility of implementing national unconditional
payments. Recently, the UK Treasury Department has reviewed a radical plan to provide vouchers for
all UK citizens—£500 for adults and £250 for children—in all sectors of the economy worst hit by the
COVID-19 crisis [41]. In the case of Korea’s response to this pandemic, each household benefited from
emergency cash transfers in the form of vouchers in May 2020, regardless of the household’s income
and property [42].

In the past, vouchers were considered a means of retrenchment and a form of privatization
within the welfare state [43,44]. However, vouchers have recently been dealt with mainly in ecological
sustainability studies and have been suggested as a new form of monetary policy, coming to be viewed
as a complementary currency [20]. It is necessary to evaluate UBV in terms of sustainability because
the effect of the policy may vary depending on the purpose of the voucher.

Bohnenberger (2020) classified UBV into four types of benefits according to the characteristics
of goods, services, and target groups. The first type is Shift Vouchers—vouchers issued in the form
of the national currency with an emphasis on behavior change. These vouchers are not limited to
poor households in the form of subsidies for specific private property. They are largely divided into
monetary forms such as food vouchers and non-cash benefits (e.g., ecological vacation). Ultimately,
Shift Vouchers aim to “nudge” citizens to adopt a sustainable lifestyle and are widely accepted in the
literature on sustainable welfare [39].

Quasi-Currency Vouchers are vouchers that grant recipients the right to restrict and regulate
the use of scarce resources. Unlike Shift Vouchers, these vouchers mainly use new currency and are
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introduced to manage common-pool resources. Examples of such vouchers include personal carbon
dividends and housing space vouchers. Personal carbon allowance is a system that sets absolute caps
for energy, resources, and emissions, dividing the allowance among citizens and thus contributing to
the realization of carbon justice and “consumption corridors” [45]. Housing vouchers are vouchers
that can be distributed among all citizens, enabling part of their rent to be paid as a voucher [39].

Needs Vouchers are issued to meet the needs of specific groups with the aim of compensating for
several causes of poverty. They are issued mainly to provide private goods; for example, vouchers
for energy, fruit and vegetables, or sustainable food. Finally, Commons-Innovation Vouchers are
issued to encourage the emergence of new social and ecological institutions and mainly applied to club
goods. The goal of these vouchers is to support the emergence of environmental-social innovation
before the institution (commons) is fully developed. Therefore, a comprehensive example of such
Commons-Innovation Vouchers is “complementary local currency”. Complementary local currency
is a currency that can be exclusively used to purchase locally produced goods and for multiple
purposes within a region. In other words, Commons-Innovation Vouchers support the emergence of
community-based institutions, cooperatives, and shared ownership or grassroots initiatives. Specifically,
complementary currencies can redeploy economic activity and contribute to building communities [39].

In summary, the discussion on the concept and usefulness of the basic voucher has recently been
facilitated, and it is being re-examined in terms of its ecological advantages along with discussions on
local currency. To date, previous debates on policy ideas have occurred based on basic income and
basic services. However, according to the analysis, the two policy ideas can be combined to contribute
to the social and ecological transformation (SET). This is because the basic income and basic services
share much of the content in terms of goals and performance. In other words, both policies are based
on the idea that all citizens have the right to have a minimum stake in the prosperity of the group at
least [35].

The point of debate is concentrated around the question of what should be distributed in preference
to basic goods. It is a discussion of whether it is income or essential services such as food, education,
and health, given the budget constraints. In this context, Percy (2019) pointed out the advantages of
basic services over basic income as follows. First, basic income is paid regardless of need, while basic
services are efficient because they can directly satisfy people’s needs. Further, cash cannot be directly
controlled, but in the case of services, it is efficient because it is possible to control the quality and
protect the right to access. By establishing an infrastructure for service provision, regional capabilities
can be strengthened. In addition, financially, basic income is expected to be relatively expensive, but as
services can be built gradually, it is more politically acceptable [35].

However, these debates are neutralized when considered in terms of the goal of implementing
SET. Moreover, amid global ecological constraints, the system of overproduction and overconsumption
must be corrected, which requires a more radical distribution of goods. This redistribution includes
the universal provision of high-quality public goods for all people to live, with sufficient income
guarantees [2]. Only when these conditions are provided, the level of economic/social inequality can
be lowered, and actors seeking voluntary simplicity and consumption restrictions can be formed along
with the shortening of working hours [46]. In the following analysis, we evaluate the social/ecological
sustainability of each policy benefit and highlight the contribution of the combination of the two types
of benefits—voucher-based basic income and basic service—to SET.
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Table 1. Typology of sustainable welfare benefits (revised [39]).

Basic Income Basic Vouchers Basic Service

Universal
Basic Income

(UBI)

Transitional
Income Shift Vouchers Quasi-Currency

Vouchers Needs Vouchers Commons-Innovation
Vouchers State Service

Free
Consumption

Goods

Public
Infrastructure

Description

A periodic cash
payment

unconditionally
delivered to all
citizens on an

individual basis,
without means-test

or work
requirements

As variants of UBI,
conditionality is
given or paid to
specific groups

Vouchers issued to
allow for specific
behavior shifts by
supplying better
allowances and

price change

Vouchers that
are allocated
to recipients

to restrict and
organize

usage of a
scare good

Vouchers given to
people with the goal

of ensuring that
their needs are met

Vouchers issued to
enable the emergence

of allowances and
innovations

Services a
person can

enjoy free of
charge when

they or society
considers it
necessary

Goods
provided that
can be used by

citizens
without

limitations

Institutions and
public goods that
are established or

maintained and can
be accessed by

everyone

Recipient
(ex-ante) known known known known known known unknown unknown unknown

Target
recipient everyone selected groups

groups who
perform specific

actions
everyone low-income and

selected groups
everyone or selected

group – – –

Good or
service

(ex-ante)
unknown unknown known unknown unknown known known known known

Target
goods or
service

– – Private goods Common-pool
resources Private goods Club goods Club goods Private goods Public goods

Examples UBI, Social
dividends

Categorical basic
income,

Participation Income

Regional food,
Sport Vouchers,

Ecological leave for
sustainable

behavior

Personal
carbon

allowance,
Housing

space
vouchers

Public transport
vouchers, Electricity
vouchers, Vouchers

for green and
healthy food

Regional currencies,
Time banks

Healthcare,
Education,

Childcare and
elderly care,

free local
transport,

repair services

Free internet,
Free tap water,

Free school
meals

Parks, Forests, Bike
lanes, Community

space, Repair Cafés,
Transition houses
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4. Analysis Framework

