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Executive Summary
The signing of the US—Iran Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in June 2026, following the

military campaign known as Operation Roaring Lion, has generated a dominant narrative of
Iranian diplomatic triumph and Israeli strategic defeat. This paper offers an alternative
analytical assessment that challenges that narrative through a systematic, six-dimensional
examination of post-campaign realities: the structural degradation of the Axis of Resistance;
the continuing depth of US-Israel strategic coordination; the severe fragility of Iran's
economic and infrastructural condition; the residual uncertainties of the nuclear file; the
domestic legitimacy crisis confronting the Iranian regime; and the substantial, if incomplete,
balance of Israeli military and operational achievements. The paper argues that the MOU
represents an outcome imposed on lIran by its accumulated weakness rather than a
negotiated victory, and that Israel—despite failing to fulfill all three declared war objectives—
retains significant freedom of action and meaningful leverage over the trajectory of the
permanent-status negotiations set to follow. The paper further advances a forward-looking
policy agenda for Israel, centered on shaping the terms of the forthcoming negotiations,
consolidating military-diplomatic gains on the Lebanese and Gazan fronts, and deepening
strategic partnerships with the United States, Arab states, and India. The analytical conclusion
is that an accurate reading of the current situation requires distinguishing between tactical
outcomes and long-term strategic trajectories and resisting the analytical failure of
interpreting an unfinished and evolving reality through the binary lens of total victory or total

defeat.
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Introduction

On June 14, 2026, the world learned that the United States and Iran had reached an
agreement to sigh a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The signing ceremony
was scheduled to take place in Switzerland on Friday, June 19, but was cancelled after
Iran refused to send its delegation, claiming that the IDF was violating the 2026
ceasefire in Lebanon. Once the MOU is signed, a 60-day ceasefire is to commence,
during which US—Iran negotiations will proceed toward a final agreement intended to
address the nuclear issue alongside other substantive matters. If Iran's conduct—
which led to the cancellation of the Swiss signing ceremony—is any indication, the
prospects for successful negotiations appear slim. The Strait of Hormuz is to be
opened to free navigation and the ceasefire is to apply to Lebanon as well. Iran is
expected to receive sanctions relief and a portion of its frozen assets is to be unfrozen
and transferred (reports indicate that several billion dollars have already been
released). The United States, for its part, is to lift the naval blockade and reduce its

military deployment in the region.

There is no question that the very achievement of an MOU signing represents a far
more significant Iranian gain than an American one. The United States, despite being
the world's leading and most powerful nation, failed to impose its will on Iran. In

effect, the US did not bring Iran to its knees; and if it did exhaust it, it failed to fully



exploit that exhaustion—to the point of regime capitulation and forcing Iran to accept
terms dictated by Washington. Despite a stark power asymmetry in America's favor,
the US chose to negotiate with Iran as a coequal. Iran skillfully leveraged the situation
and projected an image of a victor, not hesitating to disparage the US and its
president, then compelled a merger of the arenas by extending the ceasefire to
Lebanon—a move that strengthens Hezbollah, significantly weakens Lebanon as a
state and government, and constrains Israel's room for maneuver in dealing with the
Hezbollah threat without triggering a sharp confrontation with the American

administration.

The US president, through his public conduct and messaging—and with the assistance
of Vice President Vance and others in the administration—denigrated the Israeli prime
minister, presenting him as being entirely subject to American dictates, and

contributed substantially to positioning Israel as a US protectorate rather than an ally.

Naturally, and perhaps understandably, criticism in Israel crossed political lines and
factional divides. The prime minister has been sharply attacked and portrayed as
having failed to achieve the war's objectives and as having led Israel-US relations to a
historic nadir, gravely damaging Israel's standing and freedom of action. He is
portrayed as having gambled on President Trump without accounting for the cost of
dependence that would result from America's participation in the military campaign
against Iran, and without preserving bipartisan support for Israel or maintaining ties
with the Jewish diaspora. More gravely, the prime minister is accused of precipitating
a deterioration in Israel's regional and international standing, of distancing the
prospect of expanding the Abraham Accords, and of failing to fulfill the war's stated
objectives vis-a-vis Hamas and Hezbollah. Some take an even starker view, arguing
that Israel's current situation is worse than it was before Operation Roaring Lion was

launched.

