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Introduction

The way the Iranian regime and the United States will confront each other during Donald
Trump's new presidential term has been a hot topic of speculation among commentators and the
media even before the new cabinet officially began its work. The letter that Trump recently sent
to Khamenei, the supreme leader of the Islamic Republic, has sparked even more media and
diplomatic uproar around this subject. Eventually, the initiation of negotiations for a potential
deal has officially made its way onto the agenda of the governments of both countries, and now
everyone (each from their own perspective) is awaiting the results of this endeavor. Given the
implications and effects of these negotiations on the future conditions of the struggles of the
oppressed in the geography of tyranny in Iran, it is necessary to reflect on the framework within
which this event is occurring, especially considering its broader historical context. With such
concerns in mind, the following text addresses a number of ancillary notes regarding this matter.

1. A Historical Equation Without the Variable of People

According to officials of the Islamic Republic, at least since the Obama administration, the
governments of Iran and the United States have engaged in several rounds of "indirect
negotiations." The term "indirect" is intended to reassure audiences in advance that, despite the
occurrence of such negotiations, it is not meant to diminish the distrust and conflicts between the
two states. It seems that audiences must be convinced that the mere act of conducting these
negotiations does not contradict the ongoing and vociferous claims of hostility and confrontation
between these states (both before and after each negotiation). Each of the two states, for their
own specific reasons, finds it necessary to portray this constructed, managed confrontation as an
antagonistic rivalry: one under the guise of a mission to fight against "global imperialism" (with
an Islamic connotation of imperialism, called Istekbar); and the other framed as a mission to
counter the world's foremost center of the "axis of evil."

The officials of the Islamic Republic emphasize that they will never allow a foreign power,
especially the United States, to engage with the "people" of Iran from a position of threat, or to
enter negotiations from a superior stance. They insist that they will never permit such



negotiations to be imposed on the "people" of Iran, nor will they allow the interests of the
"people" to be jeopardized during the course of an "indirect negotiation" (with the United
States). The contradiction here is that the "people" of Iran have not only never been informed
about the content of such negotiations, but until a few weeks ago, the public's awareness of
previous negotiations was limited to unverified news and media rumors—scattered assertions
that mostly leaked out in a trickle from American news and diplomatic sources. The fact that
senior officials of the Islamic regime now refer to these negotiations without any pretense is
intended to convey the impression that the upcoming negotiation is not anything exceptional or
that "everything is under control."

According to the experiences of mass uprisings in Iran (from 2009 to 2022), when large numbers
of protesting citizens take to the streets, the rulers of the Islamic Republic do not consider them
to be part of the "people." Even when it becomes impossible for the rulers to ignore the
significant presence of protesters, they simply label them as "a handful of misguided individuals
influenced by the enemy," rather than recognizing them as part of the populace. This state
representation is based on the separation of the "desirable people for the state" from the rest of
the populace, or—more accurately—the separation of the state from the "undesirable people."

At the same time, another common practice in the history of the Islamic Republic has been for
the rulers to portray the reciprocal threats from powerful Western states against their
adventurous foreign policy (always formulated independently of the needs and opinions of the
"people") as a threat to all of the "people" (referred to as "the Iranian nation"). In this
representation, not only does the concept of "people" gain a broad inclusivity, but it also unifies
the regime and the homogenized populace into a single entity.

The deep contradictions of this arbitrary contraction and expansion of the meaning of the
concept of "people" (by the Islamic regime) become evident in various situations, including the
recent fact that, despite all the political-media uproar surrounding Trump’s letter, this vast
"people” still do not know exactly what Trump has written, nor do they know how the authorities
in Iran have responded to it (and as far as the Iranian rulers are concerned, they are not expected
to know even in the future); let alone that their opinions have had any influence in formulating
this response. As high-ranking Iranian officials have explicitly stated again this time, the concern
for "national security," which truly means "the security of the ruling regime," necessitates
keeping the "people" distant from the major and strategic decision-making processes of the
rulers; despite the fact that such decisions have direct (mostly catastrophic) consequences on the
lives and destinies of everyone (such as prioritizing nuclear technology/strategy — regardless of
the costs - up to worshiping it).



