Calling the Carbon Bluff
Do I think that the world is spiraling toward immediate climate Armageddon?  No.  Is it theoretically possible that increased carbon emissions could increase global temperatures?  Yes.  Could that be a problem?  Yes.  Is it a problem?  Maybe.

There are clearly some people who believe, or say they believe, that we in fact need to drastically lower carbon emissions or risk a climate catastrophe.  Most of the environmental discussion now revolves around the probabilities of climate holocaust.  That is, how likely is it that something really bad will happen?  (For you statistician out there I am talking about the fatness of tails).  Our old dead buddy Pascal has even been invoked in the debate saying that since total devastation is really, really bad we should take costly actions to reduce the probability of disaster.
On the other side of the carbon debate are people who are worried about the economic costs involved in carbon reduction.  Some even believe that the carbon alarmists are using carbon as a smokescreen to enact government policies (namely income redistribution, protectionism, less industrialization, green energy subsidies, etc) that they have long been calling for.

What we do know, ceteris paribus, is that if you enact large scale reeducations in carbon emissions, the cost of production will go up for virtually everything.  Put another way, it will cause the economy to tank and it will harm poor, rural people the most.  Even the carbon alarmists recognize this.  This is why, politically, carbon reduction schemes have fallen flat in recent months.  What politician wants to be seen as slowing down an already sluggish economy?  Thankfully, not many.  Those who do, presumably truly believe that if we don’t act we will bring on climate Armageddon.

Well, I say we call the carbon bluff.  Are climate alarmists merely interested in lowering carbon emissions are do they have ulterior motives?  Let’s find out.  I propose that we reduce carbon emissions in such a way as to not dramatically slow down the economy. In fact, while we are at it, let’s speed up growth.
Here’s the trade:  Repeal of the 16th Amendment to the US Constitution in exchange for enacting a carbon tax.

Out: The federal income tax, the payroll tax, and the corporate income tax

In: A carbon tax, and probably a VAT or national sales tax whose apparatus makes collection of the carbon tax relatively simple.

Sure taxing carbon raises the cost of production but lowering income and payroll taxes make production cheaper.  The net incentives will be for people to work more and use less carbon.  The net effect for businesses will be to hire more people and use less carbon.  Let’s review, less carbon (the alarmists like it), and more incentive to hire and work (the capitalists like it).
Who won’t like it?  Progressives (people who believe that the federal government’s main role is that of income redistributor) won’t like it.  It will be much harder to redistribute income without the 16th Amendment.  It turns out that there is a huge overlap between the progressives and the climate alarmists.  The only way to call the carbon bluff is to separate the carbon reduction and income redistribution components of carbon regulations.
If the climate alarmists truly believe that we are going to all die without drastic carbon reductions, let them put their ideology where their mouth is.  Surely, they would prefer to live in cooler world that doesn’t redistribute income to ending humanity as we know it.  Or maybe they wouldn’t.  Maybe carbon reduction is just a means for them to engage in income redistribution after all.
In the end, the progressives can huff and they can bluff, but there is no reason to let them blow our economic house down.  It’s time to call the carbon alarmists’ bluff.