The criticisms voiced, as well as the concern for Israel's future and present condition,
are not without grounding in reality. There is indeed cause for worry—and rightfully
so. Yet precisely at this moment, it is important to try to broaden the perspective and
adopt a wider lens: not to lose touch with the facts and the realities that have emerged

in the wake of Operation Roaring Lion; and to remember that the real negotiations



have not yet begun—negotiations in which Israel can exert influence and stand guard
over its vital interests through facts on the ground and a clear, resolute policy,

particularly with regard to Hezbollah and Hamas.

Situational Assessment

The dominant narrative in Israeli and international public discourse presents the US—
Iran Memorandum of Understanding as a strategic achievement for Iran and a defeat
for Israel. Even if this narrative is exaggerated or overstated, it contains a kernel of
truth. At the same time, it is important to distinguish between tactical and strategic
gains, and between a ceasefire and a victory. The narrative focuses on the snapshot
of the moment while ignoring—or minimizing—the significant shifts in the regional
balance of power since October 7, 2023, and especially since November 2024. Iran's
diplomatic success is not necessarily equivalent to a long-term strategic achievement.
An Iranian diplomatic success that can be translated into a genuine victory would
require concluding negotiations with an agreement that satisfies the majority of what

the current regime considers its vital interests.

Since the pursuit of these goals stands in tension and contradiction with American
objectives and interests, one may reasonably anticipate considerable difficulty on
both sides in bridging the gaps. President Trump's insistence on denying Iran a military
nuclear capability; his alignment with Israel regarding the right of self-defense and the
right to respond to any ceasefire violation by Hezbollah or any threat to Israel's
security—even if in a more restrained and limited form than Israel would prefer; the
maintenance of the US military deployment in the region throughout the negotiation
period; and the declared willingness to resume military strikes should negotiations fail
due to Iranian intransigence or foot-dragging—all of these create a space of
opportunity and action for preserving the gains of the military campaign, weakening
the Iranian regime, and laying the groundwork for its eventual toppling by the Iranian

people.

Iran signed an MOU containing conditions it had previously refused to accept: the

opening of the Strait of Hormuz without any preconditions and without the levying of



transit fees; agreement to forego enrichment of uranium suitable for military use for
an extended period (the precise duration to be determined in negotiations); a
commitment not to work toward the production or acquisition of nuclear weapons;
and consent to a rigorous inspection mechanism—a retreat from its opening position
on nuclear sovereignty, from continued US military presence in the region, and to a
gradual unfreezing of funds conditioned on its conduct and compliance with
commitments. Iran also failed—on its own terms—to include Lebanon in the ceasefire
arrangement, despite having managed to compel the US to include in the MOU a
clause extending the ceasefire to Lebanon. This is because Israel refuses to accept the
linkage Iran seeks to create between itself and Lebanon, refuses to withdraw from the
territories it controls, and insists on preserving its freedom of action and right to
respond to any Hezbollah ceasefire violation—including offensive operations in the

vicinity of Beirut.

The Damage Balance (Prepared with Claude Al Assistance)

CATEGORY ISRAEL

Natanz: ~75% damaged Fordow: ~30%

damaged No current enrichment
Nuclear
No loses capacity; Enrichment severely degraded;
Infrastructure
weaponization infrastructure destroyed;

enriched uranium buried under rubble

~85% of defense industry destroyed; navy
No significant losses to strategic military
nearly eliminated; air defense systems
Military Capacity = capacity; demonstrated air superiority
neutralized; ballistic capacity severely

over Iran
degraded
Hamas: operationally neutralized.
Proxy Network / | Operational presence in S. Lebanon (up Hezbollah: ~8% of pre-Oct 7 rocket
Axis of to Litani); freedom of action in all of stockpile; Radwan force incapable; C2
Resistance Lebanon and Gaza (>60%) severely degraded. Houthis: weakened

but retain Bab al-Mandeb control
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CATEGORY

Economic

Impact

Leadership &

Governance

Strategic

Posture

Economic

Damage Ratio

ISRAEL

GDP growth: 3.3-3.9% (vs. 5.2%
forecast) Shekel strengthened 19% —
30-year record vs. dollar Cost: ~$11.5B
2027 forecast: 5.5-5.6%

