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Obama’s PC is holding off sanctions now – but failure guarantees Iran prolif and war with Iran

Sargent 12/19 (Greg, columnist for the Washington Post. “White House to Senate Dems: Your Iran sanctions bill makes war more likely” http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/plum-line/wp/2013/12/19/white-house-to-senate-dems-your-iran-sanctions-bill-makes-war-more-likely/)

With Senate Dems increasingly likely to introduce and even vote on a bill imposing new sanctions on Iran, the White House is escalating its behind the scenes pressure on them to hold off, warning them that in moving such a measure, they are making war with Iran more likely. “Members of Congress pressing for this bill are effectively choosing to close the door on diplomacy, making it far more likely that we’ll be left only with a military option,” one senior administration official tells me, characterizing the message that’s being delivered directly to Senators. “You close the door on diplomacy, and you’re left only with a choice between a possible military option or Iran steadily advancing its nuclear program.” National Journal reported today that Senator Bob Menendez, the chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, and other Democrats, along with GOP Senator Mark Kirk, may introduce a bill imposing new sanctions on Iran as early as today. As NJ notes, this would set up the bill to be voted on when the Senate returns in January, and would represent a “bold act of defiance against the administration, which was still begging lawmakers this week to sit back and wait to see whether a comprehensive agreement can be reached.” The bill Dems may introduce would impose sanctions after the six month deadline in the current, temporary deal, and it would probably have flexibility built in so the White House can delay the sanctions for limited periods, if both sides think a deal is within reach and want to keep talking. Democrats have argued that passing a sanctions bill now would give the White House the flexibility it wants, while also helping the prospects for a longer term deal, by dangling the threat of sanctions later, to increase pressure on Iran. But the administration has told these Democrats — publicly and privately — that their bill does not give them the flexibility they need and that they don’t need the added pressure. They’ve also said passing a bill now that takes hold in six months would not have a materially different impact than waiting six months before passing one would, even as it could also allow Iran — and the U.S.’s negotiating partners — to argue that the U.S. is not negotiating in good faith. “It is not necessary for Congress to pass this bill, because we are enforcing existing sanctions and can move to sanctions if negotiations don’t succeed or if Iran cheats,” the senior administration official says. “The fact is, passing new sanctions now would split the international community, embolden Iranian hard-liners, and likely derail any prospect of a diplomatic resolution.”The push for a new sanctions bill is also splitting Democrats. While Senators like Menendez and Chuck Schumer support such a bill, others oppose this course of action, including Banking Committee chair Tim Johnson, and possibly Harry Reid as well, though he has been quiet. Senators Barbara Boxer and Carl Levin published an op ed today opposing new sanctions, arguing that Congressional action now would “endanger negotiations that most people and countries want to succeed” and could “bolster the efforts of Iran’s militants to kill the deal.” With some Senate Dems coming out against Congressional action — and with the administration lobbying hard behind the scenes – it’s possible that a sanctions bill could actually go down to defeat in the Senate, which would be a rebuke to the hawks. But it’s very possible one could pass, and if the White House is right, it would put the prospects of a long term diplomatic breakthrough in doubt.

Anything positive action toward Cuba links

Ayuso and Risco, 13 – are writers for the Havana Times (Silvia and Isaac, “Cuba/USA to Resume Immigration Talks”, June 20, 2013, http://www.havanatimes.org/?p=94992)

The remark mirrors one made earlier this week, when the U.S. State Department confirmed that a new 2-day bilateral meeting would be held in Washington to explore the possibility to re-establishing direct correspondence channels between Cuba and the United States, eliminated over fifty years ago.¶ The fact of the matter is thatany gesture towards Cuba that Washington essays is often vehemently condemned by a sizable group of legislators who are opposed to any kind of rapprochement with the island.¶ Ileana Ros-Lehtinen¶ Cuban-born Republican Congresswoman for Florida Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, who condemned this last meeting before it was even held, is one case in point.¶ “The regime is once again manipulating the US administration in this game because they want us to lift the blockade and make further concessions,” the legislator stated.

Global nuclear war in a month if talks fail – US sanctions will wreck diplomacy

Press TV 11/13 “Global nuclear conflict between US, Russia, China likely if Iran talks fail”, http://www.presstv.ir/detail/2013/11/13/334544/global-nuclear-war-likely-if-iran-talks-fail/
A global conflict between the US, Russia, and China is likely in the coming months should the world powers fail to reach a nuclear deal with Iran, an American analyst says.¶ “If the talks fail, if the agreements being pursued are not successfully carried forward and implemented, then there would be enormous international pressure to drive towards a conflict with Iran before [US President Barack] Obama leaves office and that’s a very great danger that no one can underestimate the importance of,” senior editor at the Executive Intelligence Review Jeff Steinberg told Press TV on Wednesday. ¶ “The United States could find itself on one side and Russia and China on the other and those are the kinds of conditions that can lead to miscalculation and general roar,” Steinberg said. ¶ “So the danger in this situation is that if these talks don’t go forward, we could be facing a global conflict in the coming monthsand years and that’s got to be avoided at all costs when you’ve got countries like the United States, Russia, and China with” their arsenals of “nuclear weapons,” he warned. ¶The warning came one day after the White House told Congress not to impose new sanctions against Tehran because failure in talks with Iran could lead to war.¶White House press secretary Jay Carney called on Congress to allow more time for diplomacy as US lawmakers are considering tougher sanctions. ¶ "This is a decision to support diplomacy and a possible peaceful resolution to this issue," Carney said. "The American people do not want a march to war." ¶ Meanwhile, US Secretary of State John Kerry is set to meet with the Senate Banking Committee on Wednesday to hold off on more sanctions on the Iranian economy. ¶ State Department spokeswoman Jen Psaki said Kerry "will be clear that putting new sanctions in place would be a mistake."¶ "While we are still determining if there is a diplomatic path forward, what we are asking for right now is a pause, a temporary pause in sanctions. We are not taking away sanctions. We are not rolling them back," Psaki added.
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A. Interpretation – Removing sanctions is a form of appeasement

Stern 6 (Martin, University of Maryland Graduate, Debunking detente, 11/27/06, http://www.diamondbackonline.com/article_56223e79-7009-56a3-8afe-5d08bfff6e08.html)
Appeasement is defined as "granting concessions to potential enemies to maintain peace." Giving Iran international legitimacy andremoving sanctions would have maintained peace with a potential enemy without changing the undemocratic practices of the enemy. If this isn't appeasement, I don't know how better to define the word.
Engagement and appeasement are distinct

Resnick 1 (Evan, Assistant Professor and coordinator of the United States Programme at RSIS, “Defining Engagement,” Journal of International Affairs, 0022197X, Spring2001, Vol. 54, Issue 2, http://web.ebscohost.com.turing.library.northwestern.edu/ehost/detail?sid=1b56e6b4-ade2-4052-9114-7d107fdbd019%40sessionmgr12&vid=2&hid=24&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZQ%3d%3d#db=mth&AN=4437301)
Thus, a rigid conceptual distinction can be drawn between engagement and appeasement. Whereas both policies are positive sanctions--insofar as they add to the power and prestige of the target state--engagement does so in a less direct and less militarized fashion than appeasement. In addition, engagement differs from appeasement by establishing an increasingly interdependent relationship between the sender and the target state. At any juncture, the sender state can, in theory, abrogate such a relationship at some (ideally prohibitive) cost to the target state.(n34) Appeasement, on the other hand,does not involve the establishment of contacts or interdependence between the appeaser and the appeased. Territory and/or a sphere of influencearemerelytransferred by one party to the other either unconditionally or in exchange for certain concessions on the part of the target state.