Standing (2009) argues that labor in the era of globalization is different from that of industrial
capitalism. Neoliberal globalization, global labor flexibility, and global privatization have led to the
rise of a “precariat” class that is different from the working class that formed around the “proletariat”
during industrial capitalism. If the existing labor system has formed social entitlements for the core
working class in a manner centered on trade unions (“national industrial citizenship”), following
globalization, the concept of labor must be expanded and made more comprehensive to define social,
economic, and cultural rights applicable to all occupations. At this time, work and labor must be
distinguished, and occupation must be proposed as a new concept for work distinguished from skill or
jobs (“people do jobs, people are occupations”) [47]. With the advent of industrial capitalism, labor
became linked to citizenship in an unusual and problematic way, while the right to social benefits has
become linked to labor. Therefore, social policy principles following changes to the nature of labor
in the era of digital economy should include “reviving occupation in full freedom”, which includes
guaranteeing a basic income for all [40,47]. Standing (2009) suggests five principles that should be
considered in building a sustainable welfare state in the future. Alternative social policies such as UBI,
UBS, and UBV can be evaluated based on these principles. There are different aspects to be considered
between these principles, and policies that contradict these principles must be implemented with
caution. However, there is also a debate surrounding these principles’ effectiveness, as some policies
are neutral with respect to ecological implications. Further, Standing (2009) suggests that social policies
should be evaluated according to whether they satisfy the following five policy principles [40,47,48].

4.1. The Security Difference Principle

The security difference principle states that a policy or institutional change is socially just only
if it improves the security and work prospects of the least secure groups in a society [47]. If a
policy boosts the job opportunities of middle-income groups while worsening the prospects of more
disadvantaged groups, this is unjustifiable, unless the disadvantaged groups are then acceptably
compensated. The Security Difference Principle stems from Rawls, who argued from a liberal
philosophical perspective, claiming that social and economic inequalities are only just if they allow
for the betterment of the most unfortunate groups in a society [49]. Thus, a policy should be judged
by whether it helps those who have the least social security [47]. If it fails to do so, one should be
uneasy (primarily if this policy benefits others who are not so insecure), unless some other principle is
recognized that is demonstrably superior. If so, it would be up to the evaluator to state the principle
and support the policy. The critical point to be considered here is that everyone should have the right
to access a minimal amount of resources to enhance their capacity to develop and exercise “effective
freedom” [48].

4.2. The Paternalism Test Principle

The second principle is the Paternalism Test Principle, which posits that a policy or institutional
change is socially just only if it does not impose on some groups controls that are not imposed on the
most free groups in a society [47,48]. According to this principle, it is against the concept of social
justice to force people to conduct certain forms of labor or “jobs” when others in society are not forced
to do these forms of labor, even if government authorities genuinely believe that such a policy would
result in the material betterment of those required to conduct such labor. The notion that there is a
prima facie case against paternalism underlies this principle, and this principle aims to protect the
disadvantaged from policies that constrain their freedoms. This principle requires that all groups who
could be subject to paternalistic direction have a Voice (collective and individual) that represents their
interests. Only people with a Voice have some semblance of control over their work and lives, and it is
only by having control that an individual can attain dignified work [48].
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Another point that is relevant to the paternalism principle is the popularity of the subject of
happiness in recent research. Researchers have reiterated that people who have control over their
work and life are happier than those who do not and have even considered the influence the access to
benefits has on happiness [50]. In this context, control means having the capacity and opportunity to
make decisions for oneself, without such decisions being determined by the state, patriarchal figures,
religious institutions, or other institutions [47]. This principle is concerned with “effective” or “full”
freedom, for which underlying economic security is essential [48].

4.3. The Rights-Not-Charity Principle

The third principle is the Rights-not-Charity Principle, which states that a policy or institutional
change is just socially if it enhances the rights the recipient has to benefits or services and limits
the discretionary power of the providers [47,48]. A right is something a person possesses as a mark
of their humanity or citizenship and cannot be made dependent on some behavioral conditionality.
For instance, people should not be expected to have to plead for assistance in times of need or have to
rely on the selective benevolence of civil servants or politicians. Social entitlements should be rights,
not matters placed at the discretion of bureaucrats, philanthropists, or aid-donors [47].

The principle that everybody should have an equal opportunity to pursue and develop their
work capacities and competencies is defendable. Thus, equality of opportunity requires policies and
institutions to enable every person in society an equal chance to develop their productive capacities,
should they wish to do so [48].

4.4. The Ecological Constraint Principle

The fourth principle is the Ecological Constraint Principle, which posits that a policy or institutional
change is socially just only if it does not involve an ecological cost borne by the community or by
those directly affected by the policy [47,48]. This is a quintessentially 21st-century principle. In other
words, potential ecological consequences must be incorporated into the policy rather than considered
as an afterthought. For instance, there may be a trade-off between jobs and ecological sustainability
and revival. Commercial drive, which pursues growth and profits without taking social externalities
into account, is a recipe for global ecological disaster [47,48]. For evaluation purposes, this ecological
principle dictates that all policies should be subject to the constraint that they should not deliberately,
willfully, or carelessly jeopardize the environment. In this context, one could argue that subsidies
intended to boost skills, employment, or job-creating investment should be modified to promote only
ecologically beneficial work and skills. However, the ecological constraint principle raises some issues
when applied in low-income countries, as its application can slow their economic growth and hinder
development [47,48].

4.5. The Dignified Work Principle

The fifth principle is the Dignified Work Principle, which states that a policy or institutional
change is just only if it does not impede the dignified pursuit of work and does not disadvantage
the most insecure groups in this respect [40,48]. To some degree, this principle is incorporated into
the Rights-not-Charity Principle. However, the Dignified Work Principle involves two implicit value
judgments. First, it implies that work that is dignifying is worth promoting (whereas any deterioration
in working conditions or opportunities is not). Second, it implies that a policy should enhance the
range and quality of work options for the most insecure groups, relative to other groups, or more
than for other groups. While this may seem complicated, the primary focus of this principle is to
determine whether a scheme favors the development of more freely chosen work opportunities and
capabilities [48].

In the review of these five policy principles, it is notable that the Security Difference Principle,
the Paternalism Principle, the Rights-not-Charity Principle, and the Dignified Work Principle are
fundamentally intended to secure social sustainability. Meanwhile, the Ecological Constraint Principle
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is focused on the importance of considering ecological sustainability when designing policy. In this
case, the implication is that efforts to ensure social sustainability are not automatically linked to
principles behind ecological sustainability [1]. For example, several policy benefits paid as rights do
not necessarily have a positive ecological effect. Therefore, it is necessary to carefully consider the
relationship between social and ecological sustainability when designing policies for welfare states
functioning in a digital economy.

5. Comparison

In this section, nine Korean cases of welfare benefits are evaluated according to Standing’s
five policy principles introduced above. For comparison, Korean policy cases corresponding to the
characteristics of nine policy benefits were selected based on the key features of Bohnenberger’s benefit
types. To capture the process of developing alternative ideas into specific policy proposals, policies
that are being actively reviewed, policies already in place at the local government level, and policies
that are about to be implemented are included. This is to derive implications for the development
of policies toward SET in the future and the process of policy formation. However, in the case of
UBI, which is an ideological type, the case of the Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend was used as an
exception because there was no Korean alternative.

