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Since 1945 there were have been many high stakes nuclear crises (by my count, there have been twenty) in which “rational” states like the United States run a risk of nuclear war and inch very close to the brink of nuclear war.[41]  By asking whether states can be deterred or not, therefore, proliferation optimists are asking the wrong question.  The right question to ask is: what risk of nuclear war is a specific state willing to run against a particular opponent in a given crisis?  Optimists are likely correct when they assert that Iran will not intentionally commit national suicide by launching a bolt-from-the-blue nuclear attack on the United States or Israel.  This does not mean that Iran will never use nuclear weapons, however.  Indeed, it is almost inconceivable to think that a nuclear-armed Iran would not, at some point, find itself in a crisis with another nuclear-armed power and that it would not be willing to run any risk of nuclear war in order to achieve its objectives.  If a nuclear-armed Iran and the United States or Israel have a geopolitical conflict in the future, over say the internal politics of Syria, an Israeli conflict with Iran’s client Hezbollah, the U.S. presence in the Persian Gulf, passage through the Strait of Hormuz, or some other issue, do we believe that Iran would immediately capitulate?  Or is it possible that Iran would push back, possibly even brandishing nuclear weapons in an attempt to deter its adversaries?  If the latter, there is a real risk that proliferation to Iran could result in nuclear war.

The assertion that there is no space outside the political is the dangerous precursor to facism that will ultimately make debate MORE exclusive
Rufo and Atchison, 2011
(Ken Rufo, Ph.D. in Rhetoric from the University of Georgia, Jarrod Atchison, Ph.D. in Rhetoric from the University of Georgia, Review of Communication,  Vol. 11, No. 3, July 2011, pp. 193215)
As we have seen, the functional consequence of our field’s imprecise use of the citizen, and of attempts like those of Asen’s to rectify and enhance our understanding of citizenship are in danger of eclipsing the private and subsuming it under the  public, of theoretically producing subjectivity as defined by its citizenship, of thinking of citizenship as an inescapable conceptual inclusion in the political, while at the same time maintaining a totalizing obviousness of the political that lacks any specificity other than its overarching encroachment. There is nothing wrong with public engagement, with practicing one’s citizenship, in being political; but there is something wrong, and even dangerous, in producing theory that excludes its own outside in the name of ending exclusions. ‘‘Citizenship is, ’’ as Fletcher (2009) reminds us, ‘‘dangerous ... Its danger ought not to lead to abandonment but to vigilance’’ (p. 234). There are some bridges that should not be built over and over again without question, and some connections that are more coercive than liberating. The circulation of political discourses has swelled such that we might as well harken to circulation’s roots: the political as circus, the big top under which all things political happen. There is a point at which circulation becomes bound by the political, its loose ends and outliers tied together like those bundles of rods that served as the symbol of Roman power and as an inspiration to the Italian fascists, the fasces; and the moment at which circus gives way to fasces rests very much on the pivot of how we conceptualize and enact citizen and citizenship.  On the one hand, we see in our field a casual and imprecise use of the term citizen, one that has grown in popularity and that often aligns the citizen as an agent outside of the state, even as it yearns to prompt somehow their more robust inclusion. On the other hand, we have a discourse theory of citizenship that sees all citizens as always and already incorporated into the body politic. While the first use-pattern envisions a citizen semantically distinct and normatively obligated to be political, the latter sees the citizen as ontologically coterminous with the political as such. Either path would have us arrive at the same destination, a destination of an excessive political, even a fascist political loosely construed, and a destination we should be approaching with far more caution and vigilance than we as a discipline are now. Our hope is that this paper will encourage others to consider the trends of our field and our community anew, and to consider the dangers of this excess and extremity rather than focus so heavily on those tragic consequences that flow primarily from one’s exclusion from an imagined, ideal political order. We should begin to inquire into a way of living, a being-with of community that is, strictly speaking, not political. 