Civilian and military leadership intact; no

structural disruption

Deepened security cooperation with
Arab states (incl. Iron Dome deployment
in UAE) Active Centcom integration No
Arab state severed ties Formal peace

negotiations with Lebanon underway

1 (baseline)

Key Notes on the Economic Assessment

GDP: -6.1% (IMF: +1.1% - -6.1%) = -7.2
percentage-point shock Reconstruction
cost: $400B-S$1T Recovery timeline: 10+
years Cost: ~$144B-$300B

Supreme Leader: incapacitated, not seen
publicly Senior political & military
leadership decimated Internal factional

rivalry intensified

Lost effective deterrence vs. Israel Unable
to project existential threat Exposed to
Israeli strike capability across all of
Iranian territory Forced to negotiate from

weakness

12:1 to 25:1 (by budgetary cost / high

estimates)

e The Israeli Paradox: The shekel strengthened by 19% during the war and

broke a 30-year record against the dollar—a remarkable phenomenon for a

country at war that continued to grow. Contributing factors: a resilient high-

tech sector, landmark deals (Wiz/Google, CyberArk), domestic gas production

that cushioned energy price increases, and high monetary credibility.

e Israel's GDP growth impact: 1.3—1.9 percentage points below forecast (5.2%

forecast = 3.3%—3.9% actual)—a real but non-catastrophic setback. The 2027

growth forecast stands at 5.5%—5.6%.

* lIran's GDP impact: -7.2 percentage points (IMF: +1.1% = -6.1%),

compounding an already fragile economy. Senior Iranian economists warned

President Pezeshkian that reconstruction would take a decade or more.
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¢ The economic damage ratio: between 1:12 (by budgetary cost: $11.5B vs.

$144B) and 1:25 or more (by high-end estimates of $270B—S300B).

The Nuclear File: A Partial Success, Not an Outright Failure

The claim that Israel failed on the nuclear issue—because Iran's stockpile of enriched
uranium was not destroyed but merely buried, and because Iran retains the capacity
to extract it from the rubble—is exaggerated and perhaps even disconnected from

context and fact:

e The Natanz enrichment facility was damaged to approximately 75%; the
Fordow enrichment facility (buried deep underground and difficult to strike)
was damaged to approximately 30%. As of now, Iran has no operational
enrichment capacity.

e The weaponization infrastructure for enriched uranium was severely
damaged; in effect, Iran has no meaningful active production infrastructure.

e Should negotiations succeed—and assuming the American president does
not retreat from his demands—the enriched uranium will be removed from
Iranian territory or diluted under strict supervision, and Iran will be unable to
develop or acquire nuclear weapons. A rigorous inspection mechanism will
be reinstated.

In this context, a key caveat must be noted: the Fordow facility has not been fully
neutralized; Iran retains its nuclear technological knowledge; the uncertainty
regarding the location of all fissile material represents a serious risk; and Iran's
motivation to "sprint" toward a nuclear weapon still exists—one that can only be
effectively constrained and monitored if both parties succeed in concluding

negotiations and reaching a binding agreement.
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Narrative versus Reality: An Analysis across Six Dimensions

Between the narrative that Iran is working hard to shape—as well as the narrative
taking hold in the broader environment—and the underlying reality, there are

substantial gaps that warrant articulation across six principal dimensions:

Dimension I: The Axis of Resistance—Structural and Functional Fracture

While Iran is attempting to revive the Axis of Resistance narrative, to underscore its
vitality and substance, and to extend a protective umbrella over its proxies—with
particular emphasis on Hezbollah, as part of the negotiation process—in practice the
Axis may have survived as a concept and a framework, but it is significantly weakened
and no longer functions as an effective and dangerous ring of fire against Israel, nor
as an effective shield for Iran. There is, in fact, a kind of role reversal at work: Iran,
which built Hezbollah as a deterrent offensive instrument against Israel to prevent
Israel from striking Iran, now finds itself needing to act in defense of Hezbollah against

Israel.

