Review

Lessons from Globalization and the COVID-19 Pandemic for
Economic, Environmental and Social Policy
Bianca Blum 1, * and Bernhard K. J. Neumärker 1,2
1

2

*

Department of Economic Policy and Constitutional Economic Theory, Albert-Ludwigs-Universität Freiburg,
79098 Freiburg, Germany; bernhard.neumaerker@vwl.uni-freiburg.de
Freiburg Institute for Basic Income Studies (FRIBIS), 79098 Freiburg, Germany
Correspondence: bianca.blum@vwl.uni-freiburg.de

Abstract: The rapidly spreading COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 not only brought many countries in
the world to a state of health crisis, but also increasingly drove economic and social crisis. The roots
of these crises, however, run far deeper and can be traced to decades of neoliberal political and
economic actions and driving forces of globalization. Increasing globalization and liberalization
of markets led to the increasing privatization of many public goods while collectivizing risks such
as environmental disasters, pandemics and economic crises. This paper presents the context and
emergence of these crisis states and derives public policy implications in the areas of externalities
management, digitalization, and basic income based on a broad literature review. These key issues
need to be addressed both during and after the crisis in order to address the problems of environmental quality and climate change mitigation, as well as rising inequality and injustice for current
and future generations.
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1. The COVID-19 Pandemic and Its Effects

doi.org/10.3390/world2020020

Cases of a new and unknown lung disease from the Wuhan City region in the province of
Hubei in China were first reported to the World Health Organization at the end of December
2019 [1]. The severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2), otherwise
known as COVID-19, is a zoonotic coronavirus which is transmitted from animals to
humans, and then between humans. On 11 March 2020, the global disease was classified by
the WHO as a pandemic [2]. Coronaviruses can mutate genetically to create new outbreaks,
as seen recently [3]. This makes it imperative for us to be prepared for ongoing pandemics
and further crises.
The degree to which the various regions have been affected, together with the severity
of the course of the disease, can be attributed to a number of parameters. In addition to
the measures taken in the respective country, these include infrastructure parameters such
as the provision of intensive care beds, individual disease profiles and sociodemographic
characteristics, along with age and the environmental conditions in the respective country,
such as air pollution, for example. All play a major role [4–9].
Since the outbreak, numerous countries have taken drastic measures to curb the
spread of the virus. These range from entry and exit restrictions to border closings. Entire
lockdowns have been decided on to minimize social interaction and thus reduce the
spread of the disease. International air traffic, tourism, transport, the production of nonsystemically important goods and a wide variety of shops have been closed.
Meanwhile, financial markets have tumbled globally in response to the pandemic as
more and more economies experience economic distress. Workers have lost their jobs as
companies have had to switch to short-time work, or close completely. Many freelancers,
particularly artists and cultural workers, but also small businesses, can no longer keep
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going. In order to cope, some countries have designed a variety of aid packages. The
German government, for example, has come up with a multi-billion-dollar package. In
addition to supporting the health sector while fighting the pandemic, payments to cushion
the loss of income for families, companies, freelancers and individuals have been promised
and large economic structure funds with guarantees and loans have been set up [10].
However, in numerous cases, those affected are not covered by government measures.
In the U.S.A., President Biden presented his COVID-19 plan in January 2021, which, in
addition to concrete pandemic control, also intends to strengthen the health care system
and reduce inequality in the health care system [11]. Scientific evidence is to play a central
role in Biden’s plan [12]. This also shows that America’s neoliberal policies have clearly
failed in the pandemic and need to be rethought. In addition to the reactive policy, these
efforts are thus also directed at a preventive strategy. However, even Biden’s plan does not
holistically cover the conclusions that must be drawn from the pandemic.
The COVID-19 pandemic as a global threat means that the world is in a health crisis
that is rapidly becoming a financial and economic crisis as well as a social one.
The COVID-19 pandemic and its health, social, and economic consequences are
unprecedented in the 21st century to date. Historically, however, there have been far more
profound and macroeconomically significant crises, such as World War I and World War
II or the Great Depression in the early 1930s, as well as the Spanish flu between 1918
and 1920 [13,14]. What is different about these examples is that the COVID-19 pandemic
must be considered in the context of two other decisive challenges of the world: everadvancing global climate change and rising global inequality [15]. Not only are they the
result of already existing global trends but also the force behind further economic, social
and ecological crises [16].
By increasing intra- and intergenerational inequality, climate change and its effects
will not only decrease the welfare of the current generation but also affect the welfare of
future generations. Along with increasing local and global inequality, the outbreak and
rapid spread of the COVID-19 has led many scientists to question current policies as they
face the need for a sustainable development policy [17–22] to be better prepared for such
crises in the future and more able to react to environmental damage, inequality and their
effects. While facing up to the current health crisis, society has experienced the limits of
globalization. Currently, three globalization crises can be identified [23]. Firstly, there is the
neoliberal capitalism crisis, driven by ongoing growth and pushing ahead regardless of
rising inequalities and global injustice. Secondly, there is the ecological crisis, which affects
the emergence of further pandemics and the way ahead despite environmental damage,
global food security and global inequality. Thirdly, there is the COVID-19 pandemic as
a health crisis, which is often seen as an expression of the failure of neoliberal policies,
and that has burdened both the economic and social structures of society, thus further
contributing to inequality and injustice on a local and global level. The implications
from all this call for us to redefine the rules of globalization in a bid to fight against the
emergence of these crises. Clearly, governmental policy must change from being a reactive
to a preventive one. The maxims of public policy must be redirected away from growth
and GDP maximization to other values such as resilience and sustainability.
1.1. Methodical Approach
The aim of this paper is to draw conclusions from the COVID-19 pandemic for future
economic, environmental and social policy with the help of a critical review of a broad
literature base. In particular, suggestions with a focus on the economies of Germany and
the European Union (EU) must be conceived in such a way that they can be transferred
to other industrial states, at least in part. Publications and preprints under the keyword
“COVID-19” or “Corona Pandemic” were selected and critically reflected on for their
usefulness. Studies that allowed implications and lessons learned from the pandemic and
its consequences for economic, environmental or social policy were used for the further
analysis. In addition, based on the resulting implications, appropriate studies were sought
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that either addressed the causes and emergence of the identified problems or described
and analyzed policy instruments to address these problems. In total, 159 publications
were finally selected. Ninety-three of these are from the years 2021 and 2020 and are thus
directly related to the pandemic. Another 34 studies are not older than five years. Older
publications were selected due to their still current findings or their outstanding quality. In
addition, the indexes of measuring globalization [24], inequality [25], and environmental
impact [26] were used as the statistical basis for a brief, empirical examination of the central
connectivity of these three variables in Section 2.
This paper thereby focuses on the connection between globalization, environmental
damage and inequality and links this to the emergence of pandemics; only the combination
of economic, environmental and social policy objectives as a strategy following the crisis
can contribute to ensuring the sustainable resumption of economic activities and thus
contribute to sustainable development. It is therefore imperative to reduce the likelihood
of outbreaks of further pandemics by effective environmental policy regulation and to
strengthen the economic and social robustness and resilience of the countries affected in
the event of future pandemics. This necessarily also means that neoliberal structures of
the current economic system must be critically questioned. The authors are aware of the
complexity of the topic and would like to point out that a holistic and full discussion is not
possible in this short article. The strategies and measures suggested here are intended as
pointers in the direction to be followed. They are not regarded as a ready-made solution to
all problems. Instead, they are considered by the authors to be feasible, as something that
could make a meaningful contribution to a necessary transformation of the basic economic
and socio-political orientation of the countries involved.
1.2. Paper Structure
In the second section, the context and origins of the three aforementioned crises are
examined in more detail. First, the link between globalization, environmental degradation
and inequality is analyzed and subsequently related to neoliberal policies. As a transition
into the main body of the thesis, the last section in Section 2 motivates the connection
between pandemics and globalization. The third chapter draws implications from the
crises of the 21st century and is divided into three major sections. The first section on
environmental externalities identifies the action areas of air pollution, agriculture and food,
and production and consumption. The second section on digitalization is divided into a
section on digital trade and digital corporations and a section on the labor market and
education sector. The third section on basic income includes a concrete proposal for a crisis
basic income as well as the discussion on basic income approaches and sustainability. The
implications drawn are to be understood as an impetus offering concrete measures for a
sustainable economic, environmental and social policy in and after the crisis.
2. Globalization and the Need for a Sustainable Transformation
The connection between economic growth and environmental damage is by no means
new to the discussion and has been addressed by numerous researchers (see Brock and
Taylor [27] for a review). With increasing economic activity, the consumption of finite
resources continues to rise despite improvements in efficiency. There is no doubt that the
current economic system is unsustainable and that the destruction of our living environment is a major long-term threat [16,28]. As early as 1972 the Club of Rome declared that,
in a world with finite resources, infinite economic growth was not possible and appealed
for a transition to sustainable development [29]. However, in the last century, especially
with the adaptation of a neoliberal economic thinking since the 1970s, a global economic
system has been established that equates growth with welfare and social security. In times
of crisis, growth is seen as capable of solving economic and social problems. Likewise, the
human-made effects of a growing economic system on climate, biodiversity, air quality,
and other environmental parameters as well as water and food security, inequality and
justice, have recently posed a threat to long-term human health [30–35]. It is therefore
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not surprising that more and more researchers see a connection between the COVID-19
pandemic, globalization, growth and its effects [17,28,30,36,37], and ask the question of
what form sustainable transformation could take.
2.1. Globalization, Environmental Damage and Inequality
The COVID-19 pandemic is taking place in a highly globalized system that is easy to
follow in global production chains.
There are a number of approaches to look at the concept and the degree of globalization
(for example, the KOF Globalisation Index was originally introduced by Dreher [37] and
revised recently by Gygli et al. [24]. A more complex approach to measuring globalization
is proposed by Zinkina et al. [38]. In their approach, they compare several methods for
measuring globalization and present a systemic approach based on an analysis of networks
and trade flows. However, due to the complexity and data requirement of such approaches,
indices such as the KOF Index are the most widely used and common in research). To
define globalization, we take our cue from Gygli et al. [24] and Dreher [37]:
“Globalization describes the process of creating networks of connections among
actors at intra- or multi-continental distances, mediated through a variety of
flows including people, information and ideas, capital, and goods. Globalization
is a process that erodes national boundaries, integrates national economies, cultures, technologies and governance, and produces complex relations of mutual
interdependence” [24] (p. 546).
If we look at the KOF Globalization Index [24] and its development since the 1980s in
Figure 1, we can see that the index has increased worldwide from 41.69 in 1980 to 61.82
in 2018. For Germany, for example, the index has risen from 71.22 to 88.83. Compared to
China, where the index ranges from 25.66 to 64.28, and for the U.S.A. from 62.81 to 82.28,
over a period of just under 40 years (1980 to 2018).

