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Why America’s Military Buildup May Just Be Theater

US torn between  
sword and  
olive branch

Although in recent weeks, the sphere of Iran’s foreign policy and regional 
transformations has oscillated between the binary of “war” and “negotia-

tion,” following the Geneva dialogues, this condition has entered a more intricate and opaque phase. 
We are now confronted with an extensive surge of media narratives that, on the surface, present a 
contradictory picture. On the one hand, certain analyses talk of the accessibility of an accord and a 
diplomatic opening; on the other hand, emphatic narratives accentuate the probability of war, even 
within a short-term temporal horizon.
To this end, a number of Iranian experts have been interviewed so that the future of negotiations and 
relations between Iran and the United States may be examined.

O P I N I O N

The peril of war is more seri-
ous than the continuation of 
negotiations and the attain-

ment of an agreement. What is 
presently articulated with sa-
lience pertains to a limited and 
short-duration war designed 
to exert pressure upon Tehran. 
Therefore, I remain hopeful that 
diplomacy and negotiation shall 
persist, yet present conditions 
indicate that reaching an agree-

ment is exceedingly difficult.
In light of the obligations and 
constraints that the United 
States has delineated for Iran, 
including the emphasis upon 
Tehran’s accession to the Abra-
ham Accords, the diplomatic 
trajectory has become more 
convoluted and arduous, and it 

does not appear that the parties 
can readily attain an agreement.
Given the conflict of interests, 
the insistence upon rigid po-
sitions, and the United States’ 
policy of maximum pressure, 
the probability of a short-term 
or even extensive military con-
frontation is considerable and 

must be regarded with gravity.
Hope in diplomacy remains 
significant. However, under 
present conditions, Iran and 
the region must prepare for 
the danger of war and must not 
entertain unfounded optimism 
regarding the possibility of an 
agreement.
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“With respect to 
other American 
demands in 
the missile and 
regional spheres, 
the introduction 
of these subjects 
may function as a 
tactic or negotiating 
stratagem designed 
for bargaining. 
Trump’s essential 
concern is 
enrichment, and 
if an agreement 
materializes in 
this domain, he 
may present it as a 
victory within the 
United States and, 
in comparison with 
the JCPOA, portray 
it as a monumental 
achievement to 
his electoral base 
domestically. In 
such a case, he 
may relinquish 
other matters upon 
which he has not 
placed pronounced 
emphasis.”  
— Koroush Ahmadi, 
former Iranian 
diplomat

Iran and region must prepare for risk of war

Short-term war and diplomacy both remain plausible

Trump seeks agreement through display of war

The illustration shows US President Donald Trump and his expanding military buildup in the Middle East.
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Donald Trump’s 10-day ultima-
tum and the latest military move-
ments of the United States in the 
region against Iran do not signify 
the occurrence of war. Notwith-
standing the threats and the ex-
tensive deployment of American 
forces, I continue to maintain 
that Trump’s principal objective 
in staging a martial display is the 
attainment of a nuclear agreement 
with Iran, not the actual initiation 
of war.
The arrival of F-22 and F-35 air-
craft and heavy equipment to the 
Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman 
constitutes more a demonstra-
tion of power and psychological 
coercion than preparation for 
an assault. Trump endeavors to 

utilize these levers to extract nu-
clear concessions from Iran and 
intends, through military maneu-

vering, to assess Iran’s flexibility.
Despite these pressures and the 
threat of war, Iran has observed 

its red lines and has declared that 
negotiation continues and that 
“guiding principles” have been 

specified. Following his observa-
tion of Iran’s cautious response, 
Trump has resolved to station a 
portion of combat forces in the 
region so that, throughout these 
10 days, the requisite pressure for 
achieving an agreement may be 
exerted.
If Iran does not grant the conces-
sions desired by the United States, 
Trump may contemplate the op-
tion of attack, although a direct 
assault would yield no benefit 
for him. Instead, by preserving 
military pressure at Iran’s gates, 
Trump employs instruments of 
psychological operations so that 
domestic public opinion within 
Iran may exert pressure upon the 
government and thus advance 
negotiations to his advantage. In 
sum, these movements resemble 
coercive diplomacy more than 
full-scale war; therefore, a window 
for agreement and negotiation 
remains open, although risk and 
tension remain elevated.
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Flight deck operations are underway aboard the USS Gerald R. Ford in the Mediterranean in February 2026.
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A missile is displayed at a celebration in Tehran in February 2026.
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Apparently, as time elapses, 
the sensitivity and complexity 
of the matter intensify. Iran’s 
recent letter to the Security 
Council and the secretary-gen-
eral of the United Nations, 
together with the 10 to 15-
day ultimatum established by 
Trump, has introduced the 
probability of short-term war; 
yet simultaneously, the path of 
diplomacy remains open, and 
the probability of an agree-
ment, although diminished to 
some degree, is not nullified.
Iran is preparing a written text 
for presentation to the United 
States, which will apparently 
be completed within the forth-
coming days, and its principal 
axis must, logically, be the en-

richment program.
The talk of “zero enrichment”, 
advanced over the past year 
by the Trump administration, 
contains a measure of ambigu-
ity. This general position may 
signify either “suspension” or 
“complete cessation” of en-
richment, and precisely this 
ambiguity opens a window for 
a short-term or medium-term 
agreement. A suspension anal-
ogous to the suspension of 
enrichment in the Saadabad 
Agreement of 2003 may be 
under discussion. If Tehran 
suspends enrichment for a 
specified duration, it preserves 
its right to enrichment, and in 
such a circumstance, the Unit-
ed States has not explicitly im-
pugned that right.
With respect to other American 
demands in the missile and re-
gional spheres, the introduc-
tion of these subjects may 
function as a tactic or negoti-

ating stratagem designed for 
bargaining. Trump’s essential 
concern is enrichment, and if 
an agreement materializes in 
this domain, he may present it 
as a victory within the United 
States and, in comparison with 
the JCPOA, portray it as a mon-
umental achievement to his 
electoral base domestically. In 
such a case, he may relinquish 
other matters upon which he 
has not placed pronounced 
emphasis.
The path of diplomacy remains 
open, and the final decision 
depends upon the degree 
of flexibility of both parties 
concerning the suspension 
of enrichment. Of course, the 
salient question is what con-
cession the United States will 
provide in exchange for Iran’s 
flexibility regarding enrich-
ment. The concession must 
assuredly reside within the 
sanctions domain. The pivot-

al question is whether, in ex-
change for a potential suspen-
sion of enrichment, the Trump 
administration would adjust 
sanctions to the same extent 
as the JCPOA or not. Perhaps 
the principal nexus of debate 

now resides precisely here. 
Naturally, alongside this mat-
ter, the issue of verification 
and Iran’s cooperation with 
the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency possesses exceed-
ingly high significance.