5.1. Comparing the Three Policies

From the above discussion, it is clear that UBI, UBV, and UBS have similar purposes. All three
policies are designed to provide citizens with a minimum share in the state and community, in the
form of cash, services, or vouchers, respectively, as a kind of right. The differences between UBI, UBV,
and UBS are as follows [39].

First, while all three are payment methods, each takes a different position on the continuum of
in-cash and in-kind benefits, with vouchers holding a middle position between the other two [39] (p.
6). UBI proponents argue that cash benefits give people “real freedom”, and they point out that UBV
and UBS limit individual freedom in terms of options. However, the “services” and “vouchers” that
UBV and UBS offer emphasize equality, efficiency, social solidarity, and sustainability. UBV tends to
focus on ecological perspectives and social sustainability, and through the use of vouchers, not only
changes the mechanism of action but also provides information on goods and services.

Second, all three are delivery systems. In principle, UBI is the simplest, while UBV is the most
complex. In the case of UBV and UBS, the division of the roles of the federal and local governments
as service providers and fiscal policymakers and regulators is essential; the role of the private sector
is also crucial for UBV (Commons-Innovations Vouchers). In terms of the three policies’ delivery
systems, UBV and UBS are more efficient than UBI cash payments in satisfying people’s needs, and
social solidarity can be strengthened through the use of services and vouchers. In particular, the use of
new vouchers called complementary currency has helped to revitalize the local economy.

Third, there are differences in the universality of targets for supply and demand between these
three policies. While UBI pays everyone, UBS pays everyone when a need arises. Additionally, UBV
differs in the scope of benefits it provides for each specific type of benefit. In the case of Shift Vouchers,
specific actions are paid to a person, while Quasi-Currency vouchers are paid unconditionally to
everyone in the same way as UBI is paid. In the case of Needs Vouchers, they are mainly paid to
low-income people or to a person who has performed a specific action. Commons-Innovation Vouchers
are paid to everyone or a specific group depending on the characteristics of the policy.

Next, differences arise depending on whether beneficiaries and goods and services are known
in advance. In the case of UBI and UBV, the beneficiary can be known in advance. Conversely, UBS
is unable to accurately identify the beneficiary in advance because the eligibility to receive a service
occurs from the point of desire. However, in the case of UBI, goods and services cannot be known in
advance because individuals receiving UBI are free to choose from all goods and services that can be
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traded for cash on the market. However, in UBV and UBS, what goods and services a beneficiary will
use can be known in advance.

Finally, benefit types differ according to the characteristics of goods and services. In general, cash
gives the recipient access to all the goods and services available for trading on the market. Nonetheless,
vouchers and services differ in how they are supplied depending on the characteristics of the goods.
In the case of existing public social services, the state has traditionally provided services in response to
the people’s rights to public goods such as medicine and education. However, UBS is an extension of
universal free basic services, expanding to include private goods and club goods as well as public goods.
Nevertheless, in the case of vouchers, the existing discussions have mainly centered on guaranteeing
public access to private goods; Bohnenberger’s UBV typology covered the concepts of club goods and
common-pool goods.

5.2. Analysis of UBI, UBS, and UBV Using Social Policy principles

5.2.1. Universal Basic Income

An example of an ideological type of UBI is the Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend. The Alaska
Permanent Fund Dividend has been paying an average annual dividend of $1110 or more to all citizens
since 1982 and has since gained political support.

According to Standing (2017), UBI is positively evaluated in terms of the “Security Difference
Principle”, “Paternalism Test Principle”, “Rights-not-Charity Principle”, and “Dignified Work
Principle” [40]. However, in the case of the “Ecological Constraint Principle”, UBI displays positive
and negative aspects [8].

First, UBI complies with the Security Difference Principle, Paternalism Test Principle,
and Rights-not-Charity Principle because UBI pays all individuals unconditionally and regularly.
Specifically, it satisfies the Security Difference Principle because it promotes the security of the most
vulnerable groups in society as a right and avoids weakening the welfare of the poor by replacing
existing social insurance and social services. In addition, due to UBI’s characteristic of unconditionality,
it is possible to remove the possibility of various pitfalls (poverty, unemployment, and insecurity traps)
as well as screening and stigma [40]. UBI promotes real freedom for all individuals [51] and may enhance
individual worker’s bargaining power [52,53]. Second, the principle of Rights-not-Charity—that is,
the principle of being paid on the basis of one’s citizenship rather than benevolence—stems from the
universal wealth sharing arrangements that applies to all citizens [54] (p. 180). This principle includes
the principle of universality as it supports the creation of social cohesion and collective experiences as
well as individual interests [55] and can promote solidarity [56].

Third, basic income conforms to the principle of Paternalism Test in that it contributes to the
formation of a social foundation through which a socially disadvantaged group can be given a Voice [54].
Thus, through basic income, power can be transferred from the hands of conservative paternal welfare
states to those of community politics [57,58]. Fourth, in the case of the Dignified Work Principle, UBI is
positively evaluated in that it can increase both the quantitative aspect of work and productivity and
improve the quality of leisure time [40]. In the case of the Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend, while its
payments were low, they enabled increased consumption for low-income families, thus boosting
Alaska’s macro-economy and expanding labor demand and employment. Furthermore, it had little
effect on the labor market participation of most people, and the working hours of part-time workers
increased slightly [59]. In a situation where the boundaries between labor and work are blurred,
and the measurement and compensation of labor can become complicated, basic income provides
compensation for all jobs that have a fundamentally social character [40]. Additionally, basic income
can provide an individual with the ability to decline “bullshit jobs” [60], which might otherwise be
necessary for survival and can provide more options for work [61].

However, UBI is ambivalent as concerns the Ecological Constraints Principle. Although there is
no singular vision of green UBI, there are optimistic views surrounding the ecology of UBI and its



Sustainability 2020, 12, 8348 13 of 25

effect on sustainable life [8]. The vision of green basic income is divided mainly into green growth
advocates and slow growth/degrowth advocates, with the role of basic income varying accordingly [8].
In the former case, there is a tendency to primarily claim carbon tax and carbon dividends, while for
degrowth green thinkers, raising carbon prices in tandem with economic growth is not a solution.
Degrowth advocates emphasize that they the goal of full employment must be abandoned in favor
of reducing total consumption [17]. Therefore, for degrowth green thinkers, post-growth orientation
should be accompanied by not only basic income but also various supplementary policies (education
on a more frugal way of life, reduction of working hours, etc.) that promote changes in consumption
behaviors. Thus, consumption behaviors should adapt, challenging “consumer culture” and ensuring
ecological sustainability [8,17].