Figure 1. KOF Globalization Index. Own illustration based on [24].

While countries such as Germany and the U.S.A. have had comparatively little growth
in globalization since the 1980s, an increase in globalization is clearly seen in former
emerging economies such as China. Empirical evidence suggests thereby that globalization
is directly correlated with economic growth. Dreher [39] was the first study that showed
a strong and positive correlation between overall globalization and economic growth.
However, increasingly cheaper products due to rising productivity and production in
Third World countries raise global environmental and inequality issues.
Global networking not only favors trade and the mobility of people in private as well
as on the job market, but also examines the question of global externality management in
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order to counter climate change and environmental damage. The free movement of goods,
services, information and people across national borders is accompanied by the movement
of emissions and environmental externalities that arise on a national level to become a
global, or at least nationwide, problem.
Figure 2 clearly shows that the industrialized and emerging countries, which have
grown strongly with globalization in the last decades, also have the largest ecological
footprint [26]. Both the ecological deficit (Figure 2a), which measures the difference
between the ecological footprint and the biocapacity, and the ecological footprint per
person (Figure 2b) are more pronounced in these countries (the ecological footprint is a
measure of the productive area of land and water resources that, for example, an individual
requires to compensate for its consumption activities. The ecological footprint used here
is provided by York University Ecological Footprint Initiative [26] and distributed by the
Global Footprint Network. Scientific literature on the ecological footprint include [40–42]).

Figure 2. Ecological deficit and ecological footprint by [26].

There are also numerous theoretical and empirical studies examining the relationship
between inequality and globalization (among others [43–50]). Even if a positive correlation
between globalization and inequality cannot be empirically proven for every country,
globalization processes can be shown to have a certain influence on inequality [46,47,51].
The statistically measurable relationships depend, of course, on the used measures of
globalization and inequality. Inequality, for example, is often measured by the GINI
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coefficient [52], which indicates how equally or unequal income is distributed in a society.
To empirically support the argument of our paper—that a link between globalization,
environmental degradation and inequality issues exists—let us take a small empirical look
at the example of China (the data availability of the three variables globalization, ecological
damage and inequality is often incomplete for historical periods. This distorts correlations
for industrialized nations such as Germany and the U.S.A. in that they achieved a high
degree of globalization early on (1970/1980s) but have invested increasingly stronger
efforts in environmental protection since the 1970s. This creates an opposite effect on
environmental damage. The ecological degradation, which would therefore have to be
correlated with the early globalization phase of some countries, cannot be correlated with
advanced measures such as the ecological footprint because of data availability. These
measures often do reach far enough into the past. We therefore chose China for this small
evidence check, which has made significant progress in globalization since the 1980s with
an increase in KOF index value of 25.66 in 1980 to 64.28 in 2018).
Figure 3 shows the three variables of income inequality, the degree of globalization
and the Ecological Footprint of Consumption over the period from 1980 to 2018 for China.
We have chosen the 10% share in income inequality to measure inequality. This refers to
the share of pre-tax income accruing to a given proportion (10%) of the population [25].
The higher this value, the more unequally income is distributed. We measure the degree
of globalization with the KOF Globalization Index [24]. The higher this value, the more
globalized the country. The Ecological Footprint of Consumption is used to measure
environmental externalities and is composed of the Ecological Footprint of Production and
the net Ecological Footprint of Trade [26]. All three measures have increased steadily since
the 1980s for China.

