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Geneva negotiations shape future trajectory

of American, Israeli policy

By Rahman
Ghahremanpour

At present, both the trajectory
of diplomacy and the trajecto-
ry of military confrontation are
advancing concomitantly. This
signifies that, on the one hand,
Iran and certain regional states
are endeavoring to ensure that
the diplomatic process attains
fruition and to preclude the
eruption of military hostilities;
on the other hand, with respect
to the option of military con-
frontation, the United States
has arrived at the conclusion
that Iran’s prospective response
would likely be more expansive
and more vehement than what
was witnessed during the 12-
day war. Accordingly, the Pen-
tagon is augmenting its military
capabilities in the Middle East in
order to maintain preparedness
for diverse contingencies.
Although it appears that the
probability of military con-
frontation remains more pro-
nounced, the prospect of diplo-
macy has not been extinguished
and may be reinforced in the
forthcoming weeks. Neverthe-
less, given the formidable im-
pediments subsisting between
the two parties, excessive opti-
mism would be unwarranted,
and a posture of prudence is
requisite.

It appears that Netanyahu's visit
to America, beyond the declared
objectives he himself articulated
— including opposition to a pro-
spective agreement with Iran or
efforts to circumscribe the scope
of diplomacy — also encom-
passed a more consequential
and less conspicuous objective,
namely military and intelligence
coordination with the United
States in the event of military
action against Iran. Moreover,
the composition of the indi-
viduals who accompanied the
prime minister of Israel on this
visit consisted predominantly
of intelligence and military fig-
ures, and the visit transpired
subsequent to the joint military
exercise conducted by the Unit-
ed States and Israel in the Gulf
of Aqaba; a drill characterized
as preparation for responding
to Iran’s potential and retalia-
tory measures in the event of an
American attack on that country.
Accordingly, although superfi-
cially it appeared that Netanya-
hu’s principal objective was to
forestall the formation of an
agreement, the probability of
reaching an agreement persist-
ed; therefore, additional objec-
tives must also be contemplated.
It appears that this less-publi-
cized or deliberately attenuated
objective was, in actuality, the
final coordination between the
two parties regarding the man-
ner of responding to Iranian
measures or even the scenario
of a prospective attack on Iran.
Analogous visits were also ob-
servable prior to the 12-day war.
Donald Trump did not explicitly
repudiate such a scenario; rath-
er, he declared that at present,
he prefers to grant diplomacy
an opportunity. This is precisely
the same lexicon that had been
heard from him in April 2025, at

a juncture when, simultaneous-
ly, the United States and Israel
were engaging in clandestine
coordination for military action
against Iran.

It is accurate that divergences of
opinion exist within the Republi-
can Party regarding the manner
of addressing Iran; however, the
salient point is that to the ex-
tent the prospect of attaining an
agreement becomes more atten-
uated, the number and gravitas
of the agreement’s proponents
— both within the Republican
Party and within Trump’s elec-
toral constituency, namely the
“MAGA” current — will dimin-
ish commensurately. In other
words, this matter is contingent
and dependent upon the con-
duct of both parties, namely Iran
and the United States. The fur-
ther the two states recede from
an agreement, and the more the
probability of attaining it de-
clines, the greater Netanyahu’s
latitude for maneuver in exploit-
ing the fissure between Tehran
and Washington becomes. Con-
versely, the greater the likeli-
hood of an agreement, the more
intensified Tel Aviv’s exertions
will become in order to disrupt
it or, at minimum, to incorporate
its preferred stipulations into
the text of the agreement.

On this basis, and in continu-
ation of the preceding point,
it appears that under present
conditions, both the diplomatic
trajectory and the trajectory of
military confrontation are si-
multaneously active, and Israel
is pursuing both in tandem; this
actor, on the one hand, endeav-
ors to ensure that no agreement
materializes, yet if it reaches the
conclusion that preventing an
agreement is infeasible, it will
then strive to embed its pre-
ferred conditions within that
framework. Concurrently, Israel
is collaborating with the United
States to realize the scenario of
military action against Iran and
to design deterrent measures in
response to Tehran’s potential
reaction.