B. Violation – they remove restrictions – that’s appeasement
And – Removing selective restrictions on specific goods isn’t “economic” because it doesn’t broadly affect economic life 

Davidsson 3 – Elias Davidsson, Human Rights Researcher and Activist, Reporter for the Arab American News, Contributing Editor for Global Research, “The Mechanism of Economic Sanctions: Changing Perceptions and Euphemisms”, November, www.aldeilis.net/english/attachments/2877_econsanc-debate.pdf‎
“Economic sanctions”, a mode of coercion in international relations resuscitated in recent years, has prompted renewed and lively scholarly interest in the subject. Why have such measures become so popular? One answer is that they “constitute a means of exerting international influence that is more powerful than diplomatic mediation but lies below the threshold of military intervention”[1]. Another answer is that “they engage comparatively less internal political resistance than other candidate strategies [...]. They do not generate sombre processions of body bags bringing home the mortal remains of the sons and daughters of constituents”[2], in other words, they cost little to the side imposing the sanctions. The notable predilection by the United States for economic sanctions [3], suggests that such a tool is particularly useful for economically powerful states that are themselves relatively immune to such measures. This tool of collective economic coercion, with antecedents such as siege warfare and blockade going back to biblical time [4], was used during most of the 20th Century, particularly in war situations. Although the United Nations Charter, drafted during the later stages of World War II, includes provisions for the imposition of economic sanctions (Article 41), the Security Council - empowered to resort to this tool - only used it twice between 1945 and 1990, against Rhodesia in 1966 and South Africa in 1977. In our discussion we designate economic sanctions as “coordinated restrictions on trade and/or financial transactions intended to impair economic life within a given territory”[5]. To the extent that measures intend to impair “economic life within a given territory” through restrictions on trade and/or finance, they constitute, for our purposes, economic sanctions. Selective or individualized measures, such as restrictions on specific goods (arms, luxury items, some forms of travel), are therefore not considered as economic sanctions. Symbolic economic deprivations, such as partial withholding of aid, do not amount to economic sanctions if their intended effect is primarily to convey displeasure, rather than to affect the economy.
C. Voting issue

1. Limits – infinite amount of restrictions the aff can remove – explodes neg research burden

2. Ground – Lose spending links based off of increases in funding
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The 1AC 's problem-solution rhetoric addresses danger from a managerial perspective. This way of being educates us in to believing that the earth and humans are disposable tools. 

McWhorter 92 (Ladelle, Heidegger and the Earth Essays in Environmental Philosophy, Thomas Jefferson University Press, pg.6)
The danger of a managerial approach to the world lies not, then, in what it knows - not in its penetration into the secrets of galactic emergence or nuclear fission - but in what it forgets. what it itself conceals. It forgets that any other truths are possible, and it forgets that the belonging together of revealing with concealing is forever beyond the power of human management. We can never have. or know, it all; we can never manage everything. ' What is now especially dangerous about this sense of our own managerial power, born of forgetfulness, is that it results in our viewing the world as mere resources to be stored or consumed. Managerial or technological thinkers, Heidegger says, view the earth, the world, all things as mere Bestand. standing-reserve. All is here simply for human use. No plant, no animal. no ecosystem has a life of its own. has any significance. apart from human desire and need. Nothing. we say. other than human beings. has any intrinsic value. All things are instruments for the working out of human will whether we believe that God gave Man dominion or simply that human mig~t (sometimes called intelligence or rationality) in the face of ecological fragility makes us always right. we managerial. technological thinkers tend to believe that the earth is only a stockpile or a set of commodities to be managed, bought. and sold. The forest is timber; the river, a power source. Even people have become resources, human resources. personnel to be managed. or populations to be controlled.

In order to find a different relationship to technology the alternative is to do nothing because only doing nothing allows for a new destining of being.

Harman in 09 (Graham, Professor of Philosophy @ American University in Cairo, “Cambridge Journal of Economics”, 2009, Vol. 34(1), Technology, objects and things in Heidegger p.17-25) 

Another word in Heidegger's constellation of technology terms is danger, which turns out to be yet another synonym for a presence-at-hand that strips the world of all concealed mystery. ‘The essence of technology is en-framing. The essence of en-framing is danger’ (Heidegger, 1994, p. 54). Though the danger is already with us, we do not yet experience it as danger (Heidegger, 1994, p. 55). And to add yet another term to the mix: ‘in the wake of every danger, there looms a distress. Distress compels. [Not nötigt]’ (Heidegger, 1994, p. 55). This talk of danger also links up with one of Heidegger's favourite passages from the poet Friedrich Hölderin. In the hymn ‘Patmos’, Hölderlin writes: ‘Wo aber Gefahr ist, wächst / Das Rettende auch’ [‘But where danger is, there grows / also that which saves’]. This two-sided interplay of danger and saving power reflects the two faces of being itself. Being presents itself as a present-at-hand façade, but also withdraws into inscrutable subterranean depth. Technology is not a lamentable human deed of Neolithic times or the Industrial Revolution, but an unavoidable facet of being itself. For being (or sometimes ‘beyng’ [Seyn], to use Heidegger's beloved archaic spelling) lies far beyond the normal cause-and-effect relationships of the world: ‘beyng is not accompanied by anything comparable to it. It is caused by nothing else, and is not the cause of itself. Beyng does not proceed, and never proceeds, from a causal connection’ (Heidegger, 1994, p. 75). Hence, humans cannot force a change in the essence of technology to occur and must passively wait. But this still leaves us with a special role denied to all other entities: ‘the great human essence resides in the fact that it belongs to the essence of being, is used by it to preserve the essence of being in its truth’ (Heidegger, 1994, p. 70). In the danger of being lies the possibility of a turn (Kehre) away from the forgetting of being into the truth of being itself (Heidegger, 1994, p. 71). Despite the horror of technology, Heidegger contends that we can see the lightning-flash of being in the essence of technology. By stripping everything down to such a miserable form of presence-at-hand, it confronts us with the call of distress from being itself (Heidegger, 1994, p. 77). But humans, the shepherds of being, must continue to wait: ‘Only when humans, as the shepherds of being, wait upon the truth of being can they in any way anticipate the arrival of the other destiny of being, without degenerating into a mere wish to know’ (Heidegger, 1994, pp. 71–2).