5.2.2. Transitional Basic Income

Transitional Basic Income includes participation and category basic income. The Seoul Youth
Allowance in Korea is an example of a system with similarities to participation income. However,
the Seoul Youth Allowance cannot be entirely categorized as participatory income due to its means-tests
and work requirements. Nonetheless, efforts to expand the concept of labor can be seen in this
policy’s design.

The Seoul Youth Allowance has been implemented as part of the comprehensive youth policy
implemented in Korea since 2016, and it is intended to benefit young people aged between 19 and
34 who have been unemployed for two or more years after graduation and who meet the income
and work requirements. The requirement for a young person’s income level is less than 150% of
median income, and each recipient must meet the work requirement of fewer than 30 h per week.
The allowance is paid in cash, and the young person claiming this allowance can receive KRW 500,000
(USD 420) per month for 2–6 months [62]. Conceptually, it can be viewed as participation income as it
is characterized by its quasi-universality, individuality, and cash payment method. It has contributed
to easing the strictness of employment and job-seeking activities on eligibility for receiving support.

This Seoul model qualifies as participation income, and as such, satisfies both the Rights-not-Charity
Principle and Dignified Work Principle. The Seoul Youth Policy began in 2012, and by December 2014,
the Seoul City Council had adopted the nation’s first “Basic Ordinance for Youth” [63]. Following this,
they announced the “2020 Youth Guarantee Seoul”, which stipulates a public duty to guarantee the
rights of youth and protects the youth allowance that is aimed at enhancing the social participation
capacity of Korean youth. The youth allowance attempted to expand from the sector of labor to work
to activity. For example, in the past, cash was used only in places linked to job-seeking activities.
However, in the case of this youth allowance, the scope has been expanded, enabling cash to be used to
meet various needs of youth (e.g., food, communication, transportation expenses, monthly rent, etc.).

Moreover, the results of an analysis of changes in participants before and after receiving the youth
allowance found that the autonomy of participants’ time use was secured by reducing their need to
take on unstable part-time jobs [64]. In this respect, the Dignified Work Principle is met to some extent
by the Seoul model. However, the Seoul model does not meet the criteria of the Security Difference
Principle and Paternalism Test Principle because conditionality is imposed in the form of income
requirements and some job-seeking requirements. In addition, the patriarchal factor is reflected in
the Seoul model’s monitoring condition, wherein recipients are required to submit an activity record.
If income, assets, and working conditions are not required to be declared and only a requirement for
socially productive work is applied, then the Security Difference Principle can be satisfied.

Additionally, the Seoul model does not satisfy the Ecological Constraint Principle because
ecological factors are not considered in the first place. However, if Ecological Transition Income [65]
is provided, an incentive for actions toward ecological sustainability is created, and this may have
a positive effect in terms of the Ecological Constraint Principle, enabling changes toward more
sustainable lifestyles.
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5.2.3. Shift Voucher

A Shift Voucher is a voucher-type benefit provided to a population to change behavior and
consumption patterns. It can be seen as a voucher form of participation income that incentivizes
specific behaviors. Ultimately designed for the purpose of “nudging” people toward a more socially
and ecologically sustainable lifestyle, Shift Vouchers support socially essential but undervalued
activities [39]. Voucher forms regarding Agrarian basic income, basic income for artists, and Green
Party policy proposals are examples of such systems.

In the case of Korea, Gyeonggi Province has been promoting basic income for farmers since 2019,
and this form of basic income is expected to be introduced in the second half of 2020. The new basic
income will differ from the existing Farm Household Allowance in that it will be paid to individual
farmers rather than to household units, and it will consist of a provisional KRW 600,000 (USD 504) per
year to be paid in the local currency [66]. The controversial factor within this is determining who the
“farmer” is. As Korean law does not provide a clear definition of a “farmer”, determining whether
people who are doing agricultural work are viewed as farmers or whether people living in rural areas
are viewed as farmers is a current issue. The Basic Income Committee for farmers in each city and
county in Korea has organized for the promotion of this project, enabling residents to participate and
make decisions concerning this matter.

Farmers’ basic income is being introduced to ease income inequality by easing the income gap
between households in urban and rural areas. It secures the livelihoods of small farmers and considers
farmers who do not reside in rural areas. Agricultural work is socially valuable and necessary but is
often undervalued. Thus, this basic income is being introduced to improve the lives of small farmers
and female farmers. In this respect, it satisfies the principles of Security Difference, Rights-not-Charity,
and Dignified Work.

While the Ecological Constraint Principle is not met by Korean farmer’s basic income as it
was not designed to limit specific consumption behaviors, it is met in the sense that this policy is
designed to protect a country’s relatively weakening agricultural economy in the global supply chain.
Simultaneously, this form of basic income aims to protect the agricultural economy in the region
through the use of local currency. It is positive in the sense that it seeks activation and protection.
However, guaranteeing basic income for people engaged in agriculture can cause a feeling of relative
deprivation, as introducing this form of basic income excludes people in other industries.

Further, the question of the definition of a farmer may differ from region to region. If the
decision-making process behind forming this definition is not democratic, it may become “patriarchal”.
In the case of the current basic income for farmers in Gyeonggi-do, an organizing committee comprising
local residents is responsible for the project at a regional level. This organization can be seen as a
reflection of efforts to block the patriarchal tendency in decision-making and include the community.
In addition, discussions surrounding the promotion of basic income for artists, who currently operate
in a blind spot within the existing social security and labor market protection system, are steadily
progressing in the Gyeonggi-do region.

The beginnings of a policy that seeks to “change consumption and behavior” more directly
in terms of ecological sustainability can be found in the Korean Green Party’s policy commitment.
In the Korean National Assembly election of April 2020, the Green Party pledged to increase social
awareness of the necessity to minimize meat consumption and the need to prepare a system for
doing so. While, as of yet, no specific policy proposal has been presented, the “vegetarian option”
can be guaranteed through “fruit or vegetable vouchers” that are paid to reduce unsustainable meat
consumption. In addition, in the case of granting “holidays” rather than subsidies for goods, the Green
Party proposed a system similar to “ecological leave” [39]. For example, during the summer heatwave
and winter cold, two weeks of paid leave are given. Further, a policy proposal that grants one year of
sabbatical after working five years with employment insurance has been proposed.

Such policies enact more direct change on consumption and behavior patterns, thus satisfying the
Security Difference Principle, Rights-not-Charity Principle, and Ecological Constraint Principle in that
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they enable the most vulnerable in society to participate in sustainable consumption. In the case of
expanding “vacation”, such a policy can have a positive effect in terms of the Dignified Work Principle,
encouraging activities that could not otherwise be performed due to time constraints.