The reality is that Trump’s deci-
sion is exceedingly consequen-
tial and determinative. This de-
cision could metamorphose into

a serious threat to America’s
standing and to Trump’s person-
al position in the international
arena. If he proves incapable of
actualizing his threats against
Iran, or if, in the event of mili-
tary action, he fails to attain his
desired outcome, his credibility
at the global level will be im-
paired. On the other hand, some
in America, particularly Trump’s
adherents, believe that even if
he consents merely to a symbol-
ic action or ultimately refrains
from action, his credibility will
nonetheless diminish because
he has articulated a statement
that he has not implemented;
whereas one of the principal
components of Trump’s politi-
cal image has been that what-
ever he articulates, he executes.
From this perspective, Trump
occupies a predicament of con-
siderable difficulty, and perhaps
for this reason, a final decision
has not yet been adopted, and
he continues to endeavor, with-
in the framework of diplomacy
accompanied by pressure, to os-
cillate between the two options
of diplomacy and military con-
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frontation. Naturally, his prefer-
ence is to attain his objectives at
minimal cost, namely through a
diplomatic agreement.
However, the issue is that
Trump’s desired agreement,
from the vantage point of the Is-
lamic Republic, is construed as a
species of strategic capitulation,
and for this reason, Tehran is
unlikely to acquiesce. Simulta-
neously, as reference was made
to the menacing dimension of
this decision, some also contend
that such action could constitute
a golden opportunity for Trump;
an opportunity to demonstrate
his resolve to his adversaries at
the international level, including
countries such as Cuba, North
Korea, and even Mexico, and to
convey the message that he is
determined to enfeeble his rivals
and to increase the cost of defi-
ance for them. It suffices to note
that Trump, concomitantly with
exerting pressure upon Iran, has
adopted a stringent approach to-
ward Cuba and, in the context of
combating drug cartels, has di-
rected pressure toward Mexico.
Therefore, from the standpoint

Totheextentthe
prospect of attaining
anagreement
becomesmore
attenuated, the
numberand gravitas
oftheagreement’s
proponents—hoth
withinthe Republican
Partyandwithin
Trump'selectoral
constituency, namely
the “MAGA” current
—willdiminish
commensurately.

In otherwords, this
matteris contingent
and dependentupon
the conductofboth
parties,namely Iran

andtheUnited States.

Thefurtherthetwo
statesrecedefroman
agreement,andthe
morethe probability
of attainingit
declines, the greater
Netanyahu'slatitude
formaneuverin
exploitingthefissure
betweenTehranand

Washington becomes.
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of the principle of opportuni-
ty-centric calculation, this sit-
uation could be attractive and
even seductive for Trump. He
may compute that if he succeeds
in attaining his objective in con-
frontation with Iran, the path-
way for his subsequent actions
in the Middle East will become
more facilitative.

