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Abstract: Universal Basic Income (UB]) is revolutionary and simple at the same time
and elicits both attraction and aversion from the general public. This is one of the
reasons why, despite its potential to contribute to some of the most pressing current
challenges, UBI has not yet been implemented in any country in the world, at least at
a system-wide scale. By drawing on innovation theories and adopting a mixed
methods approach, this exploratory study investigates public acceptance of UBI in
Spain. This study contributes to the emerging literature on public opinion on a UBI as
well as to the field of innovation of public policies.
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1 Introduction

Universal basic income (UBI) is “a regular transfer in cash to every individual irre-
spective of income from other sources and with no obligations” (Van Parijs and
Vanderborght 2015). Hence, UBI is an unconditional and universal form of income,
setting it apart from current redistributive policies in place, which rely on eligibility
requirements, such as demonstrating a certain income level, and are conditioned to
certain behaviors (typically, job searching). UBI can be seen as a social innovation
(Koistinen and Perki6 2014) that is both revolutionary and simple. This duality elicits
both attraction and aversion from the policymakers and the general public. This is
acknowledged as one of the reasons why UBI has struggled to find its way into
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political agendas since its systematization as a public policy in the XIXth century
(Roosma and van Oorschot 2020; Van Parijs 2004). In fact, except for several limited-
scope experiments, UBI has not yet been implemented in any country in the world, at
least at a system-wide scale (Widerquist 2018).

The idea of UBI has notwithstanding received increased attention from scholars
and practitioners worldwide, particularly after the COVID crisis (Banerjee et al. 2020;
Stahl and MacEachen 2021; Weisstanner 2022), as it is being advocated as a potential
remedy for a wide range of pressing societal issues. These include but are not limited
to unemployment, environmental crises, gender inequality, political disaffection,
and the challenges arising from digitalization and automation (Carrero-Dominguez
and Navas-Parejo 2019; Gomez-Frias et al. 2021; Hall et al. 2019; Weisstanner 2022).
Simultaneously, while several researches have been made demonstrating its
financial feasibility (Martinelli 2017; Diaz-Oyarzabal et al. 2019; Hoynes and Rothstein
2019), scholars and policymakers have consistently raised significant reservations
regarding the feasibility of universal basic income (UBI), primarily stemming from
its substantial implementation costs (De Wispelaere and Stirton 2012). Additionally,
concerns have been voiced about its ethical suitability-is it appropriate that people
without any particular condition live upon the work of others (Van Parijs 2004)?- and
the uncertain consequences it might have on both individuals and the overall system,
such as its potential for generating work disincentives (de Paz-Bafiez et al. 2020),
to alter the equilibrium of the labor market (Conesa et al. 2023) or to generate
inflation (Miller 2021). Within the context of Spain, Casado and Sebastian (2019) and
Diaz-Oyarzdbal et al. (2019) offer a compelling illustration of divergent expert
perspectives on the viability and desirability of implementing UBI in the country.

Over the last years, the literature on UBI has expanded from the theoretical and
ideological arena to more empirically oriented debates. Experiments, such as the ones
conducted in Finland (Andrade et al. 2022), Kenya (Widerquist 2018), Canada (Hamilton
and Mulvale 2019), USA (Berenguer 2019) or Spain (Garcia 2022) have enabled scholars
to examine the economic, political and individual effects of UBI in practice. This is good
news for UBI advocators, as, according to innovation theorists, one of the determinants
for the diffusion of a social innovation such a UBI is its trialability, i.e. the extent up to
which the idea can be tested before making a final commitment (Oldenburg and Glanz
2008). Nonetheless, the level of compatibility between a UBI and the values, beliefs, and
needs of the public is recognized as another significant determinant for the diffusion of
innovation, while our understanding of the general public’s perceptions and attitudes
towards this pioneering policy alternative remains limited (Parolin and Siéland 2020;
Zimmermann et al. 2020).

Understanding how the public perceives UBI and what arguments are important
in shaping a favorable or negative opinion on the implementation of this innovative
public policy is then of great importance for the further promotion of UBI into a
political or economic agenda in any given context. In investigating this topic, it is
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useful to take into account that public perception of UBI is not necessarily connected
to the expert debate, as voters tend to make decisions based on heuristics or mental
shortcuts (Lau and Redlawsk 2001). While the question of which groups might sup-
port a basic income — and for what reasons — is not new, public opinion on UBI
remains relatively underexplored. The existing literature on this topic is still in its
early stages, having only recently begun to expand. In particular, the perspective of
the middle class — often the social majority in many European countries — has
received limited attention (Yeung 2022). Moreover, there is a notable lack of
comprehensive analyses examining the actual arguments and positions both for and
against UBI, as well as how these views compare to alternative policy options.

By drawing on innovation theories and adopting a mixed methods approach,
this exploratory study addresses the following question: What arguments can be
related to a positive and negative opinion towards UBI among Spanish middle class?

Both theoretical and practical implications can be derived from this study. To the
best of our knowledge, our study is the first one that has addressed the analysis of
critical arguments linked to public opinion about UBI in a given context using a
mixed methods approach. This research contributes to the emerging literature on
public opinion on a universal basic income (UBI) as well as to the field of innovation
of public policies. It effectively identifies key arguments and criteria for segmenting
the population, which could be employed in a more extensive quantitative survey on
the subject. Additionally, it provides valuable perspectives that policymakers in
Spain could incorporate while developing a communication strategy with the goal of
garnering broad-based endorsement for UBI.

The article is structured as follows. Section 2 provides a synthesis of the theo-
retical framework in which this work is based. Section 3 describes the interview
methodology and statistical analysis carried out. Section 4 describes the families of
arguments identified in the interviews both for and against basic income.

Section 5 applies the predictive model, comparing these arguments as variables
to obtain the feasibility, desirability and acceptance of the public policy. In Section 6,
these results are interpreted, obtaining some very clear lines on arguments that are
necessary and/or sufficient to deduce the position on basic income. Section 7 finally
presents the conclusions illustrating how the above could be applied to the political
communication necessary to facilitate the implementation of basic income.

2 Theoretical Framework
2.1 Innovation Theories and UBI

Innovation theories seek to explain the mechanisms by which ideas, concepts,
technical information, and practices disseminate within societies and are embraced
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by individuals, organizations, and political communities. This pursuit involves
investigating the reasons behind these processes, as well as the pace at which they
occur (Berry and Berry 2018; Rogers 1983; Wejnert 2002).