4

The United States federal government should increase its subsidies, purchase commitments, loan guarantees, tax incentives or other government financial aid for domestic nickel mining, increase its support for research and development of substitute advanced materials, and streamline the permit process for domestic nickel mining in the United States.

Federal R&D investment in substitute materials research and assistance for domestic mining solves need for imported nickel

OTA 85 (United States Office of Technology Assessment. “Strategic Materials: Technologies to Reduce U.S. Import Vulnerability” Washington, DC: U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, OTA-ITE-248, May 1985. http://govinfo.library.unt.edu/ota/Ota_4/DATA/1985/8525.PDF)

There is a wide range of actions that the Government may draw from to implement some or all of these approaches. These actions vary in cost, degree of Government involvement, probability of success, and contribution to the overall strategy for reducing vulnerability. The actions include: Collection and analysis of data and the dissemination of results to industry. Government already plays a key role in provision of essential information about strategic materials, An expanded role, including more emphasis on identification of foreign investment opportunities for U.S. firms abroad, sponsorship of a substitution information “bank,” development of better data about domestic mineral occurrences, and periodic reexamination of trends in strategic materials recycling and conservation, would help Government policymakers adjust strategies to changing circumstances, and encourage private actions to reduce vulnerability, Support for research and development and for mineral exploration. Implementation of any technical approach to reduce import vulnerability will assume a continuing R&D effort, most of which will continue to need Government support. Strategic materials R&D programs, decentralized among many agencies, need better coordination if common objectives, goals, and purposes are to be met. Federal funding of strategic materials R&D in the areas of recycling, substitution, and advanced materials appears adequate to keep pace with the changing materials mix in the economy. In the area of mineral exploration, prospects for a major domestic discovery of one or more of these materials are not promising, but could possibly be enhanced through greater support of public and private exploration research, including basic research on geological theories of mineral occurrence, improved geophysical, geochemical, and drilling equipment, and more intense study of the resource potential of Federal lands. Assistance for education and training. Advanced materials, now in their infancy, hold promise of altering the mix of basic materials used in many applications now dependent on strategic materials. International competition for supremacy in these emerging markets is strong, with some other countries, including Japan, placing greater emphasis than the United States on technical education and training of workers in these fields. Increased Government support to U.S. educational institutions in conjunction with the advanced materials industry may be needed to ensure the long-term competitiveness in these fields. Development of alternative technologies and materials. In cases where the principal barrier to commercialization of a technology is the cost of demonstration and pre-commercial development, or where benefits arise from having the technology or material “on-the-shelf,” the Government could support the construction and operation of demonstration plants or the testing and evaluation of substitute materials. This would reduce industry response time in an emergency, Financial assistance for domestic industry. The economics of nearly all opportunities for domestic mineral development are discouraging to potential investors. If the benefits of domestic mineral production are desirable from the public’s perspective, however, assistance could be provided in the form of subsidies, purchase commitments, loan guarantees, tax incentives or other Government financial aid. Such programs need not be limited to mineral production: processing of ores and metals, production of substitute materials, and operation of recycling facilities could also be encouraged by similar programs. Financial assistance programs could be expensive, however, so that their cost effectiveness, compared to other alternatives and to reliance on the free market, needs to be carefully considered.
Streamlining the permit process would increase investment in domestic production and reduce U.S. dependence on nickel imports

Perry 12 (Mark J. Perry is concurrently a scholar at AEI and a professor of economics and finance at the University of Michigan's Flint campus. He is best known as the creator and editor of the popular economics blog Carpe Diem. At AEI, Perry writes about economic and financial issues for American.com and the AEIdeas blog. “Dangerous dependence: US increasingly beholden to imported raw material” April 05, 2012. Detroit News. http://www.aei.org/article/energy-and-the-environment/natural-resources/dangerous-dependence-us-increasingly-beholden-to-imported-raw-material/)

But there is a fly in the ointment. In recent years, the United States has become dangerously dependent on imports of raw materials that are needed to keep our economy moving. U.S. manufacturers are now more than 40 percent dependent on imports of many commodity and rare earth metals. For example, import reliance on gallium is at 94 percent, cobalt and titanium 81 percent, chromium 56 percent, silicon 44 percent and nickel 43 percent. These minerals are critical for defense and energy technologies and many high-tech consumer products. While the nation's overall economy grew only 1.7 percent last year, the manufacturing sector of U.S. industrial production increased at almost three times that rate, rising 4.7 percent. Consider nickel, which is needed in the manufacture of stainless steel and electricity storage batteries, among other things. Oregon has the only U.S. mine producing nickel. Almost all of the domestic nickel comes from recycling alloys containing nickel. Now, thanks to a $100-million-plus investment by Rio Tinto, the Eagle nickel mine in Michigan's Upper Peninsula is expected to open in 2014, producing 16,000 tons of nickel and 10,000 tons of copper.Rio Tinto's investment is a promising and important start toward mineral security for U.S. manufacturers. But we are also heavily dependent on foreign countries for 19 minerals, mainly rare earth minerals. Few of us are familiar with rare earth minerals, such as neodymium, samarium and dysprosium, but they are crucial in the manufacture of jet fighter engines, antimissile defense systems, night vision goggles and smart bombs, among other advanced military systems. And they have many other high-tech applications — computers, cell phones and flat-panel televisions, for example. Additionally, they are essential to petroleum refining, automotive catalytic converters, wind turbines and electric vehicles. Fortunately, a rare earth mine in California is now producing some minerals. But it alone can't meet the fast-growing demand for the metals. This foreign dependency presents a conundrum for policymakers, because unlike the 12-member multinational OPEC cartel that supplies much of our oil, the foreign production of rare earth minerals is concentrated almost entirely in a single country with its own rising industrial demand: China. China's leverage on the global market for rare earth minerals has unnerved many of its neighbors and trading partners: American manufacturers — including many in Michigan — are understandably worried about supply disruptions like the one in 2007 when China halted shipments of rare earth metals to a U.S. petroleum refining company for so long that it led to concerns that the cutoff might cause a nationwide gasoline shortage. In 2010, following a skirmish over fishing rights in the East China Sea, China cut off shipments of certain rare earth minerals to Japan. And our industries pay a steep price for China's near monopoly position on many critical resources. Costs soared two years ago after China reduced its export quotas for the minerals. For example, the price of lanthanium oxide, a mineral used in refining petroleum, rose from $5 per kilogram in early 2010 to $35 per kilogram by mid-year and $140 per kilogram in June 2011. Such market power, if not addressed soon and effectively, could harm the U.S. economy and national security. North American rare earth deposits could produce more than double the amount U.S. industries use today and enough to allow self-sufficiency even as the demand for rare earth metals continues to grow. To ensure reliable access to critical minerals, the U.S. government needs to alter its domestic policies so that our country can become more self-reliant and prevent the export of production and jobs overseas. We could produce more of our commodity and rare earth minerals here at home if not for a cumbersome permitting process that requires redundant reviews at federal and state levels, often by multiple agencies. In fact, it now takes five to 10 years to obtain a mining permit. An estimated 13 percent of the world's rare earth reserves are in the United States, mainly on government land in the Western states that's overseen by the Bureau of Land Management. By one estimate, North American rare earth deposits could produce more than double the amount U.S. industries use today and enough to allow self-sufficiency even as the demand for rare earth metals continues to grow. Today, by controlling much of the rare-earth mineral production, China is able to place U.S. industries at a disadvantage. Predictably, this has forced a number of U.S. manufacturers that are heavily dependent on rare earth minerals to move their operations to China, driving production and jobs abroad. There is really only one foolproof remedy available that would effectively reduce our dependence on rare-earth imports: we need to streamline the U.S. permitting process so that it accomplishes the dual objectives of minimizing the environment impact of mining and at the same time meeting our nation's advanced manufacturing and defense needs. Congress can help get the process started by approving legislation to spur investment in our nation's vast mineral resources.
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Obama has recently renewed his stance against Cuban human rights policies and failure to democratically reform