Regarding the impact of this
matter upon the midterm con-
gressional elections, it must be
noted that electoral campaigns
have not yet commenced in ear-
nest. Nevertheless, current poll-
ing indicates that Trump does
not occupy a particularly fa-
vorable position. Consequently,
contrary to certain analyses that
attribute military action neces-
sarily to the reinforcement of his
position, it may be asserted that
Trump likely approaches the
matter from the vantage point
of opportunity-centric calcula-
tion and computes that confron-
tation with Iran, if successful,
could contribute to consolidat-
ing his electoral base and at-
tracting a portion of undecided
voters in the midterm elections,
thereby improving his standing
relative to the present condition.
With respect to the deployment
of American military forces in
the region, as previously indi-
cated, the behavioral framework
and policy of Trump is predicat-
ed upon “coercive diplomacy” or
the exertion of pressure; a con-
cept that, in its traditional sig-
nification, bears partial resem-
blance to “gunboat diplomacy,”
although it also possesses no-
table distinctions. Accordingly,
Trump seeks both to preserve
the pathway of negotiation and,
simultaneously, to fortify Amer-
ica’s military posture in the re-
gion. His recent statement that
fear can compel Iran to reach an
agreement is indicative of the
mentality prevailing within his
team; namely, that through the
deployment of the American
fleet in the region and the aug-
mentation of deterrence levels,
Iran might be impelled toward
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acceptance of an agreement;
therefore, Trump simultane-
ously contemplates both dimen-
sions of the matter: both the
prospective opportunities inher-
ent in such an approach and the
threats emanating from it.
What is determinative is his per-
sonal and his team’s perception
and calculation of these threats
and opportunities. Outside the
United States, including in Iran,
there may exist the perception
that such action could lead to the
attenuation of Trump’s position
in the midterm elections. How-
ever, the crucial consideration is
the calculation of Trump’s team,
particularly under circumstanc-
es in which he already does not
occupy a favorable position in
polling related to the midterms.
In such an environment, the pos-
sibility exists that he will assume
risk and undertake action in or-
der to alter the situation. This
analysis stands in contraposition
to the classical and prevalent
view that asserts that military
intervention on the eve of mid-
term elections is detrimental to
the incumbent president. None-
theless, it must be observed that
in the majority of cases, incum-
bent presidents in midterm elec-
tions encounter a reduction in
their party’s seats, and instances
contrary to this rule have consti-
tuted exceptions.

Therefore, it may be argued
that Trump is already confront-
ed with a challenging electoral
outlook and may pursue such
measures not from a position
of superiority, but as an instru-
ment for reversing the situation
and ameliorating his standing;
meaning that, because he does
not occupy a favorable position,
he may regard such actions as
a means of consolidating his
electoral base and mobilizing
his supporters in the midterm

elections.

The report recently dissemi-
nated by Reuters and The New
York Times can be analyzed
within this very framework. The
New York Times has alleged that
the Pentagon is preparing for a
multi-week conflict with Iran,
and Reuters, employing differ-
ent terminology, has corroborat-
ed this assessment. If one seeks
to comprehend the prospective
logic of this American action, it
appears that Washington has
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taken seriously Iran’s threat to
regionalize the war and, conse-
quently, is fortifying its military
deployments in the region in
order to prevent the expansion
of the conflict’s scope and the in-
fliction of damage upon its allies.
From this perspective, the aug-
mentation of America’s military
presence, rather than necessari-
ly signifying a definitive decision
to initiate war, may be construed
as an effort to contain the sce-
nario of war expansion.

US will likely exhibit greater pliancy

regarding nuclear issue

SomeinAmerica,
particularly Trump’s
adherents, believe
thatevenifhe
consentsmerelyto
asymbolicaction

or ultimately
refrainsfromaction,
his credibility
willnonetheless
diminishbecause
hehasarticulateda
statementthathehas
notimplemented.

In this context, Tehran’s reac-
tion possesses determinative
significance. It remains nec-
essary to await developments
and ascertain whether Iran will
gravitate toward an approach
that elevates the defense to an
expansive and maximalist level
and utilizes all its capacities to
strike the United States and its
allies, or whether it will endeav-
or to avert movement toward an
apocalyptic and survival-centric
war. This constitutes the pivotal
ambiguity that appears to sub-
sist both in Tehran and in Wash-
ington.

In Washington, certain currents
maintain that the trajectory of
conflict should be directed to-
ward regime change in Iran;
conversely, within Iran, perspec-
tives also exist asserting that ex-
panding the scope of war and in-
creasing the cost for the United
States will preclude subsequent
actions by Washington. This
strategic ambiguity is an exceed-
ingly significant matter, and the
augmentation of the American
fleet’s presence in the region
may likewise constitute an effort
to manage this very uncertainty
and to maintain preparedness
for diverse scenarios.