Innovation theories have been applied to different fields, such as technology,
political sciences, geography, economy or sociology. Of particular interest for this
research is the fact that they have also been used to analyze the spread of policy
innovations, such as new educational models (Ramirez and Boli 1987), social security
systems (Weyland 2005) or welfare reforms (Thomas and Lauderdale 1988). The
innovation theory lens has also been used to analyze the reasons for the (non)
adoption of a UBI in Finland (Koistinen and Perkié 2014). It has been noted that
innovation in policy institutions and particularly in welfare policies is often intricate
and slow (Pierson 2000), due to complex path dependencies and numerous inter-
twined factors. Large scale welfare reforms have occurred only in very specific
periods of time, often after large crisis which open a “window of opportunity”
(Sweeney et al. 2000). Other than that, public policy making is often reactive and
incremental (Greener 2005; Pierson 2000).

As an example, in Spain, the COVID crisis opened a window for a reform of
redistributive policies in 2020. For a few months, the possibility of establishing a
UBI was raised. However, ultimately an incremental solution was considered,
introducing a “Minimum Living Income” (a conditional and not universal income) at
the national level, which supplemented the existing minimum income system
already in place in all Spanish regions (Government of Spain 2020). While the new
system meant an increase on the global national budget devoted to redistribution
policies, its implementation has suffered from typical bureaucratic difficulties
associated with non-universal and conditional systems (Gimeno-Ullastres 2019). As
repeatedly denounced by entities such as the State Association of Directors and
Managers of Social Services of Spain (2023), due to its bureaucratic complexity, after
three years of its introduction, only 20.8 % of the population living under the poverty
line benefit from the minimum living income in Spain.

One of the main topics discussed in the context of innovation theories is the
dynamics of innovation diffusion. These dynamics is based upon the fact that there
are different types of adopters depending on how prone they are in adopting these
innovations. Adopters have been classified according to the following groups: early
adopters, early majority, late majority, and laggards. For the innovation to achieve
self-sustainability, it requires broad adoption among individuals or groups. Within
the adoption rate, there exists a threshold known as the critical mass, where the
number of individual adopters guarantees the ongoing self-sustained adoption of the
innovation (Rogers 2014; Wejnert 2002).

A second recurrent topic in innovation theory is the discussion around the
determinants of diffusion’s extent and speed (Oldenburg and Glanz 2008). As an
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example, Oldenburg and Glanz (2008) establish the following factors conditioning a
social innovation diffusion: relative advantage over alternative options, the fact that
the idea can be tried before making a final commitment (trialability), the amount of
risk associated with the innovation, and the compatibility or fit of the innovation into
the audience’s lifestyle, cultural/ethnic beliefs and practices or self-image. In a
similar vein, Koistinen and Perkio (2014) define a number of dimensions associated
to successes and failures of UBI proposals in Finland: the specific characteristics of
the proposal, the channels and actors intervening in its communication, the macro-
economic and political context, the perception of different actors regarding the
proposal and the achieved outcomes. Along these and other innovation models, it is
obvious that the perception of the public about the UBI proposal is one of the primary
influencing factors.

Therefore, from the perspective of innovation theory, focusing on compre-
hending public opinion regarding UBI is highly relevance. In the Spanish context,
where the middle-income class forms a significant social majority, investigating the
perceptions of this group is relevant, as reaching the critical mass necessary to
guarantee enough UBI support would heavily rely on effectively engaging with the
interests and needs of this particular demographic. Moreover, according to previous
research, middle-income class tends to be particularly reluctant to the imple-
mentation of a UBI as they perceive themselves as net payers and not beneficiaries of
the proposal (Roosma and van Oorschot 2020; Zimmermann et al. 2020).

Although a recent body of literature exists devoted to investigating public
opinion of UBI, previous studies have essentially concentrated in revealing various
explanatory factors (geographic, demographic and psychographic). In contrast,
research on the actual arguments and positions for and against UBI as well as how it
is compared with other policy options is scarce. The following section provides an
overview on prior research on this topic.

2.2 Overview of Prior Research on Public Opinion of UBI

The strand of literature that investigates public opinion of UBI is recent-most studies
are not more than five years old- and still emergent. Regarding its geographical
coverage, there are various studies that focus on the European region as a whole
(Baranowski and Jabkowski 2021) and specific countries within Europe, such as
Finland (Linnanvirta et al. 2019), Belgium (Laenen et al. 2023), Croatia (Relja et al.
2015), the Netherlands (Gielens et al. 2023) and Spain (Rincon 2023; Gémez-Frias et al.
2021). There are also studies conducted in other regions of the world that concentrate
on specific countries like the US (Hamilton et al. 2023; Yeung 2022), Canada (Calnitsky
2018), Australia (Patulny and Spies-Butcher 2023), Japan (Yang et al. 2020) and South
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Africa (Fouksman 2020) as well as comparative studies between countries within
Europe and across different regions (Baranowski and Jabkowski 2021; Chrisp et al.
2020; Nettle et al. 2021; Stadelmann-Steffen and Dermont 2020; Zimmermann et al.
2020). It is evidence that there is a lack of such studies in large areas of Africa and
Asia, as well as in Latin America.

In terms of methodology, most studies use official cross-national or national
surveys, such as the European Social Survey (ESS), as an empirical basis for their
analysis (see for example, Baranowski and Jabkowski 2021; Choi 2021; Lee 2021; Nettle
et al. 2021). While this kind of quantitative studies are useful to detect demographic
and social factors at a macro level that are related to positive or negative perceptions
about UBJ, they rely on questions that are often too generic. In consequence, they fail
to capture important context-specific factors and psychological mechanisms that
would be important to grasp people’s understanding of the UBI and the reasons why
they reject or support it (Chrisp et al. 2020). Other works also adopt quantitative
approaches but rely on more specific survey or experimental designs (Stadelmann-
Steffen and Dermont 2020; Yang et al. 2020; Yeung 2022). These enable to test public’s
opinion in view of more specific context-dependent implementation scenarios.
Finally, a number of recent works adopt a qualitative approach to delve into specific
dimensions, such as the social legitimacy of UBI from a social justice perspective
(Zimmermann et al. 2020), the attitudes of young citizens to the introduction of UBI in
a specific scenario linked to automation (Herke and Vicsek 2022) or the position of a
particular sector in a given country (Gomez-Frias et al. 2021).