Hamas has been mortally wounded and no longer constitutes a genuine threat to
Israel. Hezbollah's capabilities have also been significantly eroded and degraded. It is
no longer capable of threatening an invasion of Israel by its Radwan force; its stockpile
of long-range rockets and missiles has been almost entirely destroyed; a large portion
of the rocket arsenal it held on the eve of October 7 has been destroyed and
expended. Although estimates suggest the organization retains a stockpile of
approximately 12,000 rockets, this amounts to roughly 8% of what it held on October
7. Its command and control systems have been severely damaged. Its independent
production capabilities have largely been destroyed and eliminated. Its ability to
smuggle weapons—particularly precision munitions—into Lebanon has been almost
completely blocked. Its political and social standing within Lebanon itself has been
severely damaged, with harsh criticism voiced against the organization even from
within the Shia community. The organization's supporters have largely become
internally displaced; the south has been emptied of its Shia population; many Shia

villages that served as Hezbollah terrorist strongholds have been destroyed. The IDF
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controls southern Lebanon up to the Litani River and in certain locations beyond it and
preserves the capacity and freedom of action against Hezbollah across all of Lebanon.
In parallel, Israel is conducting negotiations with the Lebanese government under
American sponsorship toward a security agreement on the path to a peace accord.
The very fact that negotiations are proceeding openly, and the explicit statements by
the Lebanese president and prime minister against Hamas and in favor of negotiations

with Israel, serve to weaken Hezbollah.

The Houthis still possess ballistic capability and control the Bab al-Mandeb Strait, but
they too have been severely struck by the IDF both in terms of infrastructure and
military capacity, and through the elimination of a large portion of their leadership.
The Houthis' independence and their particular interests—alongside a historical-
religious rivalry with Iranian Shia Islam—render them an Iranian proxy with distinctly
autonomous behavioral characteristics, not fully aligned with Iranian interests. Their

capacity to threaten Israel has been significantly weakened.

Dimension II: The US Position in the Region and Israel-US Relations

The prevailing narrative holds that the US imposed an agreement on Israel contrary to
its interests, despite their military cooperation. Tensions between the states and their
leaders are said to be growing, with some arguing that Trump "threw Israel under the
bus." Israel's total dependence on the US, the argument goes, has effectively reduced
it to a protectorate rather than an ally—and therefore the US can impose things on

Israel in complete opposition to its will and vital interests.

In practice, deep coordination between the two states and their leaders continues.
The US did not accept Iran's demand for an immediate IDF withdrawal from southern
Lebanon or for the denial of Israel's capacity to respond to Hezbollah threats and
ceasefire violations. The US continues to insist on denying Iran any military nuclear
capability—whether independent or acquired—and has declared that should the
parties fail to reach an agreement, or should Iran violate the agreement, sanctions will
be reimposed and the credible military option remains at the ready. (It should be

emphasized that in practice, the Americans are not withdrawing their forces from the
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region; those forces remain deployed in a very broad configuration that would enable
a rapid transition to offensive action.) Israel is not bound by whatever agreement the
US concludes with Iran insofar as genuine threats to its security are concerned, and
will continue to preserve its independence and freedom of action even in cases where
the American administration objects—even at the cost of confrontation with
Washington. That is not how a protectorate behaves. In practice, this has already
occurred during the US—Iran negotiations over the MOU. If there is "daylight" between
Israel and the US, it concerns not strategic direction but rather pace, conditions, and
the need for restraint and de-escalation. In addition, it is important to emphasize that
in the US—Israel relationship, there is a structural asymmetry in favor of the US as the
superpower; therefore, there cannot be full alignment of interests, and there is always

a price for joint action that the weaker party ultimately bears.

Dimension IlI: The Iranian Economy—Structural and Functional Fragility

Iran, which already suffered severe economic and infrastructural problems before the
war, now enters negotiations with an economic and infrastructural situation that is
many times worse. The Iranian rial is in continuous depreciation; manufacturing
infrastructure is destroyed; water and energy crises are acute; residential property has

been damaged; state revenues have declined sharply; and assets remain frozen.

Iran is seeking to unfreeze its frozen assets, but these will not be released all at once—
they will be unfrozen gradually, contingent on Iran's strict compliance with the
agreement. A breach of the agreement will trigger renewed sanctions and possibly a
resumption of the naval blockade, which was costing Iran approximately half a billion

dollars per day.