BBC 2011 (13 September 2011 last updated at 04:58 ET, “Barack Obama says Cuba's reforms not aggressive enough,” http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-latin-america-14894145)
Recent changes in Cuba have not been "aggressive enough" to open its economy or reform its political system, US President Barack Obama has said. Mr Obama, speaking to Spanish-language correspondents in Washington, said Cuba remained a "throwback" to the 1960s. Cuba, under a US economic embargo for nearly five decades, has this year moved towards some economic opening. Asked about Mexico's drugs conflict, Mr Obama said President Felipe Calderon was right to take on the cartels. President Obama said the Cuban authorities had indicated they wanted to make changes to allow businesses to operate more freely. But, he said, there was no evidence that they had been sufficiently aggressive in doing this. "And they certainly have not been aggressive enough when it comes to liberating political prisoners and giving people the opportunity to speak their minds", Mr Obama said. Cuban President Raul Castro has been introducing some changes including allowing Cubans to work for themselves. The Cuban government this year also freed the last of 75 dissidents jailed during a crackdown on dissent in 2003. But Mr Obama put the situation in Cuba in the wider international context. "You are seeing enormous changes taking place in the Middle East just in the span of six months, you are seeing there are almost no authoritarian communist countries left in the world, and here you have this small island that is a throwback to the 60s." President Obama has moved to ease restrictions on Cuban-Americans travelling to the island but a gradual thaw in ties has been disrupted by the imprisonment of a US contractor. Mexican authorities regularly display equipment seized from traffickers. The US has repeatedly demanded the release of Alan Gross, who is serving a 15-year jail sentence for bringing illegal satellite equipment into Cuba. For its part, Havana regularly calls for five Cubans jailed for spying in Florida to be released. In the interview, President Obama rejected the argument that Mexico should try to find some kind of accommodation with drug gangs as a way of ending the bloodshed. "I don't think Mexican people want to live in a society where drug kingpins are considered to be some of the more powerful individuals in society,"  Obama said. Peace could not be achieved by negotiating with people without scruples or respect for human life, Mr Obama said. 
Engagement with Cuba is seen as Appeasement
Rubin, 10/18/2011 (Jennifer, Obama’s Cuba appeasement, Washington Post, p. http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/right-turn/post/obamas-cuba-appeasement/2011/03/29/gIQAjuL2tL_blog.html)

The administration’s conduct is all the more galling given the behavior of the Castro regime. Our willingness to relax sanctions was not greeted with goodwill gestures, let alone systemic reforms. To the contrary, this was the setting for Gross’s imprisonment. So naturally the administration orders up more of the same. Throughout his tenure, President Obama has failed to comprehend the cost-benefit analysis that despotic regimes undertake. He has offered armfuls of goodies and promised quietude on human rights; the despots’ behavior has worsened. There is simply no downside for rogue regimes to take their shots at the United States. Whether it is Cuba or Iran, the administration reverts to “engagement” mode when its engagement efforts are met with aggression and/or domestic oppression. Try to murder a diplomat on U.S. soil? We’ll sit down and chat. Grab an American contractor and try him in a kangaroo court? We’ll trade prisoners and talk about relaxing more sanctions. Invade Georgia, imprison political opponents and interfere with attempts to restart the peace process? We’ll put the screws on our democratic ally to get you into World Trade Organization. The response of these thuggish regimes is entirely predictable and, from their perspective, completely logical. What is inexplicable is the Obama administration’s willingness to throw gifts to tyrants in the expectation they will reciprocate in kind.
Appeasement causes global aggression and multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict.
Chapin and Hanson, 12/7/2009 (Bernard - interviewer and Victor Davis - Martin and Illie Anderson senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, Change, weakness, disaster, p. http://pajamasmedia.com/blog /change-weakness-disaster-obama-answers-from-victor-davis-hanson/)

BC: Are we currently sending a message of weakness to our foes and allies? Can anything good result from President Obama’s marked submissiveness before the world? Dr. Hanson: Obama is one bow and one apology away from a circus. The world can understand a kowtow gaffe to some Saudi royals, but not as part of a deliberate pattern. Ditto the mea culpas. Much of diplomacy rests on public perceptions, however trivial. We are now in a great waiting game, as regional hegemons, wishing to redraw the existing landscape — whether China, Venezuela, Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, Syria, etc. — are just waiting to see who’s going to be the first to try Obama — and whether Obama really will be as tenuous as they expect. If he slips once, it will be 1979 redux, when we saw the rise of radical Islam, the Iranian hostage mess, the communist inroads in Central America, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, etc. BC: With what country then — Venezuela, Russia, Iran, etc. — do you believe his global repositioning will cause the most damage? Dr. Hanson: I think all three. I would expect, in the next three years, Iran to get the bomb and begin to threaten ever so insidiously its Gulf neighborhood; Venezuela will probably cook up some scheme to do a punitive border raid into Colombia to apprise South America that U.S. friendship and values are liabilities; and Russia will continue its energy bullying of Eastern Europe, while insidiously pressuring autonomous former republics to get back in line with some sort of new Russian autocratic commonwealth. There’s an outside shot that North Korea might do something really stupid near the 38th parallel and China will ratchet up the pressure on Taiwan. India’s borders with both Pakistan and China will heat up. I think we got off the back of the tiger and now no one quite knows whom it will bite or when.

