The US should do climate mitigation policy without a dividend. 
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Other Policies May Better Address Gaps in the New Federal Climate Strategy
Economists can be proud of their long-standing and unwavering support for a price on carbon dioxide emissions. After all, a carbon price encourages emissions reductions wherever and however they can be achieved at a low cost, while providing revenue for an equitable energy transition. The most successful decarbonization efforts in the world are in Europe,[1] where carbon prices above $50 per ton are central elements of climate policy strategies.[2]
In the United States, a movement for a national carbon price has been alive for decades with a consistent drumbeat of support from not only economists[3] but also members of Congress,[4] advocacy groups,[5] and international organizations.[6] In full disclosure, I contributed my share of fodder.[7]
But when the facts on the ground change, policy strategies should too. With Congress passing a series of laws that amount to the nation’s first climate strategy, long-time supporters of a national carbon price should consider shifting their focus to alternative policies that can better fill the gaps in the current strategy.
Carbon Prices Address Cost Differences Between Clean and Dirty Products. The Inflation Reduction Act Does That Too.
Thanks to the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) and Bipartisan Infrastructure Law, the United States finally has a credible federal climate policy strategy. These policies may not be anyone’s ideal, but rather what could garner majority votes in Congress. And at first glance, many of the limitations of the current policies—insufficient emissions reductions, a lack of coordination across sectors, inadequate support for vulnerable communities—could be addressed by a carbon price and its associated revenue.
Bill Nye explains carbon pricing on the television show Last Week Tonight.
However, as Bill Nye famously explained to John Oliver (with safety glasses on), the fundamental logic of carbon pricing is to raise prices on carbon-intensive products so that we buy less of them. So, a carbon price is an effective way to reduce emissions when the primary barrier to emissions reductions are the price differences between dirty and clean products. Specifically, prior to the passage of the IRA, the vast majority of the emissions reductions from a carbon price would have come from raising the costs of dirty electricity because of the availability of relatively cheap and clean electricity sources.[8]
The IRA also changes the relative prices of clean and dirty products, just by the opposite means: by making clean energy cheaper. Among many provisions to reduce the costs of clean electricity are payments[9] to prevent the retirement[10] of nuclear power plants, and a production tax credit of around $26 to $32 per megawatt/hour for renewables.[11] In changing the relative price between carbon-free and fossil fuel energy, that subsidy is equivalent to a carbon price of around $70 per metric ton on natural gas and $30 per metric ton on coal, which could cause coal-fired electricity to fall to very low levels by 2030.[12] Moreover, the Rocky Mountain Institute analyzed all of the new fossil fuel electricity plants that are currently being proposed and found that virtually none can be justified as the low-cost option once the IRA subsidies are considered.[13] Forthcoming EPA regulations will make the production of fossil fuel electricity even more expensive, tipping the relative cost scales further in the direction of cheap clean energy.[14]
The higher costs of clean energy may no longer be the most important barrier to emissions reductions in the United States this decade. That does not make a carbon price a bad policy. However, without the promise of large emissions reductions from a carbon price, policymakers are lacking what was the primary justification[15] for a policy that transparently raises the costs of everyday activities like driving cars and heating homes.
Supplement the Current Strategy With a National Climate Law and Targeted Sector-specific Policies
A carbon price is a means to an end—i.e., an efficient, equitable, and coordinated economywide decarbonization policy—not the end itself. Can other policies achieve similar outcomes without the price-hiking-baggage of a national carbon price? With thoughtful policy design and a willingness to accept that perfectly efficient policies are out-of-reach, the answer is almost certainly yes.
Where clean products are already the cheap options, policies can target non-price barriers that impede decarbonization efforts. For example, eliminating bureaucratic barriers to large construction projects has enormous potential to enable a more rapid expansion of clean energy infrastructure that can translate to large emissions reductions (as well as inequities, without careful policy design and implementation).[16] An analysis by Princeton University scholars finds that ensuring sufficient electricity transmission could reduce 2030 US greenhouse gas emissions by around 800 million tons compared to a scenario where transmission continues to be built at its historical pace.
For large emissions sources like vehicles and heating, deep emissions cuts will require a lot of electrification.[17] A carbon price that raises the costs of fossil fuels and electricity is not an effective way to encourage consumers to purchase electric vehicles and electric heat pumps.[18] More effective policies can combine mandates to reduce emissions with the characteristics that make carbon prices so efficient. For example, technology-neutral targets can enable the best solutions to emerge over time as technologies evolve, and the trading of emissions permits can enable the lowest-cost opportunities to reduce emissions to occur first. Along these lines, Colorado is implementing a flexible Clean Heat Standard that requires natural gas utilities to gradually cut emissions by 22% by 2030.[19]
These sector-specific solutions lack a mechanism for coordination across the economy or harmonization with emissions targets. A national climate law, like the United Kingdom’s Climate Change Act, can play that role. The UK’s law combines a binding net zero target, a series of five-year “carbon budgets,” and an iterative and inclusive process of implementing, reviewing, and revising policies to stay on track with its goals.[20] Like committing to high future carbon prices, a national climate law could change the long-term expectations of investors and entrepreneurs by ensuring climate solutions will be profitable in a future low-carbon economy.
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