This discussion demonstrates the ways in which Shift Vouchers can contribute to a more
resource-light economy and have positive ecological effects [8,39]. However, even if the purpose
is justified, Shift Vouchers fail to satisfy the Paternalism Test Principle because within this system,
incentives are given for specific actions and value judgments are included.

5.2.4. Quasi-Currency Vouchers

Quasi-Currency Vouchers aim to distribute common-pool resources. In this system, a new currency
(voucher) is issued for the purpose of restricting/regulating the use of scarce goods. The reason for
using such vouchers instead of cash is to achieve more effective “distribution of resource use”. A typical
example of a Quasi-Currency Voucher is the “carbon dividend”, a system that sets an upper limit
on carbon use and distributes allowances. Quasi-Currency Vouchers pay out the resource tax and
resource dividend model in the form of vouchers (with limited usage or limited exchangeability for
other currencies) rather than cash [39]. This is consistent with the idea of basic income as a social
dividend for the commons, excluding payment methods.

Dividends for common resources currently being discussed in Korea are primarily divided into
“land dividends” and “carbon dividends”, which are natural commons, and “citizen dividends” and
“data dividends”, which are artificial share dividends. These categories were presented as part of
a general election pledge by the Basic Income Party in Korea in 2020. Specifically, basic incomes of
600,000 won per month have been suggested to be paid to all citizens through “citizen dividend”,
“land dividend”, and “carbon dividend”. Additionally, “democratic dividend” and “data dividend”
have also been suggested. Sources of these benefits include citizen tax, land ownership tax, carbon tax,
nuclear power risk tax, democracy fund, and data economy fund, and the level of benefits is composed
of the sum of dividends to the commons.

In the case of “land dividend”, the suggested policy idea was that a land ownership tax of 1.5% is
levied on all private sector land assets. In the case of the “carbon dividend”, financial resources have
been raised through the establishment of a carbon tax and taxation of nuclear power risk. The “data
dividend” forms a “big data sharing fund” by charging 1% to the total market capitalization of all
stock-listed companies every year based on their shared interest in big data. The “democratic dividend”
is a plan that provides the public with a tax credit for political funds of up to 100,000 won, which was
previously given only to people with a certain income or higher [67].

Unfortunately, there is no discussion of the “new currency” of common dividends within the
Korean Basic Income Party. Therefore, it is not known whether the party’s main task can be fully realized
through the proposal regarding the optimistic ecological effects of basic income, as post-growthists
argue. The main tasks for the Basic Income Party are to respond to the intensification of the climate
crisis, lay the foundation for participatory democracy, and address intensifying inequality centered on
wage labor and social issues following the reorganization of the industrial structure, now coming to
center on big data. Regarding the provision of financial resources, specific proposals were made for
each area; however, a concrete conception of a “cash-based basic income” composed of the sum of
dividends has not been achieved. The Korean Basic Income Party’s common dividend proposal meets
the requirements of the Security Difference Principle, Rights-not-Charity Principle, and Dignified
Work Principle.

Moreover, data dividend is a new, noteworthy social dividend plan, wherein data commons are
discovered and linked with dividends. The most important challenge in platform capitalism is that,
as various activities that have not been commercialized are subsumed through the platform and under
the platform capital, its whole existence becomes the source of profit accordingly. Therefore, data
have come to be seen as “social labor”, and common ownership can be asserted over big data [30].
Data dividends can be said to satisfy the Dignified Work principle to some extent in terms of securing
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the rights to resources through data distribution and preventing the exploitation of labor, which is
included in platform capital.

Meanwhile, this proposal is neutral with regard to the Ecological Constraint Principle. When the
carbon tax and carbon dividend models discussed above are paid in cash, it can contribute to reducing
carbon use. However, the mechanism is not clear regarding how contributions are to be made in terms
of the distribution of resource use. Thus, the relationship between issuing new currency and common
resource distribution will be further studied in considering sustainable consumption. Primarily, this is
to clarify whether the purpose of benefit payments is to support the use of specific goods and services
or distribute the use of resources. If the aim is the distribution of resource use, the key would be to
determine how the benefits are distributed and whether they can be traded. As the current consumption
structure claimed by post-growthists is market-oriented, and the current general-purpose money,
or cash, is very unevenly distributed today, vouchers could be a useful tool [39].

Therefore, if various dividends of the Korean Basic Income Party are paid to Quasi-Currency
Vouchers, it will help to realize environmental justice, prevent overconsumption, and optimize the
amount of harmful consumption. In other words, they can be a powerful tool for increasing ecological
sustainability. However, payment by voucher rather than cash does not satisfy a certain degree of the
Paternalism Test Principle. For example, in the case of a group with high consumption, these payments
will place some restrictions for reducing consumption. Nevertheless, this would allow for equality in
market freedom (freedom to consume).

5.2.5. Commons-Innovation Vouchers

Commons-Innovation Vouchers also set a demand for certain goods. However, the main goal
of their implementation is to create new institutions or commons that provide goods and services to
communities and societies. Commons-Innovation Vouchers highlight the formation of new institutions
through vouchers (local currency) in a way that Quasi-Currency Vouchers do not.

One representative example of this type of voucher is Korea’s “Gyeonggi-do Youth Basic Income”,
which was implemented in April 2019. “Gyeonggi-do Youth Basic Income” is a system that was
inherited from and expanded upon the 2016 Youth Dividends project of Seongnam City. It can be
classified as “categorical basic income in the form of vouchers”. For revitalizing the social citizenship
and local economy of youth, up to 1 million won per year (KRW 250,000 per quarter) is paid in local
currency to 24-year-old individuals residing in Gyeonggi-do province.

This form of vouchers has several main characteristics. First, there is an age limit, but if the
residency requirement is satisfied, it is paid regardless of income, property, or job. Second, there were
approximately 175,000 young adults who reached the age of 24 in 2019, and the required budget is
KRW 175.3 billion (USD 147 million). Thus, this policy has the largest known payment size after the
Alaska case [68]. Third, with the introduction of youth basic income, a local currency (issuance of
complementary currency) was fully implemented. Each city and district issues paper, card, and mobile
types of local currency, with uses limited to each city and district. In addition, by limiting vouchers for
use in affiliated stores with annual sales of less than 1 billion won, this policy attempted to increase
sales of local small businesses. The finances are divided between the city and the wider country of
Gyeonggi Province at a ratio of 7:3, respectively. Fourth, this form of vouchers may be difficult to
duplicate within the central government’s support programs (public assistance, employment support
system).