Steel
China’s steel industry is doing great despite efforts to stop overcapacity – domestic infrastructure projects are driving up demand for steel

WSJ 12/10 (Wall Street Journal. “China Steel Output Down but Not Out” http://blogs.wsj.com/economics/2013/12/10/china-steel-output-down-but-not-out/)

Still, some observers say it’s too early for the change of tack to have affected steel producers in a big way. Platts, a commodity price and news provider, said the shuttered Hebei facility produced less than 7 million metric tons a year from a total nationwide estimated output of 1 billion metric tons per year. Platts said it was unlikely efforts to curb overcapacity in the steel-making sector would show any progress in 2014. Despite November’s decline, China steel output in 2013 is still likely to top last year’s 716.5 million tons for a record-high annual volume. Output in the first 11 months reached 713 million tons, buoyed by a strong third quarter. Beijing continues to rely on stimulus spending on infrastructure to boost economic growth, which has underpinned demand for steel and iron ore. In November, China imported 77.8 million tons of iron ore, much of it from Brazil and Australia, a record monthly total. Mills typically stockpile iron ore at the end of the year, as output from domestic mines slow due to freezing weather. That has helped iron ore prices recover from a slump earlier this year. The strong imports also came after authorities in the summer made it easier for companies to import iron ore. Sixty-eight new importers joined in the trading since new measures took effect in July, the China Iron and Steel Association said Monday. The previous system limited imports to just 118 license holders. 

Plan massively undercuts China’s market share---destroys Chinese economic growth
Haley 09
George, Professor & Director, Center for International Industry Competitiveness, College of Business, University of New Haven March 24 2009 “Testimony before the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission Hearing: China’s Industrial Policy and its Impact on U.S. Companies, Workers and the American Economy,” http://www.uscc.gov/hearings/2009hearings/written_testimonies/09_03_24_wrts/09_03_24_haley_statement.php
What impact has China’s support of its pillar industries had on U.S. industries and the U.S. economy? How are state-owned banks used to support China’s industrial policy? How do state-owned enterprises benefit from Chinese industrial policies? The impact of Chinese governmental support has been varied and in some instances, quite dramatic. Table 2, which focuses on the steel industry, provides a lens for understanding these impacts. From 2003 to 2007, a period of economic growth in the U.S., especially in the construction industry, U.S. domestic steel production increased from 93.7 million metric tons to 97.2 million. When the recession hit in December 2007, 2008 U.S. production dropped to 91.5 million. The period from 2003 through 2007 also constituted a period of economic growth in China, and once again, especially in the construction industry. However growth in Chinese capacity and production of steel far outstripped growth in demand. Chinese steel production between 2003 and 2007 more than doubled from 222.3 million metric tons to 489 million, with double digit growth in each year. With the onslaught of the worldwide recession, growth moderated substantially downward to 2.6 percent, but Chinese steel production rose to 502 million metric tons, regardless of the fact that the Chinese construction industry’s growth has slumped to 7.1 percent, little more than half its growth rate of 2006, and not nearly enough to offset the growth in steel making capacity. Table 2 also presents the extraordinary growth in Chinese steel exports to the U.S. Chinese steel exports to the U.S. in 2008 were twenty times its exports to the U.S. in2003. Differences in relative labor costsbetween the two countries cannot explain this growth in exports. Though Chinese labor costs per hour in the steel industry are roughly one twentieth that of U.S. labor, labor represents only about ten percent of the total costs for steel HYPERLINK "http://www.uscc.gov/hearings/2009hearings/written_testimonies/09_03_24_wrts/09_03_24_haley_statement.php" \l "_ftn1" \o "" . Additionally, U.S. labor productivity in the steel industry is 12.1 times the labor productivity in the Chinese steel industry. Finally, Table 2 demonstrates that from 2003 to 2007, the U.S. steel industry lost 10,660 employees, or 9.9 percent of its workforce. Given the steel industry’s job multiplier of 3.3, this represents a total loss to the economy of 35,178 jobs. Chinese banks advance governmental policy in a number of ways. Presently, China’s banks reinforce the government’s effort to reignite the economy in two ways. First, Chinese banks have the government-mandated goal of providing a minimum of 5,000 billion Yuan (US$731.6 billion) in new loans. Second, the government looks to the banks for a significant amount of the funding for its 4 trillion Yuan (US$585 billion) stimulus package. The Beijing government will fund only one quarter of the stimulus package, and local governments and banks will fund the balance. Additionally, when it wants to stimulate a specific industry, such as autos, the government instructs the banks to offer extremely low-cost loans. In the late 1990’s and early part of this decade, China stimulated the growth in the auto industry, and thus the growth of foreign direct investment from Western and Japanese auto companies, in this fashion. When the government later decided to raise interest rates, Western companies could not meet sales or profitability projections. Today, China has decided on a policy of stimulating sales of vehicles with small engines, less than 1.6 litres, and is offering low-interest loans, the elimination of a five-percent vehicle-buying tax, and for farmers buying trucks or cars with engines of 1.3 litres or less, additional subsidies of 5 billion Yuan ($730 million) payable in lump-sum amounts, have been allocated. These subsidies and tax rebates are over and above the subsidies and other support measures the government is giving its auto companies during the present economic crisis. The Chinese government has often subsidized state-owned enterprises without having the subsidies tracked to operating companies’ books. Common practices include transferring the state-owned enterprise’s best assets to an operating company subsidiary which then lists on a Chinese stock exchange. When the government decides that a company requires a subsidy, it makes a direct cash transfer, or a low-cost bank loan to the unlisted parent company, which then transfers the funds to its listed subsidiary. In this way, the subsidy never appears on the listed company’s books. State-owned enterprises benefit in many other ways. The State Council has allocated 10 billion Yuan ($1.5 billion) in special funds to the auto industry over the next three years to support technology innovation, and the development of new-energy and electric vehicles and their parts. In addition, while not indicating the amount of funding, the State Council also announced that it would speed up the building of bases for the export of autos, support the building of brand equity and recognition of Chinese auto companies, and mandate a general enhancement of credit arrangements for the purchase of autos (January 14, 2009). Examples of other benefits include the stabilization of share prices by the State-owned Assets Supervision and Administration Commission (SASAC); industry consolidation plans developed, mandated and supervised by SASAC (logistics, storage and shipping industry); funding of capital asset projects (utilities and power industry); funding of technology development and quality enhancement projects (auto, aerospace, bio-technology, steel and telecommunications industries, among others); and funding, regulatory support and cultural pressure (by naming them “time honored brands”) in support of brand building for specified Chinese products both overseas and domestically (autos - Chery, appliances - Haier, computers - Lenovo, liquor - Maotai, candy – White Rabbit Milk Candy, and a host of other products). American companies will still be able to compete in many industries globally; however, their market shares, costs, profitability and employment levels will be affected. Questions will arise on the long-term viability of some second-tier companies. The U.S. is not a low-cost producer. To be competitive, U.S. companies must contend on the basis of quality and brand equity. Hence, the Chinese government’s efforts to subsidize technology acquisition, quality control and brand equity constitute direct attacks on the U.S. companies’ market positions and competitive advantages. This, in concert with the Chinese government’s naming the wholesaling and retailing industries together with the logistics, storage and shipping industry as pillar industries, and moving to consolidate them into more efficient cross-nodal logistics and transportation giants, raises grave concerns. Competitive advantages of distribution and channel management often pose the most formidable challenges for companies to overcome. The Chinese government’s industrial policies have focused on the backbone of the value chain and distribution channel. Efficiency in the value chain and distribution channels will give Chinese companies significant advantages in China’s export markets that it does not presently have, and may deny U.S. companies equal access to Chinese markets. This same issue created a difficult competitive environment for many U.S. companies in Japan. Competitive Effects: How are China’s industrial policies likely to affect global markets and American competitiveness? What developments can we expect to see over the next five years? China’s policies will probably contribute to severe disruption in global markets. Though the Chinese policies tend to reduce consumer prices, they do so in anti-competitive fashions. The use of government subsidies to control costs in Chinese industry, and to promote the acquisition of competitive advantages in brands and technology, creates situations where foreign companies cannot compete and are forced into closure. The global steel industry reflects the effects of Chinese industrial policies. Due to the tremendous overbuilding of capacity and significant government subsidies from both central and local authorities, China is dominating world trade and production in steel. Over twenty U.S. steel companies have closed down operations, creating over 50,000 lost jobs in the U.S. alone. Globally and in the U.S., the steel industry has entered a period of consolidation that has caused more job losses as companies shed employees that have become superfluous. Chinese policies have also lead to Chinese auto-production capacity burgeoning to more than twice Chinese demand. To make profits, Chinese and foreign producers alike in China have to export and to fight for global market share. U.S. producers have slashed prices, cut U.S. based capacity and shifted production and employment overseas to remain price competitive. 