Regarding the findings of these studies, literature on the subject essentially
concentrates in revealing various explanatory factors (geographic, demographic and
psychographic) that could be linked to certain opinions or perceptions for and
against UBL. In this regard, at least in the European context, geographic factors have
been found to have an impact on public support for UBL Indeed, it has been found
that, globally, support for basic income seems to be significantly higher in Central
and Eastern European countries (Baranowski and Jabkowski 2021), although results
at the country level contradict this outcome and show high levels of support in Nordic
countries such as Finland when compared to a Central European country such as
Switzerland (Stadelmann-Steffen and Dermont 2020). The literature is more consis-
tent regarding the influence of macroeconomic factors. Indeed, UBI tends to be more
supported in countries with lower levels of GDP and lower social spending and
employability rates (Laenen et al. 2023; Parolin and Siéland 2020). Moreover, the
perspective adopted by the public towards a UBI seems to be strongly shaped by the
welfare institutions of the countries in which they live (Shin et al. 2021; Zimmermann
et al. 2020).

Regarding demographics, many studies reveal a link between the class position
of individuals and UBI support, as people who are in a more vulnerable
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socio-economic position — including often younger, low-income individuals, unem-
ployed or precariously employed, suburban renters, etc.- support UBI more (Bollain
et al. 2025; Roosma and van Oorschot 2020; Shin et al. 2021; Zimmermann et al. 2020).
However, findings regarding the link between the level of education and support are
not conclusive. While studies in regional contexts such as Australia show higher
support towards UBI from individuals that are higher educated (Patulny and Spies-
Butcher 2023), other studies in different contexts (The Netherlands) show that the
higher and the lower educated are equally ambivalent towards the policy (Gielens et
al. 2023). Other demographic explanatory factors that seem to influence individuals’
perceptions toward UBI identified in literature are family structure and interest in
participating in non-market activities (Yang et al. 2020).

Psychographic factors, such as values and lifestyles, seem to have great
explanatory power to understand differences in UBI support, particularly in coun-
tries with higher levels of spending (Parolin and Siéland 2020). Support seems to be
higher in individuals who have more post-materialist concerns, including Green-left
voters and egalitarianists, and those favoring redistributive values and universalism
(Choi 2021; Patulny and Spies-Butcher 2023; Roosma and van Oorschot 2020) and has
been found to be lower and more rigid among conservatives (Yeung 2022). Welfare
state chauvinism is also more likely to be associated with negative attitudes towards
a UBI in higher income countries (Bay and Pedersen 2006; Diermeier et al. 2021;
Laenen et al. 2023, 2023; Parolin and Sidland 2020). Other values, such as power and
achievement are positively and significantly associated with support for UBI, while
other values such benevolence, has a negative relationship with that (Choi 2021).

The existing body of literature that comprehensively analyzes the actual argu-
ments and positions in favor of or against UBI, and how it is compared to alternative
policy options, is scarce. There is a dearth of research in this area, with only a few
notable studies, such as the recent work conducted by Rincon (2023) within the
Spanish context, providing valuable insights. Through a conjoint analysis for
understanding the way the public compares UBI to other policy options, this study
reveals that, for the Spanish public, one of the most controversial UBI features is its
universality, i.e. the fact that it is given to everyone and not only to “the poor”, while
its unconditionality (the lack of conditions to recipients) is less unpopular. This has
been found to be the case also in other contexts (Lee 2021; Roosma and van Oorschot
2020). Beliefs about the meaning of work and the need for work-based society are also
very prominent in shaping perceptions about UBI in different contexts (Herke and
Vicsek 2022).

In any case, when examining various aspects of public acceptance towards UBI,
there seems to be a consensus in considering two dimensions: desirability-with
respect to ethical or moral normative beliefs — and feasibility — understood as the
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viability of financing and implementing public policy in a given context-see for
example, Van Parijs and Vanderborght (2017) or Busso et al. (2019).

3 Methodology
3.1 Sample Selection

An exploratory study was carried out based on semi-structured interviews with a
convenience sample composed of individuals of different ages, professional profiles
and genders belonging to the Spanish middle class.

From the perspective of innovation theory, placing emphasis on comprehending
public opinion regarding UBI is of utmost importance. In Spain, where the middle-
income class constitutes a substantial portion of society, it is particularly important
to explore the views of this group. Indeed, according to the OECD the lower-income
class is defined as those whose income falls below 75 % of the national median
income; the middle-income class is between 75 % and 200 % of the median, while the
upper-income class consists of those whose income exceeds 200 % of the median
(OECD 2019). According to 2022 data by the Spanish National Statistical Institute (INE
2022), around 65 % of the Spanish population belongs to the middle-class.

Gaining widespread support for UBI would then largely depend on addressing
the interests and needs of this demographic, which could be pivotal in achieving the
necessary critical mass for its successful implementation. Similarly, a sample in
which the dominant expectation is that they will be net payers after the imple-
mentation of a basic income favors understanding resistance among those who may
be adversely affected by the measure.

Participants were recruited as volunteers from the personal networks of the
researchers and over 60 students in a third-year undergraduate class, using a
snowballing technique. An open call was also launched through social networks to
recruit further candidates.

The applied methodology can be considered a mixed methods approach in the
sense that combines qualitative and quantitative data collection and analysis in one
study.

3.2 Qualitative Phase: Interviews

Interviews were conducted between the months of October 2022 and May 2023. Seven
interviews were considered invalid or not fulfilling the segmentation criteria. In
total, 45 valid interviews were conducted.
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18 of the interviewees were women and 27 were men. The age profile of the
persons interviewed ranged from 20 to 73 years old. 42 % of the sample was younger
than 20 years old, 36 % of the sample was between 25 and 55 years old, and 22 % of the
sample was more than 55 years old. Most of the interviewees were from the Com-
munity of Madrid (25 people). The rest belonged to other Spanish regions (Andalusia,
Cantabria, Asturias, Galicia, Castilla-Ledn, the Basque Country and the Canary
Islands).

None of the interviewees had a marked political ideology (affiliation or loyalty to
a specific party), but most declared themselves to be affiliated with generally mod-
erate political currents (center, center-right, center-left or center-liberal). In general,
with three exceptions, the people included in the sample did not have first-hand
knowledge of the situation of people receiving social benefits. All interviewees were
either employed or studying at the time of the interview. All of the jobs they were
doing corresponded to the “white-collar” category, in the sense used by Weaver
(1975), i.e. professional, clerical, managerial or administrative workers.