2. A New Phase of Imperial Reconstruction of the Global Order

Now that the ruling class of the United States, led politically by Trump, has officially initiated a
transition of contemporary history to a turbulent era (with neo-fascist characteristics), it seems
that the dynamics of global power in the context of Iran will also undergo changes. However, the
question is what potential transformation of the “rules of the game” in Iran will yield for the
oppressed people (the majority of society or the "new proletariat"); and how these outcomes
relate to the necessities and possibilities for the movement towards freedom and social justice.
Considering Trump’s typical rhetoric regarding a decisive confrontation with the Iranian regime
and also the surprising developments in Syria after Trump’s election victory, some Iranians hope
that under the pressure of the new U.S. government (under Trump), the ruling regime in Iran will
also fall (like Bashar al-Assad’s regime) or at least significantly change its course. Following his
controversial letter to Khamenei, Trump has intensified his rhetoric and, apparently, in order to
demonstrate the seriousness of his threats and to bring Iran to the negotiating table, has deployed
the most important U.S. warships to the regional waters off the southern coast of Iran.

On the other hand, China, Russia, and Iran conducted a joint military exercise in late March
2024 in the Sea of Oman, the southern waters of Iran. Given the increasing proximity of Iran to
the eastern rivals of the United States and the long-term strategic agreements between the Iranian
regime and both China and Russia (including a 25-year pact with China and a 20-year pact with
Russia) that encompass some military, security, and intelligence cooperation, the question arises
as to how much autonomy and agency the Iranian regime possesses in advancing the ongoing and
future negotiations with the United States.

The deceptive nature of the Islamic Republic's rulers' claims regarding their independent agency
in the upcoming negotiations with the United States is similar to their claims during the power
transition in Syria: frantic and contradictory assertions meant to hide the reality of how the
Islamic Republic left the so-called "resistance" ground in Syria without firing a single bullet (and,
of course, while using Russian aircraft). In this regard, the fate of the current deal between the
Iranian and American governments over the nuclear issue (and beyond) ultimately relies on the
progress of negotiations between the United States and Russia regarding the Ukraine war;
negotiations that stem from Russia's isolated and unstable position in the global arena, as well as
the Trump team’s and the American ruling class's understanding of the necessities for
maintaining U.S. global hegemony and countering the threat from China. The negotiations
practically began with the secret agreements between these two imperialist powers to impose a
new political arrangement in Syria. Additionally, Russian officials have officially acknowledged
that they view "the issue of Iran" as an inseparable part of the "package" of their ongoing
negotiations with the United States regarding the future of the Ukraine war. We will see (in



section 3) how the inclusive nature of this "package" is rooted in the subordinate position of the
Iranian regime within the so-called alliance between Iran and Russia.

In general, it seems that the negotiations and agreements that have started in the past few months
between Washington and Moscow will have profound and far-reaching effects on the political
order governing the world and international relations. The significance of these impacts for the
societies and nations of the Middle East is likely to be comparable to the historical consequences
of the secret Sykes-Picot Agreement (1916).

3. The Struggle for Freedom and Social Justice vs. Imperial Relations

From the Constitutional Revolution in Iran (1906) to the uprising of "Jin, Jiyan, Azadi" (2021-
22), the struggles of the people in the geography of Iran for freedom and social justice have
always been overshadowed by the competition among imperial powers in Iran and the Middle
East. About a year after the signing of the Constitutional decree by Muzaffareddin-Shah (August
1906), the two empires of Britain and Russia, through the Treaty of St. Petersburg (August
1907), divided Iran's territory into two spheres of influence. Subsequently, with the expansion
and intensification of imperialist interventions in Iran's political and economic spheres, each
sought to destroy the revolutionary excesses of the Constitutional Movement in its own way. The
clearest (and most symbolic) manifestation of these imperialist mechanisms can be seen in the
bombardment of the building of the newly established National Parliament and the massacre of
freedom-seekers by Russian forces (June 23, 1908) in support of Mohammad-Ali-Shah's tyranny
(the son of Muzaffareddin-Shah). Following this, and after several years of political instability
and intensified social and economic turmoil, many people, disappointed and exhausted from the
Constitutional Revolution, became prepared to accept a "powerful savior,” who would soon
arrive with the British-engineered coup of "Seyed Zia - Reza Khan" (February 1921).