Estimates for the cost of infrastructure rehabilitation and war damage —sufficient to
restore Iran to its pre-war condition (which was, as noted, already poor)—range
between $400 billion and S1 trillion. The estimated recovery timeline is measured in

years.
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Dimension IV: Nuclear Uncertainty

The uncertainty regarding the storage locations of fissile material is genuinely
troubling and raises concerns about Iran's capacity to reach those locations, extract
the fissile material, and conceal it anew. In this sense, it represents an Israeli and
American failure to destroy this link in the nuclear production chain. However, Iran is
not free to act as it pleases; it is subject to rigorous satellite and intelligence
monitoring by the US and Israel. Should Iran attempt to reach the fissile material, it
would expose itself to a sharp response—which is why apprehension and uncertainty

also pervade Iranian thinking.

True Iranian victory would have meant a nuclear bomb or full control over every link
in the production chain and the ability to operationalize it. The fact that Iran does not
possess this capability—combined with the fact that it is compelled to agree to halt
the enrichment of uranium suitable for military purposes on its own soil, to remove or
dilute its enriched uranium, and to commit to never possessing nuclear weapons,
whether through independent production or acquisition—cannot be characterized as

an Iranian victory. The opposite is true.

Dimension V: The Domestic Legitimacy and Fragility of the Iranian Regime

The signing of an agreement carries internal Iranian significance that bears on the
regime's legitimacy and stability. Alongside opponents from the ultra-hardline wing of
the regime—who view the very act of negotiating and signing an agreement as Iranian
capitulation—there stands a broad public of regime opponents who see the
agreement as lending legitimacy to the regime and assisting its consolidation. This
negative sentiment may well be perceived by that broader public as a last opportunity
to act against the regime, in the hope of receiving more active or substantial support
from the US, Israel, the international community, and other ethnic and religious
groups within Iran. In any case, neither the negotiations themselves nor the signing of
an agreement constitutes an insurance policy for the Iranian regime, which will find
itself challenged domestically on more than one front—facing burdens it will be hard-

pressed to bear.
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Moreover, the current regime suffers from a lack of internal coherence and cohesion,
due to rivalries and tensions among at least three distinct factions. It remains unclear
how firmly the Supreme Leader holds the reins of power, how functionally he is
actually operating, and whose influence—and to what degree—he is subject. In any
event, this is a Supreme Leader who lacks the religious authority and leadership

stature of his predecessor (his father).

An agreement that does not allow for the rapid reconstruction of Iran and the
improvement of economic conditions—which would require a herculean effort—is
likely to be perceived by the majority of the Iranian public (supporters and opponents
of the regime alike) as capitulation rather than victory. The perception of capitulation
threatens the regime's stability and will compel it to act with greater resolve, rigidity,
and violence toward its opposition—which may provoke unrest and chronic internal
instability capable of severely weakening the regime to the point of collapse. (The
timeline for such a collapse may be on the order of approximately three years, or
perhaps somewhat longer. The precise inflection point of a regime's collapse cannot

be predicted due to the multiplicity of variables at play and the evolution of context).

Dimension VI: The Balance of Israeli Achievements

The emerging narrative is one of Israeli defeat—attributed to its failure to fulfill the
three declared war aims against Iran, and to the fact that after more than two and a
half years of fighting, Israel finds itself with three open fronts, a deteriorating
international standing, an eroding relationship with the US, and mounting domestic
tensions. In contrast, the reality points to an impressive set of Israeli achievements—
even if not all have been translated into unqualified strategic gains. In this sense, we
are still in the midst of a process. Moreover, in the case of Iran, Israel conducted the
campaign in full strategic partnership with the US—in a context where the two states'
interests do not fully coincide—and Israel is required to pay a price for this unique

partnership and the importance it attaches to the special relationship with the US.

