A carbon tax must function absent a UBI – carbon dividend generates incentive to ramp up environmental impact in exchange for funding 
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There are two concerns about carbon fees and dividends that are specific to the question of whether they constitute a step toward a basic income.
First, a carbon dividend by design will fade away. As the price of carbon rises, demand will fall. Eventually, the declining demand effect will surpass the rising price effect, and the dividend will begin to decline. The policy is driven primarily by the environmental problem, and the dividend is one use of the revenue, motivated by considerations of justice and political feasibility. (In fact, it is conceivable that if the dividend were to become more important than the environmental tax that funds it, it could lead to perverse efforts to reduce the environmental impact in order to prolong and maximise the dividend. It would be useful to see some modelling of this possibility.) Once the environmental problem is solved, there is no longer a compelling reason to provide a dividend. Thus, viewed as a basic income, a carbon dividend is only a temporary fix.
Advocates can argue that the experience of a partial basic income will lay the groundwork for a permanent one, to be funded from other sources as the carbon dividend declines. This could take the form of a resource dividend funded from taxes on other permanent or renewable resources, such as land, water, the electromagnetic spectrum, seigniorage, or technology.[v] Or it could be refashioned as a basic income funded from income or wealth taxes. The former would be a more natural extension of the resource dividend concept. But it is unlikely to produce more than what Barnes calls a “base income”, less than a full basic income.[vi]
This leads to another worry about a carbon dividend as a step toward a full basic income: path dependency. Would the introduction of a basic income in the form of a resource dividend box in the basic income movement, making it difficult to reframe a resource dividend as a basic income that should be expanded by income taxation? Is it unrealistic to think that a country could be convinced to support a carbon dividend, and then persuaded to rethink what that means in a way that permits expansion of the basic income? I am not aware of any momentum in Alaska to expand the dividend, particularly for the purpose of the more egalitarian ends usually associated with a full basic income. It may be possible to overcome the path dependency from the resource dividend frame, but the danger suggests that basic income advocates have a long-term educational challenge reframing the dividend as a basic income. And in the meantime, work for a carbon tax and dividend, worth instituting for independent reasons, may be hindered if it is framed as a step toward a more controversial full basic income. There may be no good solution to this dilemma – but a heightened awareness of it might contribute to more nuanced politics.
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