The “Gyeonggi-do Youth Basic Income” is a system that satisfies all of the criteria of the
Paternalism Test Principle, Rights-not-Charity Principle, and the Dignified Work Principle. However,
as it is challenging to double-supply the benefits of the metropolitan local governments and that of
the central government, the exclusion of the poor from these benefits may be a potential problem.
Accordingly, it may violate the Security Difference Principle. Further, in the case of the Ecological
Constraint Principle, this voucher can be considered neutral because ecological elements do not exist
for within its purpose.
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The question at the core of the Commons-Innovation Vouchers is whether there any new
innovations caused by the local currency method. This is also related to the verification principle
of avoiding patriarchalism, as supporting the emergence of community-environmental innovation
can ultimately lead to the reinforcement of the Voice and collective action of community members.
Furthermore, it can contribute to economic and political democracy within the community [39]. In the
case of the local currency of the “Gyeonggi-do Youth Basic Income”, rigorous evaluation is difficult
as the system is still in its early stages of implementation. However, there is significant evidence
indicating positive results. First, in the satisfaction survey on the local currency conducted among
its recipients in 2019, more than 80% of respondents answered that they are using local currency
conveniently, and expressed overall satisfaction with the purpose of the local currency. Additionally,
they indicated that their interest in revitalizing the local economy and fostering local communities had
increased upon receiving local currency. Second, most local currencies in Gyeonggi-do take the form of
electronic money (debit cards) and are generally evaluated as equivalent to cash payments. This policy
is receiving a positive evaluation, as locals claim that payment through local currency rather than cash
has nurtured a virtuous, cyclical structure within the welfare state and local economy [69].

As of August 2020, the local currency of Gyeonggi Province was 15,846 billion won (94.1%),
and the amount used was 1361.6 billion won (85.6%) [70]. Gyeonggi-do’s local currency was used to
pay not only the “Gyeonggi-do youth basic income” but also the Emergency basic income, which was
implemented as a countermeasure against COVID-19 in April 2020. In this context, it is notable that
local currency is issued for two main purposes: one is as local currency to conduct policy purposes,
and the other is for general issuance to general citizens. In the case of general issuance, there is a
discount of up to 6% and an income deduction of 30%, which can improve the real income of consumers.
The expected effect of local currency on the local economy and welfare is linked to the characteristics
of Gyeonggi-do’s local currency. First, the use of local currency is limited to the place of residence
and cannot be used in other areas. These characteristics are expected to increase consumption in local
communities and alleviate regional economic imbalances. Second, in the case of general issuance,
consumers’ real income can be increased through an additional 6% discount and income deduction.
Third, as the consumer is limited to SMEs, local SMEs are expected to increase their sales rather than
large companies. An analysis of the local economic effect based on the amount of local currency used in
31 cities and counties in Gyeonggi Province indicated the following: As of the end of September 2019,
the production inducement effect totaled 490.1 billion won, the value-added inducement effect totaled
204.4 billion won, and the employment inducement effect had impacted 2591 people [69].

Despite these advantages, it seems that the “Gyeonggi-do Youth Basic Income” local currency
has not yet fully achieved its task. This is because the long-term indicator of the success or failure
of the Commons-Innovation Vouchers lies in whether it enables the formation of new institutions,
including profit and non-profit oriented actors. This, in turn, is because, to secure sustainability as
a complementary currency within Gyeonggi Province’s current top-down, government-led system,
the currency must establish a strong cooperative relationship with actors such as companies and
cooperatives [39]. Therefore, the formation of a democratic decision-making structure involving
both public and private sectors will be a major task in the issuance and operation of future local
currencies [69].

5.2.6. Needs Vouchers

Needs Vouchers are issued to meet the needs of some members or all members of a population
with the aim of compensating for various causes of poverty. They mainly cover private goods. In this
context, the central government of Korea is currently issuing a “National Voucher Integrated Card”,
which mainly issues goods and services to vulnerable groups or groups in need. Among these vouchers
is an “energy voucher” in the form of support for the elderly, infants, disabled people, pregnant women,
people with severe/rare/incurable diseases, single-parent families, and boys and girls. This voucher
supplies a differential amount to each household. In addition, the “diaper and prepared milk support”
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project is provided to low-income parents with infants (0 to 24 months); to be eligible, parents must
have a median income of 40% or less for up to 24 months. Additionally, these vouchers include a project
to provide “sanitary pads” to female adolescents who are recipients of public assistance, members of
the second-class, or children from single-parent families [71].

However, voucher-type private property support aimed to help the poor has the following
limitations in terms of social justice. First, even though it is paid in the form of Rights-not-Charity, it is
patriarchal. Needs Vouchers support only certain items that are permitted to the poor and presupposes
that the authorities know the needs of the poor better than the individuals themselves. Moreover,
payment with vouchers rather than cash presupposes that recipients will waste benefits if they are
provided otherwise. Second, it violates the Security Difference Principle because it mainly involves an
asset investigation. Selecting and paying directly to the most vulnerable class seems to satisfy their
needs most effectively, but it inevitably creates a blind spot. In addition, vouchers are less valuable
to the recipient than their equivalent in cash, and the means-testing used in this process can cause
the recipient to experience stigma and a sense of contempt [40]. Finally, this type of voucher gives no
consideration to the Ecological Constraints and Dignified Work Principles.

Notably, however, there are cases where vouchers have been issued to satisfy the needs “for
everyone”. In these cases, the issuance of Needs Vouchers does not violate the Paternalism Test Principle
because it can serve as an indicator for the principles of Rights-not-Charity and Security Difference.

5.2.7. State Services

In general, increasing access to social services, employment, and education, social housing,
and healthcare strengthens the capacity and control of those who are socially disadvantaged. In this
respect, UBI and UBS share commonalities. In addition, UBS advocates specifically emphasize its
ecological benefits.

State Service refers to a policy that allows individuals or society to use services universally.
It enables free access to club goods such as education, health, care, and public transportation when it
is needed. State Service can meet expensive and hidden needs well, and its advantages include its
equality and lack of stigma.

In the case of Korea, public service systems are generally well-established in the fields of education
and health, whereas in the field of care, such state services are relatively inferior. The recent Korean
Basic Income Party pledge includes not only UBI but also UBS. Its main contents are free public
transportation, free childcare and care services, free education, and free medical care. First, the party
proposed policies to make buses and subways across the country completely free while optimizing
public transport systems by utilizing public data. Second, free childcare and caring service systems have
been established entirely. This guarantees universal access to such services without paying for existing
service users and simultaneously includes reinforcing publicity and improving the working conditions
for service workers. Third, they pledged the establishment of a comprehensive free education system.
This is in response to a national situation, wherein the proportion of private education is increasing
asymmetrically as students move toward higher education. Thus, the Basic Income Party aims to
provide free education up to the university level while increasing the number of national and public
universities. Fourth, it is entirely free of charge [67].

These policies satisfy the criteria of the Security Difference Principle, the Paternalism Test Principle,
and the Rights-not-Charity Principle. Further, the ecological effect can be higher for services than for
cash benefits in that services enable collective consumption when needs arise rather than catering to
individual consumers. However, if abuse of services leads to the excessive consumption of resources
and energy, ecological problems will arise [39,72].