Chinese exports are uniquely key---collapse causes CCP instability, global economic collapse, and US-Sino war
Lewis 07
Research Director of the Economic Research Council (Dan, April 19, 2007, “The nightmare of a Chinese economic collapse,” World Finance, http://www.economicpolicycentre.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/10/The-nightmare-of-a-Chinese-economic-collapse.pdf
A reduction in demand for imported Chinese goods would quickly entail a decline in China’s economic growth rate. That is alarming. It has been calculated that to keep China’s society stable – ie to manage the transitionfrom a rural to an urban society without devastating unemployment - the minimum growth rate is 7.2 percent. Anything less than that and unemployment will rise and the massive shift in population from the country to the cities becomes unsustainable. This is when real discontent with communist party rule becomesvocal and hard to ignore.It doesn’t end there. That will at best bring a global recession.The crucial point is that communist authoritarian states have at least had some success in keeping a lid onethnic tensions – so far. But when multi-ethnic communist countries fall apart from economic stress and the implosion of central power, history suggests thatthey don’t become successful democracies overnight. Farfrom it. There’s a very real chance that China might go the way ofYugoloslavia or the Soviet Union – chaos, civil unrest and internecine war. In the very worst case scenario, a Chinese government might seek to maintain national cohesion by going to war with Taiwan – whom America is pledged to defend.Today, people are looking at Chang’s book again. Contrary to popular belief, foreign investment has actuallydeferred political reform in the world’s oldest nation. China today is now far further from democracy than atany time since the Tianneman Square massacres in 1989. Chang’s pessimistic forecast for China was probablywrong. But my fear is there is at least a chance he was just early.
Extinction

Yee and Storey 2 Herbert is a Professor of Politics and IR @ Hong Kong Baptist University, and Ian is a Lecturer in Defence Studies @ Deakin University. “The China Threat: Perceptions, Myths and Reality,” p. 5 

The fourth factor contributing to the perception of a China threat is the fear of political and economic collapse in the PRC, resulting in territorial fragmentation, civil war and waves of refugees pouring into neighbouring countries.Naturally, any or all of these scenarios would have a profoundly negative impact on regional stability.Today the Chinese leadership faces a raft of internal problems, including the increasing political demands of its citizens, a growing population, a shortage of natural resources and a deterioration in the natural environment caused by rapid industrialization and pollution. These problems are putting a strain on the central government’s ability to govern effectively. Political disintegration or a Chinese civil war might result in millions of Chinese refugees seeking asylumin neighbouring countries. Such an unprecedented exodus of refugees from a collapsed PRC would no doubt put a severe strain on the limited resources of China’s neighbours. A fragmented China could also result inanother nightmare scenario- nuclear weapons falling into the hands of irresponsible local provincial leaders or warlords. From this perspective, a disintegrating China would also pose a threat to its neighbours and the world.
Chemical industry is booming – shale gas, tons of new investment

Hagstrand 13(“Shale industry evolution leads to chemical industry revolution” 4-12-13 http://www.crainscleveland.com/article/20130412/BLOGS05/304129999)

As I eagerly await a chance to play golf after this particularly long winter, I'm reminded of the anticipation many of us feel about the burgeoning shale industry. That anticipation is particularly high in the U.S. chemical industry, which is seeing significant investment growth and a revolutionary change in the way a key chemical is being produced. Our region has heard the optimistic shale industry employment forecasts. PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC), for example, released bold numbers in 2011 claiming that by 2025 shale gas could add more than one million workers to the U.S. manufacturing industry while lowering the costs of raw materials and energy by $11.6 billion annually. Even if this forecast falls short, the potential shale holds for the manufacturing sector, Ohio and our national economy is extremely significant. Several industries up and down the shale supply chain are gearing up to take advantage of that opportunity. One major beneficiary is the chemical industry, which is feeling the effects of the potential prevalence of natural gas and “wet gas” natural gas liquids in the Ohio Utica-Point Pleasant shale play. The change occurring in the chemical industry is not simply evolutionary, it's revolutionary. The American Chemical Council (ACC) contends in a December 2012 Financial Times article that “the international chemical industry is undergoing its most profound upheaval in 75 years.” Just a few years ago there was hardly any indication of investment in the U.S. chemical industry. Today, more than $55 billion are planned for the development and growth of the U.S. chemical industry.An impetus for the chemical industry revolution is the reduced price of natural gas, which is abundant in shale. The cost decrease has promoted a production increase in ethylene, a first step in the chemical industry value chain. Ethylene can be produced from ethane, which is abundant in the “wet gas” areas of the Ohio Utica-Point Pleasant shale formation. Just a few years ago, ethylene in the U.S. was predominately produced from naphtha, which comes from crude oil. As the price of crude oil increased, the production of ethylene became more expensive. Alternatively, the decrease in cost to produce ethylene from ethane, given our growing supply of domestic natural gas and natural gas liquids, results in a three-to-one cost advantage over many other parts of the world that still depend on naphtha (crude oil) for ethylene. 

Multiple factors ensure chemical industry resiliency

Economic Outlook 2o12; world economic review, “Economic Outlook — Economic Outlook No.2-2012” http://www.mydigitalpublication.com/display_article.php?id=1058343

Rebound in the US Benefiting from the impact of the last two massive public budget support plans for industry, the American chemical industry was also helped in 2011 by favourable dollar/euro exchange rate and bythe restored health of the Auto sector, one of its leading user industries.While construction, the chemical industry’s second major customer, has not yet genuinely recovered, its decline has at least halted, stabilising demandat levels which are manageable in the end for its chemical suppliers.The willingness of American politicians to support a forced march to US economic growth offers a reassuring outlook for activity in the sector in 2012. Additional factors include relatively stable oil prices, the good health of the inorganic chemical sector – notably fertilisers – and the improved financial structure of actors in the industry after their restructuring effortsimplemented during the2008- 2009 crisis. On top of this, there are the prospects of the juicy but more distant benefits of innovations in green chemistry.

