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Plan: The United States Federal Government should adopt a carbon tax with a Border Carbon Adjustment in the United States. 
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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If the tax worked, revenues from the tax would fall. 
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The new starve the beast
If the literature on carbon tax misses hidden benefits of carbon tax, it also misses a hidden danger: the carbon tax generates revenue only if individuals or firms are paying the tax, that is, if they are emitting carbon. To the extent that they are able to bypass the tax by substituting to lower-carbon substitutes—or to the extent that lower-carbon emitting firms drive out higher carbon-emitting firms—revenues from the tax fall. If those revenues have been used to substitute for other taxes, when revenues fall the programs funded with those revenues come under threat.
One study, for example, in analyzing the effect of carbon taxes in Canadian provinces, assumes fixed elasticities of response of fuel use to carbon taxes [33]. But given the immense research and development infrastructure that has been generated around environmental technologies, this assumption of fixed elasticities is questionable, and it may be necessary to model also the elasticity of the elasticity—that is, it may become much easier to improve energy efficiency or substitute renewable fuels than it is now. For example, the price per watt of solar photovoltaic cells has dropped from over $70 in 1977, to under 70 cents today. That kind of non-linear development in technology is common in the rapidly developing green technology sector, but it is not incorporated in the current models. Indeed, the most ambitious countries have aimed to become 100% free of fossil fuel, and in the Nordic countries 63% of electricity already comes from renewable energy [34; see also 30].
Consider McKibbin et al.’s argument for using carbon tax revenues to reduce capital taxation: “In that case, investment rises, employment and wages rise, and overall GDP is significantly above its baseline through year 25” [10]. But what happens when one introduces non-linear technological development, of the kind seen in the development of solar energy, into the model? The environmental benefits would of course be dramatic, but the revenues from the carbon tax would fall, because these newer technologies emit less carbon and thus generate less tax revenue. If capital taxes or other taxes have been cut, then the programs that were supported by the carbon tax revenue can only be financed through deficits, through new taxes, or through cuts in spending, none of which are included in the optimistic model about economic benefits. These developments may reduce some of those economic benefits. Stern and Stiglitz [1] argue that this would only happen over the very long run, but it is hard to be confident of this prediction given the rapid development of clean energy technologies.
In a sense, using carbon tax revenue to replace other tax revenue pits the goal of reducing environmental emissions against the goal of preserving revenue for government programs, because efforts to reduce carbon emissions will starve the government of funds. Of course, taxes could always be raised in the future if and when this problem arises, and Gillis [35] suggests tax cuts are often reversed or undone in subtle ways. However, in the American context, cutting taxes has become an important electoral tool, and politicians therefore have an incentive to spotlight and campaign against tax increases, making maintenance of tax revenue more difficult than in other countries [36]. Carbon taxes could thus become a new means of reducing the size of government by changing the default situation to one of declining tax revenues.
Means the dividened inevitably goes away. 
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The net transfers among households are quite large when a sufficiently high tax is put on carbon. The net benefits and costs in Figure 4 are calculated in per capita terms. The average person in the poorest decile would receive a net transfer of about $1,371 and lives in a household of 3.7 people, so their household’s net beefit would be over $5,000 annually. A carbon dividend of this magnitude would enable the poorest households to increase expenditures by 13% and force the richest households’ to cut expenditures by 3%. It is important to recognize that these effects are temporary. Over time, the carbon tax will rise and emissions will fall, which will eventually reduce the size of the carbon dividend. While a carbon dividend mitigates the short-run regressivity of a carbon tax, a carbon tax cannot provide a longrun funding source for a Universal Basic Income. 



A UBI would be economically counterproductive for GDP growth – will directly decrease GDP growth of the US economy