The interviews were designed to evaluate to what extent a UBI was acceptable
for the individuals and preferable to other welfare options as well as to engage in a
thorough discussion on the arguments for and against UBL. It is worth noticing that
this kind of discussion is not possible when adopting more massive quantitative
approaches. The design was validated on the basis of a focus group with pro-
fessionals from the construction sector; the results of this focus group are explained
in GOomez-Frias et al. (2021). Specifically, the interviews were conducted according to
the following structure:

—  First, respondents were asked to answer the following question: “What do you
think the Welfare State should offer to all citizens? Minimum living income;
Universal basic income; Either; Neither; I don’t understand the difference; Other.
This initial question was designed to test general knowledge and awareness
about UBI and other welfare options implemented in Spain.

- Next, respondents were asked to argue about the desirability and feasibility of
Basic Income.

—  Subsequently, to enrich and help focus the terms of the discussion, participants
in the study were shown a 5-min informative video produced by Spanish public
television (RTVE 2020). The full content of this video can be watched online. This
video showed the summary of arguments for and against basic income wielded
by several academic experts in the field throughout a conference on Basic
Income organized at the Polytechnic University of Madrid in October 2019. The
event was organized around two round tables and brought together 10 experts
from different disciplines (economics, law, business administration, sociology
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and philosophy). More specifically, the video covered the following topics: The
potential impact of automation on the job market; the concerning situation of
growing poverty and inequality worldwide; the difference between minimum
income and basic income policies; inefficiencies and bureaucratic problems
associated with minimum income policies; the poverty trap; stigma and invasion
of family privacy associated with minimum income policies; potential decrease
in labor supply and active population that could be generated by a basic income;
potential of UBI to improve recognition of sectors with high social value but low
market value.

—  After the video, the interviewees were asked to react to the arguments presented
and to continue arguing about the acceptance of UBL.

— Finally, as a general conclusion of the discussion, interviewees were asked to
provide a binary answer (“Yes”, “No”) regarding the three response variables
measured in the quantitative phase (see below): desirability, feasibility and
acceptance.

All interviews were recorded and transcribed. Subsequently, the collected material
was analyzed using content analysis techniques (Miles and Huberman 1994; Saldafia
2021). The codes were defined inductively and were iteratively refined throughout the
analysis. All interviews were coded by two researchers independently and discrep-
ancies that arose were resolved in successive working meetings. The coding and
analysis applied followed a force-field logic (Lewin 1951). Force-field analysis considers
human behavior as dynamic, resulting from the balance of forces working in opposite
directions. According to this conception, change in behavior would occur when the
forces in favor of a given change outweigh the forces against it (see Figure 1).

3.3 Quantitative Phase: Logistic Regression

The statistical analysis of the results was performed by applying logistic regression
or logit regression. Logistic regression is a type of regression analysis used to
predict the outcome of a categorical variable (a variable that can adopt a limited

Argumentsin T Arguments
favor of UBI 222:;:::;? — against UBI
(AF) (AA)

Figure 1: “Force-field” logic used in the analysis on acceptance of UBI (own elaboration).



DE GRUYTER Universal Basic Income as a Social Innovation = 11

number of categories) as a function of the independent or predictor variables
(Harrell 2001; Hosmer et al. 2013). The term logit refers to the natural logarithm of
the odds ratio (the probability of success of the studied phenomenon divided by the
probability of failure of that same phenomenon). The logit technique fits a
regression model where the response variable would be logit of the probability of
the studied variable.

Specifically, and following Van Parijs and Vanderborght (2017) and Busso et al.
(2019), three response variables were considered: Desirability, Feasibility, and
Acceptance (a combination of the first two). The operationalization of these variables
was as follows:

— Desirability: whether UBI it is considered desirable from an ethical or normative
perspective.

— Feasibility: whether UBI is seen as practicable from a pragmatic standpoint (e.g.
budgetary, organizational).

— Acceptance: the overall position in favor of or against UBL

Response variables were treated as binary categorical variables, with 0 representing
“No” responses to the final question asked in the interviews (“In your opinion, is a
UBI desirable/feasible/acceptable?”) and one representing “Yes” responses to the
same question.

Independent variables comprised various arguments for and against basic in-
come, which were coded as binary categorical variables. A “1” indicates the presence
of the argument in the discussion, while a “0” signifies its absence. Arguments in
favor of basic income include those suggesting positive outcomes at either a systemic
or individual level resulting from UBI implementation. Conversely, arguments
against basic income highlight potential negative outcomes or logical flaws at either
the individual or systemic level.

4 Arguments Against and in Favor of Basic Income
4.1 General Results on Awareness and Acceptance of UBI

A general descriptive analysis of the results shows that the majority of those inter-
viewed adopted a critical attitude towards basic income. Thus, 47 % of the sample
considered this public policy desirable and only 24 % considered basic income to be
feasible. 45 % of the sample considered basic income neither feasible nor desirable.
Finally, only 16 % considered basic income acceptable (simultaneously desirable and
feasible).
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Arguments against UBI

AA6-Inflation
AAS5-Informal economy

AA4-Unconditionality

I
|
I
AA3-Universality  IE——
AA2-Public spending  IEEEE—
|

AA1- Deactivation

T T T T T T 1

10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Percentage

o

Figure 2: Arguments against UBI present in the sample. Source: Own elaboration.

It is worth noticing that 20 % of people in the sample declared that they
did not know what a UBI was. Among those that declared to understand the
concept, there were many that, throughout the discussion, showed a confusion
between UBI and other forms of conditional welfare policies (such as the Mini-
mum Income). In general, there was a widespread lack of knowledge and
awareness regarding the type and outcomes of welfare policies already in place in
Spain.

The qualitative analysis made it possible to clearly identify six arguments
against and six arguments in favor of UBI in the discourse. These arguments are
presented in the following sections and summarized in Figures 2 and 3.

Arguments in favour of UB

AF6-Stigma NG

AF5-Labor market transformation
AF4-Confidence
AF3-Revitalisation of economy

AF2-Justice

AF1-Less bureaucracy

o

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Percentage

Figure 3: Arguments in favor of UBI present in the sample. Source: Own elaboration.
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4.2 Arguments Against UBI
4.2.1 AA1- Deactivation of the Economy

A majority argument (60 % of those interviewed) was that basic income could be a
disincentive to economic activity. As one of the persons interviewed declared:

UBI would act as a disincentive for formal employment. The appropriate welfare measure
remains to provide an income guarantee while allowing it to be compatible with other social
benefits. On the other hand, ’living off subsidies’ is increasingly being passed down as an
intergenerational way of life.

