Current programs perform better in reducing
poverty than budget-equivalent UBI reforms

Poverty impacts
(squared poverty gap)
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The better the poverty targeting, the more current

programs reduce poverty vs. a universal transfer
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A UBI Reform would have massive distributional
implications - even among the poor
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Winners and losers
from a budget-equivalent UBI reform

Within 1

D10

% individuals

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

0

Russia

overall  0-6 years 65+ years

old old

m Gain 10+ ®mGain 5-10 mGain 1-5 Within 1

mLoose 1-5 mLoose 5-10 mLoose

&

10+

THE WORLD BANK

Social Protection and Jobs




Reducing poverty with universal transfers is (very)

costly
e

Cost of UBI
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