Figure 3. Income inequality, globalization and ecological footprint in China. Own illustration based on [24–26].

Table 1 presents Pearson’s correlation coefficients calculated on the datasets from [24–26]
for China in the period of 1980 to 2018. All three measures are statistically significant in
bivariate correlations at the 0.01 level. This very simple proof shows that the assumed relationship between inequality, globalization and environmental damage can be demonstrated
with the chosen measures.
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Table 1. Pearson correlation between income inequality, globalization and ecological footprint in
China. Own illustration based on [24–26].

Inequality
Globalization
Ecological Footprint

Inequality

Globalization

Ecological Footprint

1
0.982 **
0.908 **

1
0.907 **

1

** Pearson correlation coefficient is significant at the 0.01 level for a two-sided test.

There is no doubt that globalization has also contributed to wealth creation through
free markets, vaccination programs, infrastructure development, water provision and the
increase in public health systems in many areas of developing countries, including China
and India [17]. However, the same process has also led to ecological destruction, not only
in terms of climate change, but also in pollution and the destruction of biodiversity and
habitat [28], which favors the emergence of pandemics and further ecological crises.
This globalized system, with its tendency to expand the division of labor, thereby
increasing social differentiation and inequality while steadily increasing productivity, is
also reflected in the consequences and effects of the pandemic [53]. The steady expansion
from local to global markets in the course of globalization is overcoming the once natural
barriers that prevented the spread of pandemics by keeping them locally contained. In the
event of an outbreak, the free movement of goods, services and people ultimately accelerate
the rapid spread of the above, as happened with the SARS disease in 2003 [32,54–56] and
has now been observed with the COVID-19 disease. Since all this is well-known, it should
have led to measures to increase resilience and restrictions after the first SARS crisis.
However, the collateral damage to health, the environment and the social system appears
to have been gauged as manageable, or too insignificant to warrant being reacted to. One
way or another, adequate adaptive economic, social and political learning did not happen.
The reasons for this are manifold, but they are based on neoliberal economic policy.
2.2. The Problem with Neoliberal Politics
This short section will focus on the problem of a neoliberal political and economic
system, which has a major influence on the three crises mentioned above (however, this will
only provide a brief overview. Numerous researchers have already addressed the issue of
neoliberalism, most recently in light of the COVID-19 pandemic. The analysis of neoliberal
politics with regard to the three crises mentioned is very complex and can therefore hardly
be completely covered within the framework of a subchapter. We would like to additionally
refer at this point to the researchers who have sufficiently and exclusively dealt with these
issues (for example [57–61]).
Neoliberalism, as with globalization, is a construct that is difficult to reduce to a
common denominator but can be found in many different interpretations and forms [57–59].
Central elements of neoliberalism are “its conservative political agenda; emphasis on “free”
markets; and withdrawal of the state from social reproduction” [59] (p. 2). Neoliberalism
is more than an economic theory; it is also a political stance that is characterized by the
market being elevated to the founding principle of society and the state.
Neoliberalism is seen as a central driver of globalization as well as the central factor of
a profound social and political–institutional change. Neoliberalism enabled governments in
the late 1970s to move away from state-directed economic policies to a model of competitive
markets, which paved the way for capital domination.
Neoliberal thinking has led to the privatization of more and more public goods and
services under the maxim of efficiency. While this deregulation has also led to a high degree
of global mobility of people and consumer goods, this is accompanied by a low degree of
political regulation to protect workers and consumers [60]. For example, the deregulation
of capital and labor has eroded the resilience of social security systems in times of crisis.
The efficiency optimization of health and educational sectors has thereby led to significant
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cost savings, which have been particularly noticeable in the COVID-19 pandemic due to
understaffing and under-resourcing in both sectors [60].
The weaknesses of neoliberalism are very clearly demonstrated by the example of the
U.S.A. in the COVID-19 pandemic [59]. On the one hand, there are the precarious working
conditions of some parts of the population; many employees do not have sufficient social
insurance and therefore do not receive a salary in the event of illness. They therefore come
to work sick, which meant that many people were infected by the virus in a very short
time during the pandemic [60]. The second problem is the lack of access to adequate health
care due to the lack of insurance coverage. Since the majority of the health care system has
been privatized as a result of neoliberal policies, health care is not fully available to larger
parts of the population [59,60]. Warf [59] examines among them other channels through
which American neoliberalism has influenced the pandemic outcome in the United States
of America.
While neoliberalism prioritizes the market value of goods and services in general, in
times of crisis, saving and preserving lives should take priority.
We can certainly argue that the COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted a crisis of capitalism: businesses have to draw on large government subsidies to avoid insolvency. The
health care system is overburdened with staff shortages and insufficient material resources.
Citizens are experiencing financial distress. The market, which is at the center of economic
policy in neoliberalism, has failed at almost all points in the crisis and is dependent on
state interventionism.
However, current measures and movements seem to clearly indicate that neoliberalism
is to continue to enjoy dominance in the political and economic system and has by no
means found its end through the pandemic [55]. We see this clearly, for example, in the
opposition to an unconditional basic income or in the numerous, state-funded packages
of measures to maintain and stimulate the market and growth in and after the crisis (for
example, [10,62,63]). The neoliberal view of individuals as human capital is also evident in
the asymmetrical treatment of population groups and their state support. Not all countries
and not all social groups are affected by the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic equally;
access to health care and food, financial security, and even the possibility of isolation from
the virus through home offices and home schooling are not the same for all social groups.
While wage continuation payments, home office options or short-time work benefits were
implemented for certain workers, some groups, especially artists and cultural workers,
nurses and caregivers or simple workers hardly received sufficient state support in their
commercial activities during the pandemic.
Neoliberalism is therefore repeatedly criticized, especially against the background
of the COVID-19 pandemic [59,60,64,65] but also by the Planetary Health movement [65].
The neoliberal economic system is capable of generating a high productive capital value,
but less capable of generating other values that, for example, value life or health above the
exchange value on the market. The inadequacy of neoliberal approaches to adequately
quantify values away from the exchange paradigm is demonstrated by Miles et al. [66] in
their approach. The authors offset potentially saved lives against the costs of the COVID-19
measures and conclude that “the costs of the three-month lockdown in the UK are likely to
have been high relative to benefits” [66] (p.75).
However, neoliberal economics has also strongly promoted the ecological crisis. For
example, the capitalist-driven, industrial agricultural sector is partly responsible for the
emergence and spread of coronaviruses, especially through deforestation of the rainforest [67] (see Section 3.1.2). In addition, the ongoing privatization and unregulated competition is fueling enormous economic growth that is driving the use and overexploitation of
natural resources that are not adequately priced into this system. This is especially true
in the unregulated area of environmental externalities, which are increasingly becoming
a global problem and at the same time are closely linked to increasing inequality and
increasing globalization (see Section 2.1).
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Capitalist-induced growth is thereby characterized by psychological and structural
growth factors [68,69].
Structural growth arises primarily due to the problem of the view of the gross domestic
product (GDP) as a welfare indicator [68]; GDP as a measure of economic growth is still
widely equated with social welfare, quality of life and progress. Due to the way GDP is
calculated, any increase in the consumption of natural resources that is accompanied by