Finally, regarding the Dignified Work Principle, whether a policy meets this principle’s criteria
depends upon the services’ system design, which must seek to improve the working conditions and
treatment of service workers. In general, the establishment of service systems such as free medical
care, child care and elderly care, education, and transportation is linked to job creation in various
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public service areas. The improvement of working conditions and the treatment of service workers
should be dealt with separately. In addition, as the quality of service may, in part, vary depending on
the competence of public service workers, establishing high-quality working requirements should be
a core task. Thus, whether a policy meets the Dignified Work Principle will depend on the scheme
design. Finally, government-led public services can be positive in that they can alleviate inequality in
each sector. However, provisioning can become excessive due to excessive abuse of power, which can
lead to high social costs [39].

5.2.8. Free Consumption Goods

Free Consumption Goods are goods that people can receive for free. They include certain “private
goods” such as free school meals, free internet, and free drinking water. Free Consumption Goods
have the advantage of being able to equalize consumption patterns and limit the number of areas
where income inequality is a problem [39].

Recently, Gyeonggi-do has begun to promote a “basic housing policy plan” that considers housing
as a Free Consumption Good. It is an innovative plan that promotes housing stability by providing
houses as public services such as tap water. Housing is currently supervised by the state but has
always been considered private property. Gyeonggi-do’s basic housing proposes a long-term public
service that would prevent homelessness, allowing anyone to live in a well-located house for more than
30 years with an appropriate rent, avoiding the problems of the existing rental housing supply method
(e.g., income/asset/age limit/high rent). Although a small amount of rent must be paid, the basic
housing policy plan is advanced in that it strengthens the peoples’ right to housing and allows homeless
people to apply unconditionally and universally.

Free Consumption Goods satisfy the Security Difference Principle, the Paternalism Test Principle,
and the Rights-not-Charity Principle. The possible danger of such a policy is that the goods may
not match the needs of the recipient and could be overconsumed. Nevertheless, they can be more
cost-effective than individual purchases due to their reduced production costs. In terms of the ecological
aspect, it would be useful to establish environmentally friendly provisions (e.g., directing low energy
use). In addition, institutions should be designed to reduce the beneficiary’s market dependence and
increase sustainable well-being. This includes consideration of long-term financing and operating
costs [39]. However, Free Consumption Goods are not directly related to the Dignified Work Principle
and thus, cannot be evaluated accordingly.

5.2.9. Public Infrastructure

The last form of policy to be discussed is the construction of public infrastructure for public goods.
This includes green infrastructure, transportation, and housing. As a policy pledge in the 2020 general
election, the Korean Green Party proposed the establishment of a circular economy platform at the
national and regional levels to build infrastructure aimed at facilitating the reuse of resources [73].

The construction of public infrastructure has many positives when evaluated in terms of the Security
Difference Principle, Paternalism Test Principle, Rights-not-Charity Principle, and the Ecological
Constraint Principle. Specifically, when public infrastructure is accessible to all people regardless of
commercial interests, this contributes to social integration without facilitating discrimination against
specific classes. Ecologically, public infrastructure can help in forming sustainable lifestyles, in the
development of low-carbon strategies, and in building non-commercial spaces. Furthermore, once
a form of public infrastructure has been constructed, its low operating costs are another ecological
benefit [39]. Additionally, the building of public infrastructure is positively evaluated in accordance
with the Dignified Work Principle, as it can be linked with “creating socially sustainable jobs”,
as infrastructure expansion, like the expansion of state services, can create public jobs. However, if the
working conditions and employment policies for public jobs are discriminatory, this can result in
violations of the principle of Dignified Work. Table 2 below presents the result of the our analysis.
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Table 2. Comparing Alternative Universal Basic Income (UBI), Universal Basic Service (UBS), and
Universal Basic Voucher (UBV) Policies with Policy Evaluation Principles.

Types Example
Security
Difference
Principle

Paternalism
Test

Principle

Rights-Not-Charity
Principle

Ecological
Constraint
Principle

Dignified
Work

Principle

UBI

Ideal type
(the Alaska

Permanent Fund
Dividend)

# # # 4 #

Transitional Basic
Income

Categorical Basic
Income and

Participation Basic
Income,

(Seoul Youth
Allowance)

# X # 4 #

Shift Vouchers

Participation Income
in the form of

vouchers,
(Basic income for

farmers and election
promises of the

Korean Green Party)

# X # 4 #

Quasi-Currency
Vouchers

Vouchers to organize
usage of a scarce good
(Gyeonggi province’s

plan to be
implemented)

# 4 # 4 #

Commons-Innovation
Vouchers

Local Currency,
Basic Income for

(Youth in Gyeonggi
province)

# # # 4 #

Needs Vouchers

Voucher to meet the
needs of the poor

members or all
members of a

population
(National Voucher
Integrated Card)

4 4 4 - -

State Services

Education, Health
Care, Care Services

(Election promises of
the Korean Basic

Income Party)

# # # 4 4

Free Consumption
Goods

Free Internet, Free tap
water, Free school

meals
(Gyeonggi province’s

plan to be
implemented)

# # # 4 -

Public
Infrastructure

Parks, Bike lanes,
Community Centers
(Election promises of

the Korean Green
Party)

# # # # 4

#: Satisfied, 4: Satisfied or not satisfied depending on the policy design, -: Not relevant.

6. Discussion and Conclusions

This study classified Korean cases according to the types of UBI, UBV, and UBS benefits discussed
as alternative social policies and evaluated these policies in terms of ecological/social sustainability.
In the case of Korea, discussions on these policies have been actively conducted over the past five
years, and the policies analyzed in this study consider the latest policy discussions. Although specific
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empirical data are insufficient, a comprehensive view of these payrolls in terms of future SET pursuits
is expected to present an implication for future discussion and analysis.

This study aimed to review each type of benefits against these five principles to help future
researchers and policymakers in the construction of basic income, basic voucher, and basic service
policies. To this end, an analysis of newly introduced or actively discussed Korean policy proposals was
undertaken. Let us summarize the analysis results. First, the Security Difference Principle is related to
universality, and most policies satisfied its criteria except for the Needs Voucher. Second, the Paternalism
Test Principle is largely concerned with individual autonomy and control. This principle is not satisfied
when “conditionality is imposed”, even if the conditionality is tolerant, such as when incentives or
regulatory mechanisms for action are reflected in policymaking, as is the case within Transitional
Basic Income, Shift Vouchers, and Needs Vouchers. Third, the principle of Rights-not-Charity was
generally satisfied by all types of benefit payments when the principle of Security Difference was
realized. In other words, it was generally satisfied in all benefits except for the Needs Vouchers for the
poor. Fourth, in the case of the Ecological Constraint Principle, it is difficult to expect any policy to have
a positive ecological effect unless the purpose of improving ecological sustainability is incorporated in
the policy’s institutional design. Benefits in the form of vouchers have many positives in relation to the
Ecological principles, as they effect changes in consumption patterns and the structure of resource
distribution. Fifth, the Dignified Work Principle can be satisfied when efforts to expand from labor
to work and promote autonomous areas of activity are included in policymaking. In general, if the
Rights-not-Charity Principle is satisfied, the Dignified Work Principle tends to be satisfied as well.
In the case of basic services, which are generally related to the creation of public jobs, these principles
are of utmost importance as developments will be linked to improving working conditions in the
service sector and creating sustainable jobs. Recalling the historical experience that job creation through
the expansion of public services has become an instrument of economic growth, the simultaneous
introduction of basic income and basic services can double ecological/social sustainability in the context
of supporting the creation of a steady-state economy.