Reza Khan, after transitioning from the position of defense minister to King of Pahlavi (Reza
Shah) in December 1925, imposed a more frightening authoritarian regime in the name of
ensuring security and establishing modernization—one that was harsher compared to the
traditional despotism of the Qajar monarchy. The resilient legacy of this regime persists in
newer forms to this day. Since then, the history of this land (Iran) has primarily been a series of
tragic efforts and struggles to pursue the radical but failed ideals of the Constitutional
Revolution, set against a backdrop of absolute repression and political suppression.

However, the process of solidifying the foundations of modern tyranny in Iran during the so-
called modernization of both Kings of Pahlavi (the father and the son) was always concurrent
with the power struggles among the imperialist states of the time in the Middle East: shortly after



the Russian Revolution and the fall of the Tsarist Empire (1917), the rivalry between Germany
(a newly emerging imperial power) and Britain replaced the previous imperialist competition
between Russia and Britain, lasting until the end of World War II. With the transformation of
the United States into the global hegemonic power (replacing Britain) in the post-war period, and
the Stalinist metamorphosis of the Soviet Union into a new imperialist pole, the competition
between the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War became the main stage for
the formation of the history of Middle Eastern societies. In the historical context of Iran, the
ominous footprints of imperialist Cold War conflicts can be traced in many major historical
developments: from the occupation of Iran (1941), the coup against Mosaddegh (August 1953),
to the 1979 revolution, the eight-year war against Iraq, the nuclear strategy of the Islamic

regime, and so on.

With the collapse of the Soviet Union, however, the history of imperialist interventions in Iran
(and the Middle East) did not come to an end; rather, it was merely delayed for a time. The
opening of a new phase coincided with the progress of Vladimir Putin's “historical mission” to
resurrect the Russian Empire (with a Russian version of the "New Right" ideology: Neo-
Eurasianism) into a more serious stage, during which the tensions between Putin's Russia and
Western powers began to escalate. Notably, in this phase, the Iranian rulers' nuclear aspirations
(or the elixir of the Islamic Republic's existence) gained momentum under the umbrella of
Russian support, allowing them to play a role in realizing the dream of the Russian Empire. It
was the period when Iran's strategic pivot towards the Neo-Empire of Russia became certain. At
the same time, the imperialists’ competition in Iran (using the card of Iran) entered a new phase;
after some time, the Chinese state also joined the arena as a new player, adding further

complexity to the situation.

¢ In addition to the Islamic Republic's rulers doubling down on their nuclear gamble with
the West, the expansion of Iran's geopolitical strategy in the Middle East and its final
configuration in the form of the "Resistance Axis" was undoubtedly reliant on the support
of an alliance with Russia, existing within the framework of the increasing discord
between new Russia and Western powers. The increasing strategic focus of the Iranian
regime on its nuclear program and the expansion of militarism and military industries
(including missile industries and later drone production), as well as its regional military
activities (with the rapid growth of the Quds Force under Ghassem Soleimani), were
ultimately the fruits of this “shift towards the East.” This strategy, rooted in the
increasing internal and international instabilities faced by the Iranian regime, can be
summarized with the following components:



® a) Its justification and reproduction were/are facilitated by intensifying confrontation and
hostility with Western powers and the state of Israel and their international repercussions;

¢ b) It has been articulated and normalized through the nationalist discourse of assertively
ensuring "national security" beyond borders (the so-called “strategic depth”); and

e ¢) It has been pursued and implemented through "geopoliticizing Shiism" within the
landscape of political and ideological conflicts in the Middle East.