CO2 emissions, waste and environmental damage [28,70] has a positive impact on the GDP.
The truth is that while negative externalities should contribute to its shrinkage, they do not
if they are not priced. Central to the critique of the GDP as a welfare indicator, therefore, is
its calculation in monetary terms as well as its disregard of natural resource consumption
and its effect as a negative externality.
The forces behind psychological growth are more complex. Individuals are dependent on money in order to meet their culturally induced demands for material selffulfillment [69]. Satisfying these consumer needs demands immense economic growth,
however. Such growth is only possible through the use, and overuse, of natural resources
such as air, water and raw materials and the exploitation of animals in agriculture, and
people in developing and emerging countries. This growth drives local and global inequality as well as injustice for humans and their environment [28]. Stengel [71] considers the
psychosocial function of consumption, the source of our materialistic lifestyle, as the most
powerful force behind the ecological crisis.
2.3. Globalization and Pandemics
This globalized system, with its tendency to expand the division of labor, thereby
increasing social differentiation and inequality while steadily increasing productivity, is
also reflected in the consequences and effects of the pandemic [53]. The steady expansion
from local to global markets in the course of globalization is overcoming the once natural
barriers that prevented the spread of pandemics by keeping them locally contained. This is
evident not least in the evolutionary outbreaks of viruses such as COVID-19. In the event
of an outbreak, this free movement of goods, services and people ultimately accelerate the
rapid spread of the above, as happened with the SARS disease in 2003 [32,54–56] and has
now been observed with the COVID-19 disease. Since all this is well-known, it should have
led to measures to increase resilience and restrictions in the free movement of goods after
the first SARS crisis. However, the collateral damage to health, the environment and the
social system appears to have been gauged as manageable, or too insignificant to warrant
being reacted to. One way or another, adequate adaptive economic, social and political
learning did not happen.
Decades of increasing globalization and its consequences have contributed to a global
ecological crisis and brought about the current pandemic as an expression of years of
environmental destruction and human intervention in ecological systems [23]. While
public goods and services have been privatized and monetized to increase economic
growth, under the paradigm of neoliberal politics, the risks and effects of this growth
have been socialized [16]. Globalization has created numerous institutions to ensure the
mobility of people, goods and services and consequently promote free trade, but it has
failed to create common, collective rules for environmental standards, labor markets and
health policy, nor strategies for the emerging redistribution problem through common
social policy [16,17,20,30,72]. One element in dealing with the crises of globalization is
therefore the provision of (global) public goods [73]. These are necessary to address the
global problems of environmental pollution, climate change and global inequality. This
reflection on global collectivism [31] is necessary in the current global crisis, not only in
relation to the COVID-19 pandemic, but also for sustainable development.
This leads directly to the question of how to shape a corresponding reform and
transformation policy or movement based on these normative challenges. To this end,
suggestions for measures and strategies will be made in the next section to promote a
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socio-ecological transformation in Germany and Europe with the aim of countering the
crises of globalization in the long term.
3. Implications of Crises
The ecological and social crises are the most serious of the three crises mentioned
above and they will not diminish in the medium term, unlike the health crises of the
COVID-19 pandemic. Thus, it will continue to be necessary to persist in climate change
efforts, further reduce emissions and take measures to rethink our relationship to civil
society and politics. However, the social crisis is further exacerbated by the pandemic
due to increasing insolvency, debt and poverty, as well as unemployment and inequality.
When resuming economic activities and overcoming the health crisis, care must therefore
be taken not to act at the expense of the other two crises, but rather to question the causes
behind them.
In European politics in particular, it is now important to collectively choose a path that
creates a stable community of values, one that is better prepared for crises, one in which
we support each other during and after crises. In the long term, both fiscal policy issues
such as taking on the financial burden of the COVID-19 pandemic as well as a common
environmental and social policy direction must be the goal of EU policy. Europe could play
an important pioneering role internationally as a model for common standards in the areas
of health, welfare, environmental policy, the self-determination of self-determined citizens
and environmental policy [20].
Since the future of Europe and European politics is not the primary objective of the
paper, further research must start here and pose the questions to a stable community
of values, especially against the background of future developments, such as the rise of
right-wing movements within Europe or the turning away of individual states from the
European alliance (Brexit).
Figure 4 shows the implications of the three globalization crises derived in this chapter.
At the center of the figure are the three correlated crises identified and discussed in Section 2.
The implications derived from them are therefore not to be considered separately either.
The close links between the three crises are also noticeable in the implications. For example,
a specific policy measure may have an impact on more than just one of the crises. The
measures presented here should therefore not be assigned exclusively to one impact
pathway but should be understood as inseparable implications from all three crises. These
are explained in more detail in Sections 3.1–3.3.
3.1. Reduction of Environmental Externalities
A central implication learned from COVID-19 that is arising from the neoliberal crisis
of capitalism and its connection to the ecological crisis is the reduction of environmental
externalities. As explained in Section 2, the problem, especially in the current economic
system, is that these externalities generate welfare for those market actors who use them to
maximize profits but generate harm in the form of environmental damage and rising risk
for further crises for all other actors. This also increases inequality between the two groups,
as the latter is not compensated for the common pool damage with corresponding profits
compared to the former.
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Figure 4. Implications from the three globalization crises. Own illustration.
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3.1.1. Air Pollution and Climate Change
The Problem with Air Pollution and Climate Change
Air pollution is one of the greatest environmental health risks in Europe. In 2018,
particulate matter pollution alone caused around 417,000 premature deaths in 41 European
countries, followed by 55,000 premature deaths attributed to nitrogen dioxide exposure
and 20,600 premature deaths attributed to ozone exposure. Among them, heart disease,
strokes, lung disease and lung cancer are the most common causes of death [74].
In addition, both short-term and long-term exposure to polluted air can lead to diseases such as reduced lung function, infections and asthma [74], which are also associated
with a severe course of the COVID-19 disease [75]. Disease progression is therefore particularly severe for people living in areas with high levels of air pollution [5,8,9].
Utilitarian researchers are asking whether state-ordered quarantine (especially in
China) has saved more lives overall than the COVID-19 disease due to the rapid drop in air
pollution [19,76]. This fact is not intended to be a positive assessment of the handling of the
COVID-19 pandemic in this case, but it illustrates the advantages health-wise of improving
air quality in many countries and thus highlights a trade-off between environmental quality
and economic power that is often neglected when it comes to economic, health and social
policy. However, the diseases triggered by air pollution are not only a burden on the
healthcare system. Economic costs can also arise if air pollution reduces labor productivity
and growth [77–79] or agricultural productivity, especially crop yields [80]. These direct
and indirect economic costs would therefore also have to be considered when weighing up
the trade-off between improving environmental quality, especially air quality, and weaken
economic power by regulative politics.
Mitigating Air Pollution and Climate Change
There is therefore room for further standards to be specified and tightened up to
reduce air pollution sustainably [7,81] and these standards must be accompanied by social
policy instruments [15,16,28]. Globally, regulatory instruments, such as bans, maximum
limits and minimum standards, which are particularly cheap to implement, are playing