In particular, many people felt that it could result in less interest in filling certain jobs
(the less qualified ones). This could have as a side effect an improvement (or atleast a
change) in the quality of employment supply.

Several people from economically depressed regions, where low-skilled citi-
zens predominate, were particularly sensitive to this argument and insisted that
basic income would create many problems in these regions. Some interviewees
went so far as to state that basic income would “eliminate the competitiveness of
the system” or “anesthetize citizens”. As it was explained by one of the persons
interviewed:

In my town, there are few qualified professionals, and most jobs are basic. I wouldn’t be able to
hire the assistants I have in my clinic (for those people, it would mean quitting their jobs). This
could jeopardize essential employment. In the environment I work in, it would be discouraging.

This outcome aligns with prior research on public attitudes toward UBI, as it
reinforces the significance of beliefs regarding the necessity of a work-centered
society in influencing perceptions of UBI (Laenen et al. 2023). Interestingly, there is
not empirical evidence of a significant reduction in labor supply linked to UBI (de
Paz-Baiiez et al. 2020; Gibson et al. 2018). UBI has been rather found to stimulate
activity although a decrease in workers from certain categories has been also
noted, i.e. children, the elderly, the sick, those with disabilities, women with young
children to look after, or young people who continued studying (de Paz-Béfiez et al.
2020).

On the other hand, this result introduces a contrasting perspective or adds
nuance to the notion that UBI tends to garner greater support in countries or regions
with lower GDP levels (Laenen et al. 2023; Parolin and Siéland 2020). In any case, it
appears that the regional context plays a crucial role as a segmentation factor in this
particular scenario.
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4.2.2 AA2- Increase in Public Spending

Another argument that was very present in the interviews (51 % of those inter-
viewed) was that the implementation of basic income would lead to an increase in
public spending and the general level of taxes. Some interviewees were of the
opinion that the increase in spending would be “completely unsustainable” or would
lead us “to ruin”. Other interviewees, however, gave a more balanced assessment of
the possible increase, arguing that “we can afford it” or that “instead of spending the
money on something else it could be spent on this”. All interviewees identified
themselves as belonging to the segment of “net payers” of basic income.

Several interviewees emphasized the need to adopt an overall view and not
forget the circular nature of income and that money “has to come from somewhere”.
They emphasized the need to increase business productivity in order to be able to
adopt public policies such as basic income.

In general, it was evident that there is a wide lack of knowledge among the
population regarding the magnitudes and types of coverage of the current welfare
state, with largely unfounded apprehensions about the budgetary cost of UBI,
bearing in mind that, at least in certain implementations, it would replace condi-
tional benefits up to the same level as that adopted for basic income. In any case,
many people within this segment admitted to having difficulty in assessing the
potential increase in spending, which, as also found in previous studies, reinforces
the importance in this discussion of providing accurate information on the type of
implementation envisaged (Diaz-Oyarzabal et al. 2019). Furthermore, regarding this
argument, to move forward in the debate, it seems clear that it is necessary to
articulate a complete vision of the social and economic model to be built and not only
of the particular redistribution strategy.

4.2.3 AA3- Difficulties to Accept Universality

A significant proportion of the people interviewed expressed difficulties in accepting
an income of a universal nature (42 % of the sample). For these people, it is counter-
intuitive or ineffective to give money “to the rich”. The state should then help “only
those who need it”. Sometimes it seems that this segment does not understand that
the benefit would be returned through taxes; at other times it does seem to under-
stand the mechanism, but it is described as “absurd”. The possible administrative
difficulties generated by the implementation of a conditional income system, they
add, should be solved (by adding civil servants, simplifying the criteria or imple-
menting electronic administration). As it was expressed by one of the persons
interviewed:
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Giving money to people who don’t need it makes no sense. I understand that the management
(of a conditional income system) is not easy, but I guess there could be mechanisms to make a
good selection. Just improve the algorithm or add more civil servants to the process!

While experts are unanimous in stressing the importance of the administrative
difficulties of conditional income systems (Gimeno-Ullastres 2019, Herd and Moyni-
han 2019), the discussion surrounding universality appears to be primarily influ-
enced by diverse normative perspectives.

This result is consistent with the outcomes of previous studies conducted in
Spain, which indicated a notably low level of popularity for universality (Rincon
2023).

Also linked to the idea of universality, some people expressed their opinion
about the fact that UBI should be given only to certain demographic groups,
particularly young people, as it would be a mean to “help them in the beginning of
their lives”. However, this was a matter of dissention, as other people in the sample
were afraid that a UBI could act as a “perverting” factor and “result in young people
who neither study nor work”. In one of the interviewed person’s own words:

The group that scares me the most is the youth. How do you give money without asking for
anything in return to one of those 16-year-olds who are disoriented and not looking for anything
in life? The most likely outcome is that they would become parasites of their families and the
system forever.

This aspect of the discussion is particularly compelling, as Spain has the highest child
poverty rate in the EU (UNICEF 2024), and, linked to this problem, it has been sug-
gested that there could be a potential consensus on providing a basic income to
minors-see for example, the discussion by Salguero (2024). However, this assertion
overlooks the negative sentiments held by a segment of society about this i.e. which
could potentially obstruct this initiative.

4.2.4 AA4-Difficulties to Accept Unconditionality

Another aspect that was considered counterintuitive, although by a smaller
proportion of respondents (27 % of people) was the unconditional nature of the basic
income. That s, the fact that the benefit would be provided without any quid pro quo.
This segment expressed their conviction that the money distributed by the
state should be spent on morally adequate goods, such as “food and other basic
necessities”, and in no case on luxury or leisure goods. One person pointed out the
need to assume “certain obligations” when enjoying “certain rights,” such as the
responsibility to seek employment. Another respondent stated that offering such a
benefit should be accompanied by a social intervention to bring about a change in
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behavior and in particular should be accompanied by training actions to reduce the
digital divide. Some of those interviewed went so far as to point out that UBI would
mean a “degradation of values” and even an increase in “vices and addictions”. In
one of the interviewee’s own words:

Aslong as there is no control over behaviour, money will be lost along the way. What happens to
those who don’t know how to manage it? People spend more than they can afford, and with
more money, there’s a risk of falling into addictions. This might lead to increased spending on
security and healthcare to treat these addicted individuals.