Squo solves manufacturing
Ignatius 12 (David Ignatius writes a twice-a-week foreign affairs column and contributes to the PostPartisan blog. Ignatius joined The Post in 1986 as editor of its Sunday Outlook section. In 1990 he became foreign editor, and in 1993, assistant managing editor for business news. He began writing his column in 1998 and continued even during a three-year stint as executive editor of the International Herald Tribune in Paris. Earlier in his career, Ignatius was a reporter for The Wall Street Journal, covering at various times the steel industry, the Justice Department, the CIA, the Senate, the Middle East and the State Department. Ignatius grew up in Washington, D.C., and studied political theory at Harvard College and economics at Kings College, Cambridge., 5/4/2012, "An economic boom ahead?", www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/an-economic-boom-ahead/2012/05/04/gIQAbj5K2T_story.html) 
Energy security would be one building block of a new prosperity. The other would be the revival of U.S. manufacturing and other industries. This would be driven in part by the low cost of electricity in the United States, which West forecasts will be relatively flat through the rest of this decade, and one-half to one-third that of economic competitors such as Spain, France or Germany. The coming manufacturing recovery is the subject of several studies by the Boston Consulting Group. I’ll focus here on the most recent one, “U.S. Manufacturing Nears the Tipping Point,” which appeared in March. What’s happening, according to BCG, is a “reshoring” back to America of manufacturing that previously migrated offshore, especially to China. The analysts estimate that by 2015, China’s cost advantagewill have shrunk to the point that many manufacturers will prefer to open plants in the United States. In the vast manufacturing region surrounding Shanghai, total compensation packages will be about 25 percent of those for comparable workers in low-cost U.S. manufacturing states. But given higher American productivity, effective labor costs will be about 60 percent of those in America — not low enough to compensate U.S. manufacturers for the risks and volatility of operating in China.In about five years, argue the BCG economists, the cost-risk balance will reach an inflection point in seven key industries where manufacturers had been moving to China: computers and electronics, appliances and electrical equipment, machinery, furniture, fabricated metals, plastics and rubber, and transportation goods. The industries together amounted to a nearly $2 trillion market in the United States in 2010, with China producing about $200 billion of that total. As manufacturers in these “tipping point” industries move back to America, BCG estimates, the U.S. economy will add $80 billion to $120 billion in annual output, and 2 million to 3 million new jobs, in direct manufacturing and spin-off employment. To complete this rosy picture, the analysts forecast that in about five years, U.S. exports will increase by at least $65 billion annually. Hold on, Dr. Pangloss. Those are just economists’ estimates. What do real manufacturers say? Well, BCG has some new numbers on that, too. In April, the consulting firm released asurvey of executives at 106 U.S.-based companies with annual sales of more than $1 billion. Thirty-seven percent of them said they were planning to reshore manufacturing operations or “actively considering” the move. Among larger companies with sales of more than $10 billion, the positive response rose to 48 percent. Talking about American decline has become a national sport among policy intellectuals. The country still has severe political problems, but the numbers in these new studies make me wonder if some of the deep pessimism is misplaced. 

Manufacturing resilient – newest data – manufacturing jobs don’t solve the economy 

Mallaby 13 (Sebastian, senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, "American industry is on the move," http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/6709cc5c-58ed-11e2-b59d-00144feab49a.html#axzz2ILjNAQfA)

Themore important technological jolt comes under the heading of “big data”. On Friday an exhaustive survey of management practices at 30,000 US manufacturing establishments was released. Two of the authors, Nick Bloom and John Van Reenen, had previously shown that US companies were, on average, better managedthan foreign rivals. A striking conclusion of their study is that US manufacturers continue to get better, particularly when it comes to capturing and analysing dataon everything from customer behaviour to production-line efficiencies. And there is plenty of scope to improve further. A minority of survey respondents embraced most state-of-the-art management incentives and monitored performance against clear targets. But a quarter of respondents adopted fewer than half of these practices. So the stage isat least half set for a US manufacturing revival, even if obstacles– poor education, poor infrastructure – remain. Butwhat might a revival mean? Not, unfortunately, a cure for unemployment. Since a trough in January 2010, the US has generated just over half a million new manufacturing jobs but the bounce mostly reflects the collapse during the recession. For an advanced economy to create manufacturing employment independently of a cyclical rebound is almost unheard of. Even as it boosted manufacturing as a share of output between 1993 and 2007, Sweden lost almost a 10th of its manufacturing jobs. But a manufacturing turnround is clearly desirable. Precisely because manufacturing workers can be displaced by machines, it is factories that drive productivity: in the US, manufacturing accounted for about 17 per cent of output between 1995 and 2005, yet contributed 37 per cent of economywide productivity gains, according to McKinsey. Higher productivity means higher pay for surviving employees: American manufacturing workers are on average paid better than American service workers. And consumers benefit from the productivity windfall. Since 1985 the quality-adjusted price of US durables has scarcely budged while the cost of services has more than doubled.
Their agg tech card is about “LED alerts, touchscreen monitors, and GPS-enabled systems” which is not enough to solve global food security and production
Alloys
The U.S. and EU are already funding basic research on reduced-REE content magnets

Shemin 10 (Kara Shemin, Northeastern University. 12/6/10, “Rare Earth Elements and Global Energy Strategy,” http://www.northeastern.edu/news/stories/2010/12/laura_lewis.html)
How has the global market and demand for REEs changed over time, and what does it mean for the industry with China in control of the majority of global REE exports? One expert estimates that the overall permanent market will average growth of at least 4 to 6 percent per year, with the total market for permanent magnets to grow to more than $20 billion by 2020. While there is much activity to revitalize domestic sources of REEs, it will take years before the United States has a reliable supply. Those facts have prompted the United States (in particular, the Departments of Defense and Energy) and European Union to fund basic research on reduced-REE content magnets, in attempts to come up with alternatives that are competitive with the supermagnets. How would a shortage of rare earth metals affect the future of engineering? How will it affect global efforts to address climate change? It would most certainly spur new creativity and new strategies to engineer and optimize rare earth-free compounds and alloys that can provide the same functionality as those that contain REEs. 