a significant role in environmental politics [28]. From an economic perspective, pricing
approaches, such as cap-and-trade systems, are a more cost-effective means of achieving
environmental goals than regulatory measures. Furthermore, compared to regulatory
policies, such pricing approaches allow firms the flexibility to find their own way of
reducing emissions. The quantity tax approach to solving externality problems goes back
to Pigou (1920) [82]. Here, the optimal amount of tax is based on the marginal cost of
the externality to be eliminated. By increasing the market price for every unit of negative
externalities, whether emissions or pollution, market actors are incentivized to reduce the
production and consumption of environmentally harmful goods and services. Against this
background, the carbon tax introduced in many countries in the European Union could be
an effective means to combat climate change [83] but must be checked for its effectiveness.
Higher prices for carbon emissions would thereby provide signals to both consumers and
firms about goods and services, as well as input factors that should be used sparingly, or
not consumed at all, and that provide additional markets and incentives for innovations in
low-carbon products and services [83]. Appropriate carbon pricing could also be part of a
promotion strategy for regional production and consumption (see Section 3.1.3).
When selecting suitable measures, attention must also be paid to the possible trade-off
between mitigating climate change and solving the inequality problem [11,21]. This should
also occur through other approaches to reduce carbon emissions and mitigate climate
change, such as personal carbon trading [49–51] or a carbon charge and dividend [52].
The concept of social justice would then serve as a guiding principle in the selection
of appropriate measures and thus also promote political feasibility [53]. Appropriately
designed in combination with a socio-political redistribution element, such measures
could help to combat the climate change problem without doing so at the expense of
low-income earners.
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In theory, pricing is a successful and cost-effective means of solving externality problems. In practice, however, successful implementation often faces resistance from different
groups, such as producers. However, examples such as Sweden, France and Canada have
successfully implemented carbon taxes and therefore provide good examples to overcome
implementation hurdles [84]. The gradual introduction and increase of the carbon tax in
Sweden, for example, gave companies and households time to adapt and thus ensured
a high political acceptance of the tax [84]. Moreover, the lesson to be learned from the
introduction of the carbon tax in Sweden is that it has been a component of a broader
tax reform and thus has been seen as part of the solution rather than a problem [84]. Tax
increases on energy sources were introduced in combination with reductions in other taxes
in order to avoid increases in the general tax level as well as undesirable distributional
consequences and to promote employment growth [84].
A similar approach can be considered for the implementation of broader externalities
taxes. If these are introduced in a comprehensive scheme and other taxes are reduced or
eliminated by them, a general increase in the tax level can be avoided. One idea would be to
reduce the taxation of wage labor in return for the taxation of externalities. This way, firms
and consumers would not be worse off on average due to countervailing effects and would
be more likely to accept the reform. Even if the successive increase in the Swedish example
is associated with a time lag, such an approach can be effective in the long run to achieve
climate protection goals in combination with other climate policy measures [84]. When
selecting suitable measures, attention must also be paid to the possible trade-off between
mitigating climate change and solving the inequality problem [15,30]. This should also
occur through other approaches to reduce carbon emissions and mitigate climate change,
such as personal carbon trading [85–87] or a carbon charge and dividend [88]. The concept
of social justice would then serve as a guiding principle in the selection of appropriate
measures and thus also promote political feasibility [89]. Appropriately designed in
combination with a socio-political redistribution element, such measures could help to
combat the climate change problem without doing so at the expense of low-income earners.
A clear and transparent reinvestment of tax revenues also leads to greater acceptance of tax
increases of this kind on the part of the population [84,90].
Further measures, such as the introduction of road speed limits or the expansion of
renewable energy sources, can also help to combat climate change [15]. Likewise, environmentally harmful subsidies in Germany and the European Union should be urgently
reviewed and abolished. These are numerous in the energy and transport sectors, in
housing and construction, as well as in the agricultural sector. In Germany, they include
direct and indirect subsidies, amounting to 57 billion euros annually [30,91,92]. Reducing
air traffic would also make a significant contribution to reducing climate change.
3.1.2. Agriculture and Dietary Decisions
Industrial agriculture poses a particular problem in terms of environmental impacts
and the emergence of pandemics. As already briefly mentioned in Section 2, the capitalistdriven destruction of the rainforest is one of the main problems for climate change and
equally the point of origin for zoonotic viruses such as the coronavirus. The high consumption of animal products worldwide also leads to high environmental impacts.
The Problem with Agriculture and Dietary Decisions
A change in nutritional behavior with a lower proportion of animal products can also
significantly reduce emissions as well as other external costs [15,81,93–97].
In terms of environmental impact, livestock is one of the biggest polluters in food production. While the entire food system accounts for 30% of anthropogenic emissions, more
than half (16.5%) come from livestock [93]. Not only the emission of greenhouse gases, but
also the consumption of fresh water, energy, land area, habitat degradation, loss of biodiversity as well as the generation of waste occur at the expense of the environment [28,93,98,99].
Thus, the external costs of a meat-based diet together with the additional consumption of
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dairy products are much higher than those of a purely plant-based diet, or a diet with a
reduced share of meat and dairy products [15,96,100–105]. When the hidden costs of food
production on the environment and our health are included in the equation, food is twice as
expensive on average [28,100,106,107]. An increase in welfare combined with low market
prices also contributes significantly to food waste [93,97,108]. It is not surprising that
changing eating habits by cutting down on meat consumption has the greatest potential
for reducing environmental externalities [95].
In addition to its environmental impact, high consumption of animal products also
threatens global food security [53,109]. While approximately 70% of agricultural land
is used to produce feed for livestock, a plant-based diet requires only a fraction of this
amount [110]. Apart from problematic land-use, the illegal deforestation in the Amazon
for cattle farms and soya is a serious problem for climate change [111].
The steady loss of tropical forests and the growing wildlife trade provide an ever-closer
link between humans and wildlife. This link increases the likelihood of the global spread
of zoonotic diseases, such as COVID-19 [67,112]. Investment in preventing rainforest
deforestation and regulating wildlife trade is currently relatively low globally, although
prevention of the emergence of zoonotic diseases such as COVID-19 may be more costeffective than the ultimate economic and social costs incurred in combating pandemics [112].
Thus, there is a need to support projects that counteract rainforest deforestation, as well
as increased regulation of the wildlife trade [112]. Dobson et al. [112] estimate the present
value of prevention costs for a 10-year period to be only about 2% of the current cost of the
COVID-19 pandemic, motivating a global strategy to reduce the risk of pandemics [112].
Factory farming has also been criticized for favoring the emergence of pandemics [15,35,53,67,93,112,113]. Spillover from livestock is not new, as livestock are an important reservoir and link in emerging diseases. For example, both H5N1 influenza (via
wild birds and poultry) and H1N1 influenza (via bats and pigs) are linked to livestock
production [112]. Emerging infectious diseases, such as COVID-19, are a growing threat
to global health as well as to the economy and global food security [113]. Originating
from animals, the proliferation of diseases is driven by economic development and land
use as well as agricultural practices and intensive farming, which go ahead relentlessly
with deforestation, environmental exploitation and degradation [53]. Thus, reducing the
amount of meat and dairy products while switching to meat-alternatives, cultured meat
and more plant-based agriculture have the potential to reduce the risk of pandemics in the
future too [15,35,88,93,113].
In terms of health impacts as a result of introducing a diet with a lower share of animal
products, there would be a direct reduction in nutritional risks, such as cardiovascular