From this perspective, the joint military presence of the Russian and Iranian states in Syria
(based on a specific and hierarchical division of labor) was neither accidental nor essentially a
temporary event. Rather, it was a consequence and manifestation of the Iranian rulers' alignment
with Putin's Russia in the context of Russia's imperialist disputes with the West. Notably, the
propaganda of the Iranian regime glorified this subservient partnership with a grand narrative
about the "Resistance Axis" in a way that made it seem as if it were Putin's Russia that was
striving to secure the strategic interests of the Islamic Republic. However, numerous pieces of
evidence indicate the neo-colonial nature of the so-called geopolitical alliance between Iran and
Russia (including the violation of Iran's conventional rights concerning the exploitation of the
vast energy resources in the Caspian Sea). Nonetheless, events related to the Ukraine war later
revealed that Iran's commitments to the Russian state were so profound that the rulers of the
Islamic Republic, despite all the obvious international consequences, considered themselves
obliged to provide missile and drone support to the Russian military; in other words, the hidden
demands of this partnership and the expectations of the Iranian rulers from it carried weight
beyond mere rational concerns about exacerbating their isolation in the international system
(regardless of the direct and indirect catastrophic costs for the people of Ukraine and Iran).

Perhaps this brief historical overview has been sufficient to address how the struggles for
freedom and social justice in Iran have always been overshadowed by the imperialist rivalry in
the Middle East and Iran. In the next section, while keeping this background in mind, we will
discuss concretely some implications of current negotiations between the Iranian regime and the
United States.

4. The Potential Perspective of the Negotiations between the “Evils”’

In such a historical context, depicted above, it seems reasonable to perceive that the fate of the
Islamic Republic's nuclear deal with Trump is intertwined with the fate of the ongoing
negotiations/agreements between Putin and Trump. This assertion makes more sense when the
respective background is noted: the escalating tensions between the Iranian regime and Western
powers over the nuclear issue have led to economic sanctions and Iran's increasing isolation on



the global stage, due to which the Iranian regime has increasingly relied on support from Russia,
becoming accordingly more and more dependent and obedient.

Even beyond the nuclear deal, one can expect that, at least in the medium term, the future form
of the Islamic Republic's confrontations with Western powers (whether to continue in a hostile
manner or to find alignment) will depend on what types of agreements and decisions the U.S. and
Russian governments reach. However, what is clear in advance and independent of these
potential outcomes is that the rulers of the Islamic Republic are seeking the same elusive goal in
their current "assertive" and "indirect" negotiations with the U.S. that they have been in search
of for decades through many of their disastrous strategies and policies: the "elixir of life" or
guarantee of survival—something that most authoritarian and anti-people regimes pursue in their
own specific ways. This is the very elixir that has ultimately driven their subservient alliance with
the Russian state (and subsequently with China), the disastrous pursuit of nuclear technology (up
to the stage of "nuclear breakout"), the establishment of the nightmarish farce of the "Resistance
Axis," and the continuous (and contradictory) provocation of conflicts with the West and Israel,
among other actions.

That said, if the primary motive of the Iranian rulers is indeed to ensure their survival, given that
the fragile position of the Islamic Republic is primarily rooted in its antagonistic conflict with
the oppressed people in Iran, there should be no doubt that any favorable agreement/deal for the
Iranian rulers with Trump will fundamentally contradict the vital interests and demands of the
oppressed people of this land.

Now let us take a brief look at the other side of the ongoing negotiations: Trump has always
explicitly demonstrated in both words and actions that he is also a "man of deals" in the political
arena. In this regard, he has clearly shown that he does not adhere, even in a formal sense, to
conventional moral-political principles as the President of the United States. Moreover, Trump's
controversial yet decisive alignment with Putin's authoritarian regime (alongside his support for
contemporary far-right regimes and parties) leaves no doubt that he is absolutely a "man of
deals." These facts leave no room for doubt that for the American side of the current
negotiations (between the Iranian and U.S. governments), the measure of desirability is not the
aspirations and interests of the oppressed people of Iran. It is also notable that despite repeated
threats, Trump has repeatedly and publicly stated that he "prefers to reach an agreement with the
Iranian rulers."