Cuba wouldn’t sell at a lower cost – there’s a global market

Alt cause – Helium shortage

Daily Press 12 (“Helium shortage doesn't just hit balloons” October 01, 2012. http://articles.dailypress.com/2012-10-01/news/dp-nws-helium-shortage-20121001_1_helium-shortage-federal-helium-reserve-liquid-helium)

For a variety of reasons, helium is getting harder to come by, and more expensive when it is to be had. "When you use helium, you have to understand you're using a precious resource that has to be conserved," said Will Oren, associate director for the engineering division at Jefferson Lab in Newport News. The lab relies on liquid helium and its unique super-cooling properties to keep its massive particle beam accelerator from overheating. "There is a current shortage for sure," said Joe Peterson, assistant field manager at the Federal Helium Reserve in Texas. "A supply-and-demand imbalance." The reserve is the largest supply of helium in the world, managed by the Bureau of Land Management. But in 1996 Congress ordered it to sell off its stockpile to pay off the $1.3 billion helium debt incurred to build the reserve. Congress also wants to privatize the industry. The sell-down is working. "If legislation doesn't change the way we do things," Peterson said, "we will be out by 2019." Common, rare and essential Helium is the second most common element in the universe, behind hydrogen, but on Earth it's relatively rare in part for the same reason it's ideal for balloons: it rises and leaks off into space. There's no profitable technology to extract helium from the atmosphere. Instead, it's captured as a byproduct of producing natural gas. Even then, extraction is cost-effective only in natural gas fields that also contain the radioactive decay of uranium, which produces richer helium concentrations. Only a handful of such fields have been identified around the world, Peterson said, and only the United States, Qatar, Russia and Algeria have helium refineries. Among the first uses this country had for helium was military — to float surveillance crafts over battlefields during World War I. Since then, its uses have expanded to health care, aerospace, manufacturing, scientific research and other critical areas. About a third of domestic helium goes to cryogenics. At Jefferson Lab, it's primarily used as a super-refrigerant for the huge particle beam accelerator. Helium is unique for its ability to remain liquid at minus-456 degrees F. "We have to use helium, we have no choice," said Oren. "Because at the temperatures we run, helium's the only thing that's going to liquefy at that level." The lab also uses helium to check for leaks in the system, and to provide a target for their electron beam. Their total helium inventory is about 100,000 liquid liters, Oren said, which converts to 2.7 million standard cubic feet (scf). The facility typically uses up to 400 liquid liters a day, or 10,000 scf. "You can get helium," Oren said, "but you pay through the nose for it." 

This impact makes no sense – particle colliders won’t stop countries like North Korea from testing nukes and the U.S isn’t going to test anyway 
Either there’s no chance of nuclear testing because of the moratorium

Arundhati Ghose was India's permanent representative/ambassador to the United Nations, 2006http://www.unidir.ch/pdf/articles/pdf-art2490.pdf

It is today widely recognized that an international arms control treaty can be successfully concluded only if and when the strong and powerful agree. By 1992, both the United States and the then Soviet Union had declared moratoria on nuclear testing, to be joined by the United Kingdom (which was in any case dependent on the United States for testing facilities). This set the stage for the negotiation of a Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) in 1993. China and France did not announce moratoria until they had, in 1995–1996 (while negotiations on the CTBT were in progress), carried out series of tests to complete their testing programmes. As Rajesh Rajagopalan says: “[The nuclear non-proliferation regime] is the strongest international security regime in existence. It is strong not because it embodies the common interest of the international community but [that] of … the strongest of its members”. “Its survival and strength are a testament to the importance of power in the formation of international regimes.”  Thus, for the nuclear non-proliferation regime to remain strong, and for it to progress, the positions taken by the “NPT five”—the five nuclear-weapon powers according to the Non-Proliferation Treaty—are crucial. This paper argues that for as long as the CTBT is not in force the self-declared moratoria of these five states, plus those of the nuclear-capable states, stand as a valuable part of the non-proliferation regime, and equate to a de facto CTBT

Or testing is inevitable because of new nuclear powers like North Korea and Iran
Kim R. Holmeset. Al., Ph.D., is Vice President for Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies; James Jay Carafano, Ph.D., is Assistant Director of the Davis Institute and Senior Research Fellow for National Security and Homeland Security in its Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies; Peter Brookes is Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs in the Davis Institute and Chung Ju-Yung Fellow in the Asian Studies Center; and Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Allison Center at The Heritage Foundation..6-30-2009http://www.heritage.org/Research/BallisticMissileDefense/wm2512.cfm
The reality becomes even more worrisome when we consider that the President's $1.4 billion cuts in the Missile Defense Agency budget come even as the threat grows.[14] Russia is upgrading its missile bases and positioning short-range missiles on its border with Poland to target U.S. defensive interceptors. China now has 1,500 missiles positioned on the shore opposite Taiwan. North Korea is testing missiles and conducting underground nuclear tests.Iran is testing newly modified long-range missiles and enriching uranium. Diplomacy is not lessening these threats. In fact, it may actually play into others' hands as they try to drive wedges between the U.S. and its allies, lessen its influence in their regions, and dictate U.S. policy.
The WTO backhanded China’s rare earth export restrictions---guarantees U.S. access 

Bosco 12

David, assistant professor at American University's School of International Service, January 30, 2012, “WTO rules against China on 'rare earth' minerals,” online: http://bosco.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/01/30/wto_rules_against_china_on_rare_earth_minerals

The World Trade Organization's appellate body ruled today that China's restrictions on the export of "rare earth" minerals was illegal: The World Trade Organization on Monday upheld its ruling that Chinese restrictions on key raw material exports broke trade rules following an appeal by Beijing. China must bring its duty and export quota measures on elements including magnesium and zinc into line with its WTO obligations, an appeal body said. The WTO found in favour of the United States, European Union and Mexico in July following a complaint that China had failed to meet the promises it made when joining the body. U.S. trade officials--who have made targeting Chinese trade practices a focus of their work-- immediately celebrated the ruling: The Obama Administration will continue to ensure that China and every other country play by the rules so that U.S. workers and companies can compete and succeed on a level playing field. During his State of the Union Address last week, the President laid out a blueprint for an economy that’s built to last – an economy built with the renewed strength of American manufacturing. Today’s decision ensures that core manufacturing industries in this country can get the materials they need to produce and compete on a level playing field.
Rare earth prices are collapsing—China’s flooding the market, not restricting it 

CapitalVue 11

Financial intelligence news service, November 3, 2011, “Chinese Rare Earth Prices Collapse,” online: http://www.capitalvue.com/home/CE-news/inset/@10063/post/4071543

The rare earth sector in China, which had seen the two biggest domestic rare earth producers, including Inner Mongolia Baotou Steel Rare Earth Hi-Tech (600111), halting production recently in a failed bid to fight falling prices, is now facing a huge selloff, reports Economic Information. With recent media reports that the government is planning to introduce specialized invoices for the rare earth sector in order to better control industry output, curb illegal sales and smuggling activities, small companies which possess rare earths from unidentified sources had begun to dump their inventory of rare earth minerals on the market. This led to the price of such rare earth minerals plunging to 100,000 yuan per ton, compared with the price of more than 300,000 yuan per ton for rare earth minerals from official sources. Market insiders said there were many companies and individuals conducting private mining and extraction of rare earth minerals in order to take advantage of the surge in prices earlier in the year. Due to the lack of proper surveillance and control measures, the rare earth minerals produced by these companies and individuals flooded the market, accelerating the formation of a bubble. 