diseases and obesity [113,114], so that an additional benefit would be taking pressure off
the health system [115].
Mitigating Externalities from Agriculture and Dietary Decisions
This could revive the discussion on the taxation of animal products, for example by
extending the carbon and greenhouse gas tax to the agricultural sector [28] or by raising a
quantity tax [94] or an animal levy [116,117]. The important point here is that reducing the
environmental impact of dietary habits, which goes along with higher prices and lower
yields, does not increase social inequality [28] nor lead to food insecurity [93]. Pricing
approaches with a complementary redistribution component [94,116,117] could help use
fiscal instruments to promote more sustainable eating behavior in a socially acceptable
manner. Such policies could, for example, cover subsidies for healthy and sustainable food
alternatives [118], social safety nets for vulnerable households [93] and even basic income
(Section 3.3.2).
Reducing the consumption of animal products is an important element of an effective
climate protection strategy, but meat consumption is highly habitual and therefore difficult
to change [119]. Nevertheless, current developments show that a change in awareness is
increasingly taking place, e.g., in Germany. Here, the production of vegan and vegetarian
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meat substitutes increased by 37% in the first quarter of 2020 compared to 2019 [120]. Likewise, the proportion of vegetarians (from 5 to 10%) and vegans (from 1 to 2%) doubled in
Germany in 2021 compared to 2020 [121]. An appropriate pricing policy that supports these
existing trends can therefore contribute to a faster change in consumer behavior. In general,
emotional frames [122] and suitable nudging strategies [123,124] can help to facilitate the
transition to a meat-reduced diet. A suitable communication strategy for raising awareness
and creating impulses for action, which is directed at the consumer, would be a possible
approach to reducing meat consumption and thus livestock farming [122].
In addition to an absolute reduction in the amount of meat in the diet, the efficiency
of animal husbandry, as well as the agricultural sector in general, can also be improved
by promoting regional production and consumption [81], shorter transport routes and the
reduction of waste [95].
3.1.3. Production and Consumption Chains
The promotion of regional production and consumption plays a central role in reducing externalities. This applies not only to the reduction of emissions but also by shortening
the delivery routes and reducing the storage and cooling times of goods. The pandemic has
taught us that in times of border closings and economic lockdowns, entire supply chains
can break down. As a result, essential goods, such as medication and suitable protective
clothing for nursing staff in the health crisis, may no longer be available [17,36,37], or basic
foodstuffs may be undersupplied [53]. While widespread globalized production is often
cheaper and more efficient, it carries the higher risk that essential goods will no longer be
available in times of crisis.
COVID-19 is also teaching us how to deal with the problem of global food security
during pandemics [113]. Health policies have led to a decline in agricultural and food
flow [113], especially in developing countries, resulting in decreasing food supplies, rising
unemployment and decreasing household incomes [53]. This affects countries on the
African continent as well as developed countries in the European Union [125]. Thus, some
east European countries, including Russia, have introduced restrictive export measures
for food in order to prevent domestic food shortages [126–128]. Food-importing countries
with vulnerable food systems would therefore benefit from the promotion of regional
production to secure national demand [53]. A cost-effective assessment of essential goods
and services must therefore be made to investigate whether regional provision would be
possible and meaningful [37].
3.2. Digitalization and Worldwide Networking
3.2.1. Online Retail and Digital Concerns
Digital systems have taken on a new significance during the COVID-19 pandemic.
They allow information to be generated and disseminated quickly and ensure interpersonal
communication in times of social distancing. E-commerce, or online retail, which was
already a rapidly growing market segment before COVID-19, has become increasingly
important during the pandemic. While real sales of department stores declined by 42.1%
in the period from 1999 to 2019, sales in online retail goods grew by 120.3% [129]. Boosted
by lockdowns and social distancing rules, it is not surprising that online retailers are seen
as the economic winners in the pandemic. In addition to the larger product line at lower
prices, the convenience of online purchasing and home delivery, and the associated time
saving [130], the possibilities of contactless shopping and independence of location-based
opening hours have been significant drivers of the success of online retail during the
pandemic. In December 2020, this saw a 31% increase in real sales compared to the same
month the year before [131]. It is assumed that online retail will continue to grow in the
future and that cannibalization effects between digital and stationary retail will further
increase [130]. A special role is played by the online retailer Amazon, which, according
to IFH Köln (2019) [132], accounts for 31% of all retail sales in non-food trade in Germany.
In contrast to its competitor eBay, which acts purely as a platform provider, Amazon has
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taken on a hybrid role and acts both as a provider of the platform and as a retailer on the
market [130]. Amazon generated 48% of total online sales in 2019 [133]. The restrictions
on the economic power of online corporations, such as Amazon, Facebook and Google,
range from control and regulation to the breaking up of monopoly positions [30]. Legally,
however, no monopoly position in the current economic business of these corporations
could be proven at the EU level [134]. In addition to the economic power that these
corporations possess, comes the fact that their social influence is considerable. Their
numerous coordinated products and services put them in a position to shape and influence
essential social contexts in the network, such as consumer behavior, information and
communication, as well as relationships [134]. This influence and its regulation have thus
become central factors on the path to sustainable development.
3.2.2. Labor Market, Education Systems and Network Expansion
Digital opportunities have proven to be particularly useful in the areas of both the
labor market and the education system in times of crises [73,135,136]. Companies have
realized that most business trips across the globe can be managed via video conference.
The use of video conferences has also proven to be suitable for politicians when holding
urgent crisis meetings. Many employees have successfully carried out their work in a
home office without detriment to the company from indolent employees who have to be
controlled. Additionally, pupils and students can access learning content at any time, from
anywhere in the world, through asynchronous learning, digital teaching models and digital
classrooms. All this was not made possible by the crisis, but the crisis has shown through
the pressure to change that the long-standing skepticism towards adapting the technical
possibilities was unfounded. Digital opportunities could therefore be used to promote a
future with less mobility, for example, through reduced car or air travel [15].
While many areas of professional life have shown that a larger proportion of home
offices and the abandonment of business trips and face-to-face meetings is possible and
reasonable [136,137], the hurdles of home schooling, such as the lack of personal contact,
have been demonstrated in the educational sector [138,139].
Switching to digital solutions not only facilitates the rapid containment of disease
in health policy crises but also has an ecological and socio-political impact. Avoiding air
travel and commuting by increasing home office days or reducing office space obviously
all have an impact on global emissions and resource consumption and can therefore lead
to significant improvements in environmental quality [136]. However, the ability to adopt
digitalized alternatives is different across socio-economic and socio-demographic groups.
In terms of social effects, the situation in the education sector has also revealed that there are
significant grievances when it comes to equipping pupils and students with the necessary
technical means or guaranteeing the necessary parental support. Many of the latter are
unable to take advantage of learning opportunities, such as digital instruction, at home.
Low-income households in particular lack the technical possibilities and know-how to
support their children optimally in home schooling [140–142]. Some groups even see home
schooling as a threat that entails increasing inequality and injustice in the educational
sector. Clearly, large investments in the public education sector are needed to provide
school children from poorer households with the technological opportunities that they in
particular currently lack. The present crisis demonstrates that sociopolitical transformation
is imperative in the face of worsening social inequality and educational injustice.