Moreover, UBV can be viewed as an intermediate step between UBS and UBI and has an advantage
in terms of sustainability. First, voucher payments in the form of a complementary currency (local
currency) can contribute to the formation of new commons and institutions. This aspect has been
frequently overlooked in previous discussions. In addition, while limiting the usage of such vouchers
can reduce individual freedom, such measures should be thoroughly reviewed because of their ability
to drive changes toward a more sustainable and ecological life (consumption). In conclusion, vouchers
have many positives in terms of social/ecological sustainability.

In Korea, discussions on UBI, UBV, and UBS have been active in recent years, and increased
interest in alternative distribution policies has been observed. Additionally, the COVID-19 pandemic
revealed the limitation of the existing social insurance system. As precarious work such as nonstandard
work and platform workers spreads, the problem of mismatch in the traditional social security system
has emerged. With the political success of Provincial Governor Lee Jae-Myeong and Gyeonggi-do
Youth Basic Income, the interest and feasibility of a new guarantee system for ordinary citizens is also
increasing. At the center of these basic income debates are the systems that are currently referred to as
basic income in Korea—the Youth Basic Income, Emergency Basic Income, and Farmers Basic Income.
These systems are partially implemented as vouchers in the form of local currency. In other words,
many of the policies that are called basic income in Korea actually take the form of vouchers and should
be categorized as UBV rather than UBI. As the monetary systems of these local currencies develop,
the boundaries between real cash and vouchers may be blurred, and a more detailed evaluation of the
prospects and the practical applicability of vouchers may be necessary.

The benefits classification system used in this study was useful as it provided a framework
whereby benefits payment methods (cash, vouchers, and services) could be examined according to
the characteristics of the goods and services they provide (private goods, free goods, common-pool
resources, public goods). This can be seen in the case of “housing”, where it is possible to pay in the
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form of a housing voucher or universal housing service. The advantages and disadvantages of these
housing benefits can be determined in detail by the characteristics of the goods and services.

In an era where the concepts of labor, work, production, and distribution have changed in general,
the concept of fair distribution must shift from distribution by a direct exchange relationship between
labor and the capital in the market to distribution as an allocation of the commonwealth. To this end,
three policy ideas—UBI, UBS, UBV—have been discussed as alternatives to realize the allocation of the
socially produced commonwealth to all citizens. Thus, how to restructure the welfare state with a
policy package around UBI, UBS, and UBV to accomplish the sustainability of the welfare state in the
digital economy should be studied further. The welfare state based on traditional social insurance
is not only threatened in terms of sustainability but also not sufficient to improve workers’ living
conditions. Therefore, a paradigm shift in the traditional welfare state may be inevitable.

Additionally, the reconstruction of the welfare state should, as emphasized in this paper, consider
ecological sustainability. This paper contributes to the existing welfare state discussion on how UBV
can be an effective tool to realize ecological sustainability. This aspect has been frequently overlooked
in previous discussions, while our study suggested that vouchers can have many positive effects in
terms of ecological sustainability. That is, vouchers enable the construction of a new distribution
system for the resources of the commons while nudging people toward more ecological behavior.
Future researchers might consider better facilitating the discussion on alternative social policies by
analyzing payment methods according to the specific characteristics of the goods/services they can be
exchanged for in practical terms. Further, contextualizing each policy according to the region, history,
and social background they have arisen from may be the next necessary step.

In conclusion, there are important implications of this study. First, separating the discussion of
social and ecological transformation hinders the two organic solutions. In other words, it is necessary
to recognize that the problem-consciousness that social and ecological problems are closely connected
and that all ecological problems are derived from historical capitalism [5]. Second, although basic
income alone cannot achieve ecological transformation, it is a prerequisite for promoting ecological
transformation. Basic vouchers and basic services can be considered as social policies to supplement
this. In the case of basic vouchers that issue basic income as vouchers, there are three positive
contributions. First, it is possible to revitalize the local economy through issuance of complementary
currencies commonly used in the region, and thereby achieve a function of controlling global capital
(commons-innovation vouchers). This can be used as a way to restore the economy/society/ecology
of the local community in response to the encroachment of capital without geographic boundaries.
Next, the basic voucher can function as a means of promoting “sustainable consumption” (shift
voucher), which is an important requirement in the economies of socio-ecological transformation.
Furthermore, basic vouchers can function as a means of acquiring rights to human life/labor and
natural resources that capital is exploiting without payment (Quasi-Currency Vouchers). This method
of paying basic income as a voucher can increase the advantage in terms of ecological sustainability.

Recalling that the key to social-ecological transformation is the “guarantees of everyone’s basic
goods” in the long run, basic income and basic services must be designed together. Basic income
reduces economic/social inequality in a degrowth society and guarantees everyone’s access to basic
goods through “collaborative consumption” (defined as “non-ownership models of utilizing goods
and services”) for basic services. Thus, it makes everyone’s lives stable [46]. Therefore, a new social
policy in the post-COVID era will require simultaneous planning of basic income (basic voucher) and
basic services. UBI, UBV, and UBS can ultimately be the three policy combinations necessary for a
social and ecological transformation.

This paper offers a necessary move toward specific policy analysis that is required to advance
our understanding of the link between UBI and environmental and social sustainability. Based on
the analysis, it is clear that social and ecological sustainability should be classified and treated in a
more integrated manner rather than in parallel. Accordingly, a combination of basic income, basic
vouchers, and basic services was proposed. In addition, there are relatively few discussions about
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basic income in terms of ecological transformation, and effective data have not been generated. Thus,
this paper emphasizes that these contents must be dealt with in the discussion of alternative social
policies to pursue SET in the future. Further, in the area of social policy, not only social sustainability
but also ecological sustainability was considered. The advantage of this perspective is that social
policy suggests a radical change in the approach to solving various social problems that arise “without
fundamentally transforming the capitalist system”. Moreover, through this study, we take a preemptive
approach to the ecological crisis, and this drive of ecological transformation is impossible without a
social transformation.
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