In a broader perspective, the irrelevance and contradiction of these negotiations with the hopes
and interests of the Iranian people have a deeper root (beyond Trump’s characteristics and
aspirations) in the structure of the prevailing global order; it is rooted in this long-standing



imperialist principle and practice that the preservation of political stability in the “peripheral”
authoritarian states is essential for the preservation of the global reproduction of the capitalist
order. The structural dependency of all global powers on the global reproduction of capitalism
has led them to adhere to this principle in their relationships with "peripheral countries," despite
all their rivalries and conflicts. Thus, there is no room left for the rulers of global powers to
adhere to the formal principles of moral-political standards in international relations. Trump's
case is fundamentally not an exception to this rule. However, due to his recklessness (lack of
concern for the moral judgments of the public), he has merely ripped away the curtains of
pretense and deception commonly found in diplomacy, which concealed the unequivocal
centrality of that rule.

Given what has been discussed in this section and the previous one, an important (and
longstanding) question arises: to what extent do these imperialist mechanisms determine the
historical developments in national-local contexts? Do the hidden (or semi-hidden) deals and
agreements among global powers and the inevitable, self-protective alignment of local despots
with the "great powers" dictate the historical fate of the peoples in the so-called “peripheral
countries” (such as Iran)? In other words, what role do class struggles or social movements for
freedom and social justice (or the agency of the oppressed) play in shaping the history of
oppressed peoples?

Instead of a Conclusion

As the main focus of this text is on the historical context (and partly, mechanisms) of imperialist
power relations, along with its limitations and shortcomings, it may foster the perception that
global powers, in collusion with local despots, exclusively shape the history of the peoples of
peripheral societies. This notion, which bears little difference from historical determinism, can
be revised by incorporating the factor of the struggles of the oppressed as another determining
factor in historical dynamics. At the same time, it should be noted that while the trajectory of
historical developments takes shape in the fluid interactions between these two sets of forces, all
these struggles are themselves formed within the context of the dominant capitalist order while
simultaneously influencing the future path of its reproduction. In other words, both the
manifestation of imperialist power relations and the formation and direction of the agency and
struggles of the oppressed are closely interconnected products of this historical struggle while
being tied to (and influenced by) the prevailing characteristics of the capitalist order and its
historical development.

From this perspective, there is no deterministic method for assessing the share of each of these
dual forces in shaping the forthcoming history. A general assessment that can be confidently



stated is that, in the current historical situation, the intensification of intertwined and chronic
crises of capitalism (and hence, the fragilities of the dominant order) has endowed imperialist
power relations with a more aggressive and unpredictable nature. Until the second set of forces
(the struggles of the oppressed) becomes stronger and more cohesive, the imperialist power
relations will maintain the upper hand in these ongoing struggles; that is, the advance of this set
of forces will inevitably mean a retreat (albeit temporary) for the second set of forces.

The main purpose of this essay was to demonstrate that neither in the struggles of global powers
nor in their temporary and inevitable alignments, including deals and treaties between these
powers and the local "guardians" of the global order, is there any conceivable benefit or support
for the aspirations and struggles of oppressed peoples. The backing for the success of the
struggles of the oppressed does not come from any of the great, medium, or small states, but
rather from the struggling nations and peoples—those who share similar material conditions and
reasons for continuing the fight against the various determinations of the dominant order.
Therefore, a passive expectation for the attention and grace of these powers (or the random
opportunities arising from their interactions) yields nothing but frustration and an intensification
of desperation.

As far as the current situation and the needs and aspirations of the oppressed people in the
geography of oppression in Iran are concerned, this passive expectation must be replaced by
active solidarity with the progressive struggles of other oppressed peoples; this includes
solidarity with the ongoing struggles of the people in Turkey against the type of neo-fascism
perpetuated by Erdogan and Co. It is also necessary and possible to form an alternative to this
new scenario of the "great power game" from the perspective of the progressive excesses of the
mass uprising of "Jin, Jiyan, Azadi." The possible alternative can be the articulation of fighting
against nuclear policy, militarism, despotism, and imperialist interventions, aligned with the
central themes of the Jina uprising (defending life and recognizing "the other" on the basis of
equality) and clearly expressing these positions within the context of popular demands and
ongoing struggles.
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