Increasing digitization also goes hand in hand with productivity gains that can further
drive growth and thus produce more goods in less time. It is therefore necessary, in the
interests of sustainable development, to think beyond increasing growth to alternative
economic policy goals. For example, gains from higher productivity could be transferred
into a reduction in working hours so as to increase well-being [30,143]. Such working time
degrowth could be an important element in turning away from the growth imperative. The
reduction of weekly working time due to productivity gains could thereby decouple income
generation from health-related work stress and the compulsion towards consumption [143].
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One important element of digitization is network expansion, particularly in Germany,
where it is becoming increasingly clear that we have failed to expand digital networks for
too long [144,145]. Remote regions still have extremely weak internet connections than can
render home office or home schooling tedious or impossible as connections break down
regularly due to the high demands of streaming portals and video conferences. Clearly,
Germany lags behind internationally by comparison. These improvements include the
necessary advancement of network expansion; only this can meet the requirements of
digitization in order to realize the ecologically valuable opportunities of video conferences,
home offices and decentralized work.
Despite the potential opportunities of digital systems, this process should be critically
monitored and constantly reassessed. There will be questions about the psychological
impact of digital systems in and after the pandemic, in addition to questions about inequality, which primarily affects poorer countries and households. Children, in particular,
have been severely damaged in their welfare due to the restrictions on social contact in the
pandemic [146]. The health effects from the abrupt transition into digital learning and the
massive restriction from the social environment and familiar routines led in part to anxiety,
depression, and decreased quality of life in children and adolescents, as well as an increase
in domestic violence [147]. Therefore, when discussing the future implementation and
retention of digital solutions, special attention should be paid to the possible psychosocial
effects on both children and adults.
3.3. (Universal) Basic Income
The extreme social consequences of the economic lockdown in the COVID-19 pandemic have led to a massive increase in social inequality. In Germany, for example, many
workers have had to switch to short-time work. While smaller companies in particular are
facing bankruptcy, mini-jobbers are losing their livelihood. They fear the marked increase
in personal bankruptcies, especially due to rent and loan obligations, where the state has to
pay billions in aid packages [10] to step in but still fails to help enough. Even worse is the
economic situation for people in countries where there is limited social security. In Italy,
groceries have been looted as the population fails to earn enough to get by [148]. Labor
market policy, in particular, plays a decisive role in reducing inequality, especially at the
national level. However, it is not only during crises that increasing automation and digitalization, combined with rising productivity lead to more precarious working conditions
and thus to a growing need for taking steps that would guarantee better distribution of
productivity gains and income security for all [30]. Universal basic income could be such
an approach.
The discussion around a universal basic income is thus becoming more forceful as it
puts forward a possible solution to the inequality problem, especially now, in a time of
crisis [17,149–151]. This has been demonstrated, for example, by the introduction, from
June 2020, of a variant of basic income for the poorest in Spain in response to the social
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic measures [152].
3.3.1. Universal Basic Income as Part of Crises Policy
Let us consider such a universal basic income as “an income paid by a political community to all its members on an individual basis, without a means test or the requirement
to work” [153] (p. 8). Moreover, this unconditional income is “paid in cash, rather than in
kind” [153] (p. 8) and “paid on a regular basis, rather than as a one-off endowment” [153]
(p. 9). The beneficiaries of basic income could be citizens of a particular country or of
the European Union (at this point, however, we do not want to deal in detail with the
conceptual design of a universal basic income).
Below, we take a closer look at the approach of a net (crisis) basic income as put to
the German Bundestag in petition 108191 (2020) [150]. Regardless of whether you are a
supporter or opponent of a basic income, you should think through the functionality of
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such a construct in a crisis such as the one we are now in and consider its introduction
beyond the scope of the crisis as a potential partial replacement for traditional social policy.
The aforementioned net basic crisis income is composed of two elements. The first is
the payment of an unconditional basic income during the crisis. The amount of such a crisis
basic income would have to be chosen in such a way as to maintain the minimum standard
of living of the individual person. Let us start with the supply of food and essential goods.
The amount of the monthly payment per person could be determined on the basis of the
average consumer spending by private households. A one-person household in Germany
spent an average of €1706 per month on private consumption [154]. In order to assess a
minimum living standard, all consumption expenditure that is not absolutely necessary in
the crisis could be excluded. If the minimum monetary need were limited to food, clothing,
housing, health and mobility, the amount would be reduced to €1213 for a single person.
The average cost of living and energy would thereby be €662 [154]. These sums would
decrease proportionally in multi-person households. In addition to basic monetary needs,
payments such as rent, interest on loans and other repayment obligations and liabilities
are problematic. When people lose their jobs due to the crisis or have less money available
due to short-time work, they will soon run into financial difficulties as ongoing expenses
still have to be paid, although earnings have dropped significantly. The same applies to
companies and freelancers who have to close down their business as a result of the crisis or
who suffer severe losses due to declining consumer activity.
The second element of this approach relates to the temporary suspension of financial
obligations such as rent payments, loan servicing and payment of bills, such as wage
payments and payment for goods and services from before the crisis began (see, for
example, Kaas [155] with a similar proposal). In this case, these obligations will be officially
suspended for everyone affected by a cut in income during the crisis period. Unlike
wage income, which is significantly reduced, or completely suspended by the lockdown
during the crisis, capital income remains largely unaffected. This leads to an asymmetric
distribution of crisis-induced risk and thus to an asymmetric distribution of burdens in the
crisis between performance-related and non-performance-related income, as is the case
with interest, principal, lease and rent payments. All this increases inequality between
income earners. By suspending these payments, the asymmetry in the treatment of income
in the context of crisis management measures is counteracted, thus creating equality
between different types of income earners. Nevertheless, everyone is paid a corresponding
net basic income (the gross basic income includes the payment obligations mentioned.
The net basic income is the amount upon suspension of interest payments for renting,
leasing, lending, etc.) to cover consumer spending on essential needs. By suspending
the financial obligations, this amount could be reduced by the average expenditure on
rental payments and would therefore still be €551 for a one-person household, with half
the amount for children.
Businesses, landlords, credit institutions and all those who have lost out on their
income from rent will be compensated for their losses. Ultimately, this means that those
whose economic activity is hampered by the crisis and therefore no longer have an income
will be compensated. With a basic income approach that is designed appropriately, their
standard of living and benefits will not decrease during the crisis. At the same time, government crisis loan assistance to pay current rent and loan obligations would be stopped. Such
a net basic income would counter the asymmetric treatment of the standard crisis programs
since it considers the need to be able to pay rent and loans. The net basic income has the
advantage of making the most of a crisis that confronts us with many uncertainties and constantly emerging social and economic policy challenges (unforeseen and (un)deliberately
covered events (e.g., because they are not classified as necessary to save the budget since
the group concerned is politically uninteresting) which do not allow target accuracy are
adequately covered by the basic net income as an ex post governance rule).
This solution may prove to be more fiscally advantageous than ongoing government
aid measures that are designed to maintain regular payment obligations [156]. By means