The article first appeared in the
Persian-language newspaper
Etemad.
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Expert on American

affairs

I harbor the hope that the ne-
gotiations between Iran and the
United States soon reach a de-
cisive juncture, and that, to the
fullest extent feasible, the pre-
vailing tensions — particularly
the security, and military ten-
sions emanating from the United
States — decrease.

Trump has articulated the doc-
trine of “peace through strength”
and continues to follow that very
paradigm. During the preceding
round of negotiations, of which
five stages were convened, and
at a moment when arrangements
had been effectuated for the con-
vening of the sixth round, they
initiated a military assault; their
rationale and allegation were
that Iran had engaged in procras-
tination.

The policies and international,
and even regional, conditions are
at present scarcely advantageous
to Iran, and determinations must
be calibrated in conformity with
prevailing circumstances. They
imposed sanctions upon our
armed forces, including the Is-
lamic Revolution’s Guards Corps,
declined to extend an invitation
to Iran for the Munich Security
Conference, and, in effect, the
United States has transmuted
pressure upon Iran into an inter-
national demand so that a global
consensus against Iran may crys-
tallize.

Under the current circumstanc-
es, itis in our interest to embark
upon a new trajectory and to
possess an alternative for every
conceivable contingency; how-
ever, if our political adversary
acquires augmented latitude
and we remain seated as mere
spectators, time will elapse and
culminate in detriment to us.

It is probable that during Mr. Lar-
ijani’s visit to Oman and Qatar,
certain matters were exchanged
between Iran and the United
States. Concurrently, I maintain
that we possess only a limited
temporal margin.

The international system has

undergone transformation, and
numerous alterations remain
in progress. Modifications must
likewise be instituted within
Iran’s foreign policy, and action
must be undertaken in conso-
nance with prevailing conditions
and developments. Although the
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decision in this regard is difficult,
our inaction engenders compli-
cations.

The United States will likely
demonstrate greater flexibility
regarding the nuclear issue. Of
course, pursuant to the regula-
tions of the International Atomic

° Oman’s Foreign Minister Sayyid Badr bin Hamad Al Busaidi (r) meets with US Special Envoy Steve Witkoff (c) and President Trump’s
son-in-law Jared Kushner ahead of the indirect US-Iran talks, in Geneva, Switzerland, on February 17, 2026.
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Underthecurrent
circumstances, it
isinourinterestto
embarkuponanew
trajectoryandto
possessanalternative
forevery conceivable
contingency; however,
ifour political
adversaryacquires
augmented latitude
and we remainseated
asmerespectators,
timewillelapse

and culminatein
detrimenttous.

Energy Agency, all countries re-
tain the right to enrich below 4%.
[ propose that within the course
of negotiations we preserve, on
the basis of the JCPOA in 2015,
enrichment at 3.67% and permit
the Agency to dispatch its in-
spectors to Iran. In the President
Pezeshkian’s speech on February
11, he likewise declared that “we
are honest with our own peo-
ple and are not seeking nuclear
weapons and are prepared for
any verification.”

We are at a moment of decision;
if we do not resolve the nuclear
issue, time will be forfeited. In
my estimation, we should permit
the Agency’s inspectors to enter
Iran. This measure may consti-
tute a form of preemption; oth-
erwise, conditions will become
severe.

Developments indicate that if in
any round of negotiations, we fail
to approximate a final outcome,
the probability of intensified ten-
sions increases. Neither the Unit-
ed States desires war nor does
Iran; that is to say, neither party
exhibits an inclination toward
warfare. The countries of the re-
gion are likewise sensitive to this
matter, yet in light of the threat
articulated by Trump, the proba-
bility of descent into tension and
conflict remains conceivable. The
prospect of sustaining simul-
taneous military confrontation
with Israel and the United States
does not even admit conceptual
accommodation.

Civil unrest, domestic dissatis-
faction, subsistence conditions,
and the instability of the inter-
national system have collectively
engendered an atmosphere of
general precariousness; never-
theless, endeavors must be un-
dertaken, to the greatest extent
feasible, to diminish the existing
tensions.

The article first appeared in
Persian on ISNA.