US—Israel military and intelligence cooperation has been, and remains,

unprecedented—both in the history of each country individually and in the long
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history of the special relationship between them. Israel has proven itself to be the US's
most steadfast, capable, and loyal ally. The close cooperation between the two states
enables the US to leverage a strategic asset built on Israeli operational experience, the
enhancement of American weapons systems, unique intelligence capabilities, and
combat doctrine. Israeli value-added is not only operational; it translates into tens of
billions of dollars in savings from years of development and man-hours related to

necessary improvements in American weapons systems.

e lIran's nuclear program has been set back—admittedly only partially, but
meaningfully nonetheless.

e The Axis of Resistance has been weakened. Israel struck Hamas and Hezbollah
severely, and to a lesser degree the Houthis, effectively dismantling the Iranian
ring of fire as both a defense mechanism for Iran and a deterrent against Israel.

e Israel deepened security cooperation with Arab states in the region, to the
extent of deploying an Iron Dome battery in the United Arab Emirates.
Neighboring Arab states and Gulf states within the US CENTCOM framework
took an active part in the aerial defense of Israel. No Arab state severed ties
with Israel.

e Israel is conducting formal, open negotiations with the Lebanese government
toward a security agreement as a precursor to a peace accord, and the
American administration continues to work to persuade Syria, Indonesia, and
other countries to join the Abraham Accords.

e Israel recognized Somaliland and built military and intelligence deployment
capacity that will assist it in the war against the Houthis and in exercising more
effective control over the Red Sea.

* Israel controls more than 60% of the Gaza Strip and southern Lebanon up to
the Litani River and beyond, while preserving freedom of action and the right
to respond in both arenas—albeit in @ more restrained and less proactive
manner—but does not hesitate to respond disproportionately in cases of

violations by Hamas or Hezbollah.
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Toward an Alternative Assessment

The attempt to interpret complex events that have not yet concluded and an evolving
reality in terms of "total victory" or "complete defeat" constitutes a form of analytical
failure. A fundamental question ought to be: what has each side achieved relative to
its war objectives, and what is the position of each party compared to its pre-campaign
standing? A further important question must be forward-looking: where will each

party be able to develop in the near and more distant timeframes.

The balance of achievements and failures must also be examined for their significance
over time, and for the durability of those achievements or the opportunities available
to each party to consolidate and preserve gains while reducing or minimizing failures.
The balance must be assessed at the current moment and also in relation to the future,
across various possible scenarios. It is important to understand the space of action

and flexibility available to each party for improving its overall balance.

Iran: Tactical Successes and Strategic Retreat

Alongside its success in preserving partial nuclear autonomy (the fissile material
remains on its soil; the technological-nuclear knowledge is intact; but the enrichment
facilities have been damaged and their rehabilitation will not be permitted—either by
virtue of an agreement or due to the resumption of military operations in the event
of failed negotiations and no deal), Iran has (for now) managed to avoid a capitulation
agreement, to be treated as an equal in negotiations with the US—and in effect, to
gain a form of regime legitimacy—and to receive economic relief through the lifting
of the naval blockade on the Strait of Hormuz, the permission to export oil and
chemicals, the removal of sanctions, and the unfreezing of funds. Iran has also
apparently succeeded, insofar as the American position is concerned, in renewing its

connection to Lebanon and extending a protective umbrella over Hezbollah.

On the other hand, Iran's list of failures is long and significant. Iran lost its supreme

leader and a long line of experienced political and military leaders. Its nuclear
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infrastructure was significantly damaged—both in terms of enrichment facilities and
regarding the enriched uranium that remains buried underground, which Iran will face
substantial difficulty extracting. The ring of fire that took more than two decades to
build has been fundamentally weakened and is today incapable of fulfilling the roles
for which it was created. Approximately 85% of Iran's defense industry was destroyed;
its navy was almost entirely eliminated; and its air defense systems were neutralized—
leaving Iran exposed and vulnerable, and granting Israel and the US complete aerial
freedom of action. Ballistic capabilities were also significantly damaged and degraded.
The economy and national infrastructure were severely damaged, with estimates
suggesting Iran will require between $400 billion and $1 trillion for reconstruction.
Iranian leadership has lost its cohesion and is beset by internal rivalries; the Supreme
Leader is operating at reduced capacity, has not been seen in public, and the true
extent of his influence is genuinely unclear. Within Iran, there remains a very large
constituency opposed to the regime, capable of acting against it—which compels the
regime to invest resources, attention, and effort in suppressing potential opposition,
with implications for the degree of its domestic legitimacy and necessarily for its

stability.