World 2021, 2

326

of a suitable source of finance, for example, through VAT financing in combination with
an environmental tax dividend (climate premium) or a wealth tax, such a basic income
can emerge as crisis-proof. The suspension of current financial obligations is normatively
justified by the maintenance of a basic income. In the long term, the mechanism could be
used flexibly as an unbureaucratic instrument in times of crisis that can ensure that citizens
are provided with income without delay, and without prior or subsequent needs tests.
After the crisis, the basic income mechanism could be extended in the direction
of increasing economic power, for example, as a socially acceptable share of GDP (as a
common good) towards a participatory gross basic income and then pared back to net
basic income in the subsequent crisis. To a certain extent, this basic income concept would
be an automatic crisis and prosperity mechanism, unlike the traditional transfer system,
which tends to be overregulated and presumptuous and only seems to be appropriate
for individual cases. At the European level, a basic income provided by the European
community (a solidarity income) could be a suitable instrument for securing minimum
needs across the EU or the euro area in order to help citizens and companies quickly and
effectively in times of crisis, securing the EU or the euro area as an advantageous structure
for all citizens. In this case, the so-called Euro-Dividend could then be topped up and
supplemented by national systems [157,158].
3.3.2. Universal Basic Income and Sustainability
Depending on how it is financed, a basic income approach can have significant redistributive effects [15,49], even though it does not differentiate between recipients according
to their needs or financial situation. While the problems of inequality, environmental degradation and globalization cannot be considered separately (see Section 2), many researchers
in the field of UBI ignore the ecological component. However, a holistic sustainable development could and should be socially and environmentally sustainable. If a UBI were
not introduced with ecological effects in mind, this could also exacerbate ecological problems by increasing aggregate demand, having negative, ecological side effects [49]. One
possible approach in which environmental components could be considered would be
that of inclusive capitalism to providing a UBI [49]. Unlike fundamentally redistributive approaches, inclusive capitalism endows citizens with direct capital ownership and
incentivizes investment in sustainable goods and services.
One approach that could also contribute in this direction, even it finances the UBI
through classical redistribution channels, would be the assured income [159]. A broad
approach of possible funding sources can have a strong progressive effect. This would
mainly concern the taxation of consumption (VAT), taxes on unearned income, as well as
an externality tax (carbon tax) [49,159]. A universal basic income, financed on the basis
of an extended carbon tax, would thereby also contribute to climate justice by providing
equity. Equity is a central concept of climate justice since it assumes that each person
across the globe has the same right to the environmental space [89]. If everyone receives
the same amount of basic income, regardless of need or other income, each citizen would
have the same share of the profits from pollution caused by emissions. At the same time,
consumers would be taxed according to the environmental burdens they produce. The
revenues from carbon taxation could thus contribute to a redistribution from large emitters
to small emitters and, by distributing the basic income equally to everyone, to more equity.
One proposal that argues in this direction is the idea of an international carbon charge
and dividend [88], though it differs from the simple taxing and redistribution concept. In
principle, the revenues from targeted environmental taxation can be used to subsidize
rising product costs [20] in the form of an unconditional basic income, thus promoting
a socially acceptable ecological change in production and consumption, for example, to
promote more regionality in consumption patterns.
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4. Conclusions
Capitalist-driven economic growth in the wake of globalization has led to increasing
networking among the world’s population. This strong connectivity has, however, not
only brought advantages but has also led to an increase in inequality and injustice. This
downside affects the environmental conditions in which people have to live, their social
standards and distribution of opportunities, their wealth and income as well as their
working hours and leisure options. The COVID-19 pandemic reminds us that, for years, we
have failed to tackle the environmental and social policy crises conceptually and effectively,
nor have we managed to combat them with an integrated approach that also addresses the
roots of the problem.
This contribution identifies three important areas in the discussion about possible implications for the resumption of economic activity and for sustainable economic development:
1.
2.
3.

Environmental Externalities
Digitization
Basic Income.

Mainly derived from the ecological crisis, the implication is for far-reaching externalities management. To be sure, measures have been taken in this area in the past. However,
they are often not far-reaching enough to achieve significant effects that effectively counteract climate change. The central problem here is neoliberal economic policy, which for
decades has neglected necessary regulation in the area of the environment. Three major
areas need to be addressed. First, an improvement in air quality must be promoted through
appropriate measures, such as the adjustment of the carbon tax to an effective level. Second,
the area of agriculture needs to be addressed with regard to the massive consumption of
animal products and the destruction of the rainforest. Third, the promotion of regional
production and consumption to reduce environmental impacts and ensure food security
must be included.
Digitalization allows for new possibilities, such as the elimination of business trips,
use of home offices and the flexibility of the labor market in terms of working time and
degrowth in general. Here, too, there is considerable need for investment in the expansion
of networks and the necessary infrastructure. Digital change, especially from a sociopolitical perspective, should neither help to exclude nor discriminate against other social
groups. Instead, investments in education and the flexibility of work models should
enable the compatibility of digital opportunities with real work and education structures.
Important and central to this is also the need for market regulation, especially since
comparatively little regulation has yet taken place in the area of digital platforms.
In times of crisis, and beyond, basic income is a necessary instrument to ensure that
crises are dealt with quickly and effectively. In this article, we have outlined the essentials
of a universal crisis basic income, the conceptualization of which requires further research.
Above all, this has to focus on the effects of unconditionality compared to the needs
test. Furthermore, the imposition of conditions and sanctioning, as well as the traditional
policy maxims behind it and their effects on the economy should be investigated. In
times of crisis, the proposal made here has a good chance of paying off with or without
relatively low tax credit when compared to standard crisis policy measures. However, the
implementation of a concept that aims to go beyond the crisis should include compatibility
with, or replacement of, other social benefits and discuss a long-term financing concept.
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