This kind of argument has been widely found in previous studies on deservingness of
UBI and welfare policies in general (Laenen et al. 2023; Rincon 2023; Roosma and van
Oorschot 2020).

Similar to the discourse on the universality of UBL discussions surrounding the
unconditional nature of UBI appear to be predominantly influenced by diverse
normative perspectives rather than technical or expert-driven arguments.

4.2.5 AA5-Corruption and Informal Economy

22 % of the people interviewed believed basic income would encourage the informal
economy and “undeclared” work, particularly in a context such as the Spanish one,
where there are practices of “fraud” and “corruption” that hinder the imple-
mentation of this type of measures. The implementation of a basic income would
require an “impeccable” economic context, as the “Nordic countries”, for example,
are thought to have. As one of the interviewed persons declared:

We are not Finland or Sweden. We are not there, either economically or culturally. There is an
informal economy, and receiving *free money’ doesn’t help people in general.

Again, as found in previous studies, this result reinforces the importance of the
regional or geographical and macroeconomic context as a segmentation factor
(Baranowski and Jabkowski 2021; Laenen et al. 2023; Parolin and Siéland 2020;
Stadelmann-Steffen and Dermont 2020).

Interestingly, respondents were not aware of the “poverty trap” mechanisms
that are typically associated to conditional welfare schemes (Barrett et al. 2016). One
consequence of this issue is that individuals enrolled in such programs hesitate to
accept potentially unstable job offers out of fear to lose their income rights. In
consequence, they decide not to work or to adopt an informal activity (Barrett et al.
2016; Bueskens 2017). In this regard, although the effect of UBI over informality is
object of controversy in expert debate (Elgin et al. 2022; Rubido 2021), certain pro-
ponents of UBI argue in expert discussions that an unconditional welfare scheme
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would likely alleviate the informal economy instead of promoting it (Gimeno-
Ullastres 2019).

4.2.6 AA6-Inflation

Finally, 22 % of the people interviewed were convinced that the implementation of a
UBI in Spain would generate a generalized price increase or an increase in certain
products (leisure or luxury products, which would be consumed more frequently).

While the possibility of local inflation effects is acknowledged in expert dis-
cussions (Miller 2021) a generalized inflationary phenomenon would only be possible
if a UBI was financed through “helicopter money”, i.e. by increasing money supply.

4.3 Arguments in Favor of UBI
4.3.1 AF1-Less Bureaucracy

There are management problems and administrative difficulties associated with
minimum income systems. In particular, the operationalization and control of the
conditions necessary to be able to receive these incomes are complex, which gen-
erates high administrative costs and means that in practice many of the people who
should receive the subsidy do not actually receive it. 38 % of those interviewed were
sensitive to this argument, frequently expressed by advocators of UBI in expert
debates (Barragué et al. 2019; Gimeno-Ullastres 2019). The less bureaucracy and
simplicity associated with a UBI system was perceived as a favorable element for
acceptance for 38 % of the sample.

4.3.2 AF2-justice

For 33 % of those interviewed, implementing a basic income would reduce inequality
and allow us to live in a fairer society. These people were aware that effectively
tackling poverty would bring collective benefits, such as greater social stability or
reduced risks for a broad spectrum of the population, regardless of who the
recipients or net payers were.

This result resonates with previous studies which have found that psycho-
graphic factors, such as values and beliefs are of great relevance in explaining UBI
support. In particular, as found in this case, people that are egalitarianists are more
favorable towards UBI (Choi 2021; Patulny and Spies-Butcher 2023; Roosma and van
Oorschot 2020).
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4.3.3 AF3- Revitalization of the Economy

For 18 % of the sample, implementing a UBI would activate consumption and
contribute to boosting the economy. Several people expressed that receiving a basic
income would be “like returning taxes to all citizens”.

Itisinteresting to note that while previous studies on public opinion towards UBI
have linked support for it with green-left voters (Choi 2021), this argument aligns
more closely with a liberal ideology. This observation aligns with the notion of
ideological transversality of UBI, as frequently stated by academics (Barragué et al.
2019).

4.3.4 AF4- Improving Confidence

Basic income could make people feel calmer and more confident to move forward, to
become emancipated and even to undertake or start a new professional path. This
argument was put forward by 16 % of the sample. It is interesting to note that, in
general, no significant differences were found in the frequency of occurrence of the
different arguments for different age groups and genders, except for this argument,
which was significantly more frequent for women. This result suggests that gender
could be a relevant segmentation criterion for investigating public opinion towards
UBL. Interestingly, while the gender perspective of UBI has been explored in scholarly
papers and expert debates (Lombardozzi 2020; Schulz 2017), up to the current
moment, this dimension has not been explored in the context of the studies specif-
ically investigating public opinion towards UBL

Indeed, the benefits that a UBI would have for the incumbent population in
terms of mental health have been apparent in several UBI experiments (Wilson and
McDaid 2021). As an example, during the recent UBI experiment in Finland, partic-
ipants who received a UBI declared to be more satisfied with their lives and expe-
rienced less mental strain, depression, sadness and loneliness. Additionally,
individuals who received basic income demonstrated a higher level of trust in both
fellow citizens and social institutions. Moreover, they exhibited greater confidence
in their own future and their ability to exert influence compared to the control group
(Kangas et al. 2019).

4.3.5 AF5-Labor Market Transformation

Only 11 % of the sample mentioned the digital revolution and the transformation of
the labor market. For these people, the basic income debate is relevant and inter-
esting in a context where it will be necessary to find innovative solutions. This result
has been found in previous studies on public opinion of a UBL, which stresses that the
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public’s attitudes towards the policy seem to be significantly influenced by how they
perceive the future vision of a society transformed by UBI (Yang et al. 2020).

It is intriguing that while this dimension is very present in expert debates
(Dermont and Weisstanner 2020; Hamilton and Mulvale 2019; Mulvale 2019; Yang
et al. 2020), it did not hold significant prominence within the sample. This observa-
tion could be attributed to the public’s tendency to adopt a short-term perspective, as
evidenced in previous studies (Gdmez-Frias et al. 2021).

4.3.6 AF6- Reduction of Stigma

Finally, only 9% of the people interviewed were sensitive to the fact that basic
income would avoid the stigmatization that could result from being “singled out” as a
beneficiary of a minimum income.

As mentioned earlier, the positive impact of UBI on mental health, which is
partly attributed to the reduction of stigma, has been emphasized in UBI experiments
(Wilson and McDaid 2021). The limited significance of this argument within the
sample could be interpreted as a challenge for the target group (net payers) to
empathize with the emotions and experiences of the beneficiaries.

