
Universal basic income has seen a surge in support in the recent months, especially thanks to 
entrepreneur and former democratic candidate Andrew Yang, whose campaign revolved almost entirely 
around a plan for universal basic income for all. Yang’s plan included a $1,000 monthly stipend for every 
American over the age of 18. Yang argued for his plan, which he named the “Freedom Dividend,” saying 
that it is necessary to combat the severe loss of jobs to automation that will happen in the near future. 
Yang’s idea caught on quickly, and he became a surprising story that still stuck out of the crowded 
presidential candidate field, becoming more popular than Governors, Senators, and others, especially with 
younger people. Even though Mr. Yang’s campaign is over, his idea of universal basic income continues 
to spread, and for good reason. Universal basic income can be used for far more than combatting a loss of 
jobs, and for all its intents and purposes, is a non-partisan solution to redistribute wealth in America to 
fight the growing and absurd income and wealth inequality in this country. 
 

There is a clear reason why Yang called it the “Freedom dividend,” which is because a universal 
basic income would literally give people more freedom, more choice in their lives. No longer would they 
have to decide between paying rent and paying for childcare, food, utilities. They could start investing in 
their future, save for retirement, or take a trip if they so desired. Not only would this encourage more 
spending and bolster the economy, but it would also encourage more mobility between social classes in 
America. In this way, universal basic income is like a stepstool, that brings peoples’ goals to a closer 
reach, which may be a cheesy way of describing it, but nonetheless is still true.  
 

At the very core, the divide is thanks to no wage increases for the working class, even as 
productivity has increased dramatically. This means that those at the top are benefiting off the work of 
those below, while not giving them any substantial wage increases. While many ideas have been put 
forward, and social programs are already in place, they are largely ineffective, sometimes even making 
matters worse, as was seen in the tax break of 2017, which further increased the divide between the rich 
and poor. Universal basic income, however, is more powerful than any tax break in the world, because 
giving someone money is a lot more powerful than not taking as much away.  

 
Some people are inherently against universal basic income because they still hold grudges against 

the Soviet Union and communism that has lasted from all the way back from the Cold War (suprise 
suprise, its old people). Anytime these people hear anything resembling redistributing wealth on a 
national scale, no matter if they would be helped or not, they have PTSD and their brainwashing of 
universal equals communism equals Soviet Russia equals bad, therefore universal equals bad, kicks in. 
That explains why ideas such as universal basic income, or socialism in general is far more popular in 
younger generations than older ones. But when facts are acknowledged as facts, and grudges are put 
aside, universal basic income is not a partisan, communist loving idea. In fact, even though it is seen as a 
liberal policy, it can be implemented in a conservative way, that decreases government intervention and 
bureaucracy. This is because universal basic income can actually be used to replace all of those 
ineffective social programs, and ones that do help, but would be negated under universal basic income. 
Food stamps, for example, which conservatives are trying to scale back currently, would not be necessary 
with universal basic income. Universal basic income also cuts all the red tape that comes with having 
dozens and dozens of completely separate social programs. Once everything is consolidated into one 
place, conservatives are happy because there is net less government intervention, and liberals are happy 



because they are able to install a large scale social program as a replacement. If all pretenses are put aside, 
and politicians and economists actually worked together, everyone could be satisfied, and people would 
be lifted from poverty, and income inequality would decrease without all those ‘scary’ wealth taxes that 
give Jeff Bezos nightmares. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