Iran has lost effective deterrence vis-a-vis Israel and, under current conditions, is
incapable of generating an existential threat against Israel. At the same time, Iran is
exposed to Israeli strikes—Israel having neutralized its air defense network and
demonstrated a continuous and devastating capacity to operate across all of Iranian

territory.

Iran's effort to reconnect with Lebanon and extend a protective umbrella over
Hezbollah—including its demand to incorporate Lebanon in the ceasefire agreement
and the final accord, including a full IDF withdrawal from southern Lebanon—runs
headlong into the wall of Israeli insistence on maintaining its military presence and
control in southern Lebanon, preserving freedom of action against Hezbollah across
all of Lebanon, and rejecting any linkage between Iran and Lebanon. Simultaneously,
Israel is accelerating negotiations with the Lebanese government toward a security

agreement as a precursor to a future peace accord. This diplomatic effort vis-a-vis the
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Lebanese government constitutes a genuine threat to Hezbollah and assists in

frustrating Iran's interest in returning to a position of influence in Lebanon.

Israel: Impressive Tactical and Operational Achievements with Strategic
Potential

In a historically unprecedented, militarily impressive, and highly effective
collaboration with the United States, Israel succeeded in striking Iran's nuclear
infrastructure; decapitating Iran's political and military leadership; neutralizing its air
defense and ensuring aerial freedom of action and air superiority in Iranian airspace;
striking military infrastructure and the Basij; dismantling the Iranian ring of fire/Axis
of Resistance—with particular emphasis on the severe damage inflicted on Hezbollah,
Iran's "crown jewel"; seizing southern Lebanon and establishing a security zone in
which it operates freely, following the departure of the entire Shia population from
the area and the destruction of villages that served as terror infrastructure and
outposts for Hezbollah; and preserving freedom of action against Hezbollah across all
of Lebanon—while practically neutralizing Iran's effort to reconnect the arenas, as
reflected also in the text of the MOU. Israel declared it is not bound by it, and

regarding Lebanon, has acted accordingly.

Israel demonstrated clear military superiority over Iran and an impressive military
operational capability—both independently and with the force-multiplying effect of
the unprecedented and unique partnership with the US and its integration into
CENTCOM. In practice, during the five military campaigns against Iran (since April
2025), the combined air defense array of CENTCOM provided an effective defensive
shield against Iranian missiles and UAVs, and subsequently the Houthis as well. This
represents active participation by Arab states in the region in a combined and
coordinated defensive umbrella—demonstrating an impressive capability vis-a-vis

Iran.

Israel admittedly did not fully and completely neutralize the nuclear infrastructure,
nor the ballistic missile capability, and has not yet concluded the campaign against

Hamas and Hezbollah—two fronts that remain open and troubling, each with its own
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intensity and characteristics. Israel finds itself confronting a complex reality following
the signing of the MOU and the prospect of advancing negotiations toward a
permanent agreement. Yet by the overall balance of achievement, Israel has certainly
not been defeated. The gains are partial and must be consolidated—navigating the
tension between preserving coordination and the special relationship with the US, and

maintaining independence and freedom of action vis-a-vis Hamas and Hezbollah.

Conclusions: The Alternative Assessment in Three Core

Propositions

The alternative assessment consists of three major insights:

1. The Memorandum of Understanding is not an Iranian victory in the spirit
of the Iranian narrative, but rather an outcome imposed on Iran by virtue of
its weakness and vulnerability—even if at the cost of problematic American

concessions.

2. Israel has not been strategically defeated. It has achieved a considerable
portion of its objectives and retains future freedom of action across all

arenas.

3. The 60-day negotiating window constitutes an opportunity for Israel to
shape the outcomes and the contours of any agreement. It provides Israel
with an important window for drawing lessons and building capabilities for a
resumption of military operations should that become necessary. Failure of
the negotiations and an American conclusion assigning responsibility to Iran
could lead to a shift in US policy and perhaps a resumption of military

operations until the Iranian regime agrees to accept all American demands.

