
“Income inequality is a market failure which hurts the potential of the American economy 
and society as a whole, therefore the United States should implement a Guaranteed 

(Universal) Basic Income to reduce income inequality.”  
 

Over the past decade, income inequality in the U.S. has drawn media coverage both 
nationally and abroad; the failure of the American government to combat such inequality has 
developed into a controversial topic that still garners the attention of citizens and legislators 
alike. Many Americans and critics blame the extreme income inequality on the U.S. government, 
demanding action and oversight to reduce the gap. While the U.S. government could implement 
Guaranteed (Universal) Basic Income, the resulting consequences and unpredictable cultural 
shifts outweigh the benefits of a one-size-fits-all solution to income inequality.  

Proponents of UBI provide a strong argument for its implementation, and are supported 
by global interest in the program. Other countries, such as Switzerland, are seriously considering 
the implementation of UBI and going as far as to vote on the topic. UBI would consolidate the 
numerous welfare programs run by the U.S. government, streamlining them into one simple, 
straightforward plan. Instead of having to meet varying criteria and navigate complex application 
processes, families would have the freedom to cover their individualized needs with less hassle. 
Many Western societies have become centered around work, and UBI would provide the 
opportunity for Americans to reassess their values and redirect attention towards family, friends, 
and individual wellbeing. Additionally, income inequality has reached a disproportionate 
extreme due to the advent of technology. Technology facilitates market power for owners, 
reduces bargaining power for labor, and shifts the cost of doing business onto labor. Since 1995, 
wealth inequality has begun to increase as a direct result of technology and decreased regulation 
of the financial sector; as of 2016, the top 10% owns about 80% of wealth. While the top 10% 
have experienced an increase in income, the bottom 90% have lost income, with the top 1% 
experiencing an increase of about $600,000 per household per year. As technology continues to 
evolve and remains an omnipresent force in American society, both income and wealth 
inequality could potentially grow without bound. 

UBI is an appealing option because it seems to solve many issues through a singular 
policy; however, UBI undermines other issues that contribute to income and wealth inequality. 
UBI would grant the government the role of the provider, further straining the already volatile 
relationship between American citizens and their government. Considering the deeply 
entrenched bipartisan divide among Americans, UBI and its supposed equality would likely 
become a political issue. Without the same incentive to provide for one’s family, work could 
become optional in some cases, effectively redefining values surrounding independence and 
self-reliance. While dependence on government programs, such as food stamps, has previously 
been shamed, UBI would reverse expectations and assertions about reliance on government 
programs. This immense cultural and societal shift wouldn’t happen over night, potentially 
creating moral and ethical conflicts within families and greater communities. Clearly defined 



social roles have proven vital to developing society’s character, and UBI would blur those roles. 
While expectations surrounding education and care for the elderly have slowly shifted to the 
government, changes surrounding the role of the provider could prove tense and dramatic. 
Although UBI would provide the income potentially congruent to employment, it would lack the 
experience, skills, and socialization that working provides, calling into question the worth of 
“soft” skills and emotional intelligence gained through work. 

UBI fails to address some of the root causes of income inequality, and doesn’t take into 
account the myriad of sources of inequality. Income and wealth inequality results from labor 
characteristics, such as age distribution and education, market forces, such as technology and 
changing demand patterns, and government policy, such as market power and redistribution. The 
government has multiple avenues for combatting income inequality that aren’t as extreme as 
UBI, and can be broken down into actions before and after the distribution of income. The 
government has control over characteristics of labor, like education, that affect income before its 
distribution. By implementing policies to make education more accessible and focusing on 
retention rates, the government could drastically reduce inequality resulting from the absence of 
educational opportunities. The government could also mitigate inequality through control of the 
demand for labor, enforcing market regulation like competition policy and labor regulation like 
minimum wage, overtime, and health insurance. After income is distributed, the government has 
control over tax rates and income support, including direct aid and food stamps, that could help 
to reduce income inequality. A combination of action and policies surrounding market and labor 
regulation on a federal level could prove extremely effective in reducing income inequality when 
combined with local action, such as providing better access to employment services like 
childcare and job training. This sort of program would help to slow the growing income and 
wealth inequality in the United States, preventing the country from undergoing an immeasurable 
social, economic, and political evolution resulting from the implementation of UBI. 