5 Predictive Model for Feasibility, Desirability and
Acceptance

5.1 Feasibility

Logit models were tested with all dependent variables (arguments for and against
defined as categorical variables with two levels-0 if argument does not appear; one if
argument appears) against feasibility as the response variable.

Only a negative association corresponding to argument AA3 (“Difficulties in
accepting the universality of basic income”) was significant with 95 % confidence.
That is, those people who do not understand the interest of “giving money to the rich”
and then giving it back through taxes are those who are more likely to consider basic
income unfeasible. These people are precisely those who minimize the importance of
the problems and administrative inefficiencies generated by minimum income
systems. Figure 4 shows the coefficients of the estimated model, as well as the values
of the residual variance and the Akaike information criterion.

Regarding the diagnosis of the model for predictive purposes, the Likelihood
ratio test provides a p-value of 0.0155 (significant value for a confidence level greater
than 95 %). However, we obtain a classification error of 27 % when performing the



20 —— T.Sanchez-Chaparro et al. DE GRUYTER

Coefficients:

Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)
(Intercept)  -0.47 0.40 -1.16 0.24
AA3 -2.42 1.10 -2.19 0.0283 *

Signif. codes: 0 “****0.001 “***0.01 “*> 0.05°.>0.1°" 1

Null deviance: 50.053 on 44 degrees of freedom
Residual deviance: 42.482 on 43 degrees of freedom
AIC: 46.482

Figure 4: Predictive model for feasibility based on logit regression. Source: Own elaboration.

classification table. This is an appreciable error and indicates that there are addi-
tional factors that should be included in the model that have not been covered by the
current study.

5.2 Desirability

Again, logit models were tested with all dependent variables against desirability as
the response variable. Four arguments in favor (AF1, AF2, AF3 and AF4) and two
against (AA3 and AA4) were significant. Table 1 shows the coefficients of each of the
models, as well as their level of significance.

Again, as in the case of feasibility, we see that the most important and clearest
association (highest degree of significance) is with argument AA3 (“Difficulties in
accepting the universality of basic income”). This would be followed by the argument
that affects the capacity of basic income to generate confidence to face the future
(AF4); then, the argument that relates basic income with a revitalisation of the
economy through an activation of consumption (AF3), followed by the difficulties to
accept giving an income without conditions (AA4), the perception that basic income

Table 1: Arguments linked to UBI desirability (logit model). Source: Own elaboration.

Argument Coeficient P-value Significance level
AF1-Less bureucracy 1.19 0.063 90 %
AF2-Justice 1.23 0.063 90 %
AF3-Revitalisation of economy 1.48 0.093 90 %
AF4-Confidence 2.22 0.050 95 %
AA3-Universality -2.49 0.001 99 %

AA4-Unconditionality -1.28 0.089 90 %
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Coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error  z value Pr(>|z|)

(Intercept) -0.04 0.66 -0.06 0.955
AF1 1.51 0.95 1.58 0.113
AF4 1.61 1.28 1.26  0.209
AF2 1.11 0.95 1.17 0.241
AF3 1.71 1.41 1.21 0.225
AA4 -1.98 1.09 -1.82 0.069
AA3 -2.44 0.93 -2.64 0.008 **

Signif. codes: 0 “****0.001 “***0.01 “**0.05 0.1 "1
(Dispersion parameter for binomial family taken to be 1)
Null deviance: 62.183 on 44 degrees of freedom

Residual deviance: 37.716 on 38 degrees of freedom
AIC: 51.716

Figure 5: Predictive model for desirability based on logit regression. Source: Own elaboration.

would improve social justice (AF2); finally, the opinion on the capacity of basic
income to simplify bureaucracy (AF1).

Next, we constructed a predictive logit model with all significant variables. The
Akaike information criterion is the lowest of all the models constructed in relation to
desirability (greater than 60 in all cases), which confirms its greater suitability as a
predictive model (Figure 5).

The classification error of the predictive model is 22 % and the Likelihood ratio
test gives a p-value of 0.00042 and is therefore highly significant.

5.3 Acceptance

Finally, logit models were fitted for acceptance. Three arguments in favor (AF4, AF2
and AF3) and one against (AA1) were significant. Gender was also significant with a
negative coefficient, showing that women in the sample are more likely to accept
basic income (Table 2).

Table 2: Arguments linked to UBI acceptance (logit model). Source: Own elaboration.

Argument Coeficient P-value Significance level
Gender -1.57 0.082 90 %
AF4-Confidence 1.85 0.046 95 %
AF2-Justice 1.94 0.033 95 %
AF3-Revitalisation of economy 1.60 0.076 90 %

AA1-Deactivation of economy -1.57 0.083 90 %
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The most important association is established with argument AF2, which refers
to the idea that basic income would contribute to a fairer society for all. This is
followed by argument AF4, i.e. the argument that basic income would contribute to
strengthening confidence in the future and the ability to take important steps in life.
This is followed with a lower level of significance by the AF3 argument (the capacity
of basic income to dynamize the economy through an increase in consumption) and
AAL1, the belief that basic income would discourage work.

The model has a good predictive capacity, with only a 7% error in the classifi-
cation matrix and an Akaike criterion value of 28.2. The likelihood ratio test is 0.0004
and is therefore highly significant.

6 Discussion of Results

Table 3 presents a summary of the arguments and factors that were significant for
feasibility, desirability and, finally, acceptance of UBI among the population in the
sample.

It can be observed that there are two arguments against basic income (AA3, AA4)
that condition the perception of feasibility and/or desirability, but not acceptance.
We could qualify them as sufficient, but not necessary arguments. In other words,
they are arguments against basic income which, when they appear, are sufficient to
increase the probability of not accepting basic income, but their absence does not
necessarily have a significant impact on the segment of people who accept the policy.
These arguments are related with the very nature of basic income: a universal
income granted without conditions. People in whom these arguments are present
simply consider that it is an absurd idea and that it would involve excessive

Table 3: Summary of arguments linked to the perception of feasibility, desirability and acceptance.
Source: Own elaboration.

Arguments/factors Feasibility Desirability Acceptance

AA1-Deactivation of economy X
AA3-Unniversality X
AA4-Unconditionality

AF1-Less bureaucracy

AF2-Justice

AF3-Revitalisation of economy
AF4-Confidence

Gender

X X X X X X

x X X X
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expenditure. Why give money to those who do not need it? If this money is to be paid
back through taxes, why do we give it to them in the first place?

On the other hand, being sensitive to the fact that basic income could mean
greater administrative simplicity and lower bureaucratic costs (AF1) is a favorable
element, but not enough to accept basic income.

The acceptance of basic income is very fundamentally conditioned by normative
and non-practical arguments. In the first place, it rests very strongly on the value of
social justice (AF2). People for whom achieving fairer and more egalitarian societies
is important accept the idea of basic income to a greater extent. On the other hand,
positively valuing the greater calm and confidence that a benefit of this type could
generate is also a determining argument (AF4). This argument appears in people
who, throughout their discourse, show greater empathy with respect to people who
could be net recipients of basic income or who have even found themselves in a
situation of vulnerability. It is worth noting that women, who are usually associated
with higher levels of empathy and also risk aversion (Baez et al. 2017; Eckel and
Grossman 2008), seem to present a higher level of acceptance of basic income in the
sample.

There are also practical arguments related to the acceptance of basic income.
Indeed, people who accept basic income seem to be optimistic about its systemic
effects (AF3) and state that it could boost consumption or even translate into greater
competitiveness of companies and higher rates of entrepreneurship. On the con-
trary, the fear of basic income being a disincentive to work and the economy (AA1)
stands out as the main negative argument conditioning basic income. The fact is that
the effects that a UBI could have in one sense or another seem to depend necessarily
on the broader social and economic context in which this policy is inserted, as well as
on other measures that could be taken to encourage entrepreneurial activity and
education.

7 Concluding Remarks
7.1 Limitations

The results of the analysis identify eight variables relevant to the acceptance of basic
income and/or its two components — feasibility and desirability. However, these
findings should be understood as limited by the socio-geographical scope of the
sample. To generalize the results more broadly, it would be necessary to extend the
study to a larger, more diverse population. The current sample was intentionally
focused on middle-income individuals, but, even taking this into consideration, there
is a bias, as the upper-middle class is overrepresented, and participants are
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predominantly white-collar professionals with high levels of education. It would be
beneficial to include lower-middle-class individuals and blue-collar workers to
provide a more comprehensive perspective inside the targeted demographic group.

That said, while the data collected from the interviews has been subjected to
quantitative analysis, which has allowed for more robust conclusions, this is
fundamentally a qualitative study. Its primary aim is to generate hypotheses and
identify avenues for further research. The objective is to deepen our understanding
of the phenomenon under study — public opinion about UBI among the middle class —
and to guide future studies that can validate these preliminary conclusions and
quantify the various relevant variables identified. The key findings, that should be
understood as hypotheses, are outlined below.

7.2 Conclusions and Practical Implications

The first conclusion drawn from this study is the value of examining the components
of universal basic income (UBI) acceptance in a more nuanced manner, rather than
treating it as a single, monolithic variable, as is often done in survey-based studies. By
using this qualitative approach, we have gained a more detailed understanding of
UBI acceptance. Specifically, it is useful to consider two key components — perception
of feasibility and desirability. These two aspects are associated with different
arguments, actions, and challenges, and thus warrant distinct attention when
considering potential interventions.

For instance, perception of feasibility seems to be heavily influenced by the
concept of universality and the proper understanding of the tax redistribution
mechanism for higher-income groups. As it is closely linked to the specific model of
basic income being proposed, addressing perceptions of UBI feasibility requires
careful explanation of these details.

Desirability, on the other hand, is more complex and multifaceted, as it is shaped
by normative arguments and value judgments. While feasibility can be addressed
through clear explanations of implementation mechanisms, desirability poses a
greater challenge because it may involve shifts in societal values and norms.

Moreover, the results of this study suggest the existence of two distinct segments
within the middle class regarding their level of awareness and understanding of
universal basic income (UBI). The first segment, representing a threshold of accep-
tance, fails to grasp the concept and perceives it as nonsensical or absurd. These
individuals are deeply embedded in a capitalist system and adhere strongly to the
meritocratic model. Very often, this group is not even aware of the redistribution
policies currently in place in their country, such as minimum income programs,
neither they are familiar with their potential problems of implementation. It is worth
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noting that, in our sample, most participants fell into this category, and fundamental
misconceptions about the nature of UBI persisted even after more than 20 min of
discussion. This raises important questions about the validity of large-scale quanti-
tative studies currently being conducted. First, it is unclear whether respondents
fully grasp what UBI entails. Second, as mentioned above, these studies often treat
acceptance as a monolithic variable, which limits the ability to derive meaningful,
actionable insights.

In consequence, a key practical implication of these findings is a call for UBI
researchers to critically reassess current methodologies of investigation of public
opinion of UBI and incorporate qualitative perspectives more carefully before
designing large-scale surveys.

Another practical implication, addressed to UBI advocacy organizations, is the
need to address the initial threshold of acceptance in a specific manner. There is a
clear need for basic education that differentiates UBI from other social policies, such
as minimum income programs. Emphasizing the dissemination of evaluations of
existing public policies is crucial, as these can help shape a more informed public
understanding of UBI’s potential.

The media also bears significant responsibility in this regard, as it often neglects
critical aspects of policy implementation. Greater media attention to these details is
essential for fostering a more informed, nuanced public debate about UBL

Then, in order to move beyond the acceptance threshold, it would be necessary
to address underlying value systems, a challenging and long-term endeavor that
extends far beyond the specific debate on UBI. Promoting values of citizenship and
collaboration is crucial, as UBI acceptance requires these values to gain broader
acceptance. Moreover, the presence of such values would likely enhance the UBI’s
effectiveness, fostering greater reciprocity and reducing potential abuses, which in
turn could address one of the common criticisms of UBL Fostering these values,
especially empathy and the ability to “put oneself in another’s shoes,” is essential. In
this regard, implementing experiential learning initiatives could be a valuable
strategy to promote empathy and a deeper understanding of the collective benefits of
UBIL

Finally, in the Spanish context, the discussion around a basic income addressed
to minors is particularly significant. It is essential to address the legitimate concerns
that some segments of the population may have regarding its implementation. A
more realistic approach to understanding public acceptance of this policy is needed,
acknowledging that scepticism or hesitation may arise. Engaging with these doubts
openly and providing clear, evidence-based explanations will be crucial for fostering
informed debate and increasing the likelihood of wider acceptance of basic income
for children in Spain.
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