A broader perspective makes clear that Iran in 2026 is weaker and more vulnerable
than Iran in 2023. Israel, by contrast, is incomparably stronger in 2026 than it was in
2023. Israel failed to fulfill all three of its declared war aims in full, and therefore the
campaign's conclusion does not align with Israeli interests. Iran is managing to buy

time and the opportunity to rehabilitate its economic condition, but it will require
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enormous investment and considerable time to rebuild its economy and
infrastructure. The very signing of the MOU and the conduct of negotiations with the
US lends a degree of legitimacy to the Iranian regime, assisting its rehabilitation of
international standing—but this may prove temporary, given the difficulty of bridging

the gaps between the parties and reaching an agreement.

An alternative assessment is not blind or illusory optimism. There is room for criticism
of the Israeli government and its policies, and one must acknowledge Iran's
achievement in reaching the MOU, as well as American weakness in this context, the
risk of an escalating US—Israel rift, and troubling shifts in President Trump's conduct
toward Netanyahu and toward Israel. At the same time, it would be appropriate to
focus on facts rather than narratives, to examine the overall balance of successes and
failures, to attend to temporal variables—distinguishing between the immediate,
near-term, and longer-term horizons—and to remember that Israel retains room for

maneuver and the capacity to influence both what is happening and what will happen.

What Comes Next? How Should Israel Act

Israel must find the path to navigate the tension between the imperative of preserving
close relations with the US and maintaining its own operational freedom of action and
the capacity to defend itself by its own means—while firmly refusing to accept the
equation Iran is attempting to create by linking the US—Iran negotiations toward a final
agreement with Lebanon, and by inserting conditions that would require Israel to

withdraw from southern Lebanon and deny itself the capacity to respond.

Israel must find the means, through the American administration, to be involved in
shaping the clauses of the agreement during the US—Iran negotiations—not to find
itself excluded from the process and unable to influence the substance of the
agreement being formed. Israel should remain outside the negotiating room while
shaping the negotiations. Specifically, Israel should demand the completion of the
dismantling of the Fordow facility; the removal from Iran—or dilution—of all enriched
uranium (not only at the 60% enrichment level); and the imposition of constraints on

the ballistic missile system. It is also critically important, from Israel's perspective, to
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preserve a credible military threat against Iran—and hence the continued US military
presence in the region and the American commitment to reimpose sanctions in the
event of a lack of progress in negotiations or Iranian violations of existing

commitments.

Israel should conclude firm understandings with the American administration
regarding both joint and independent responses in the event of failed negotiations or

Iranian violation of the agreement.

Pakistan's involvement as a mediator, its rapprochement with Turkey, Saudi Arabia,
and Egypt, and its rising profile in American eyes threaten India and create more
favorable conditions for Israel to deepen security and economic ties with India and to
continue developing and basing the trilateral Hellenic alliance (Israel-Greece-Cyprus)
as a stand-alone East Mediterranean alliance and fundamental component of the new
regional architecture. Israel should work to strengthen relations and cooperation with
India—together with a third partner, the UAE—and to lay the stable groundwork for
the IMEC project when the time comes, as the picture with Saudi Arabia becomes

clearer.

This is the moment that demands Israel take a deep breath: to assess itself with
necessary self-criticism; to avoid unnecessary provocations toward the American
administration—particularly when it comes to gratuitous political statements; to
conduct its contacts with the president and the American administration behind
closed doors and in intimate dialogue, with due respect for their dignity; to tighten
military coordination with CENTCOM; to enhance military capabilities through
replenishing stockpiles, training, and developing capabilities and strategy relevant to
different scenarios. In addition, Israel must develop its diplomatic muscle: rapidly
advancing negotiations with Lebanon; advancing understandings with the Syrian
regime; deepening ties with India and the UAE; and working to improve its

international standing.

Finally, with respect to the fronts against Hezbollah and Hamas, Israel must find the
path to an intelligent integration of military and diplomatic instruments—and to the

shaping of political arrangements built upon military achievements. Such
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arrangements would enable a marked improvement in the security reality and pave
the way for a new regional architecture that, in turn, would serve as a restraining axis
vis-a-vis Iran and lead to the stabilization and prosperity of the regional system—with
Israel as an integral part of it (in the spirit of the Hexagon Strategy vision presented by

the prime minister at the cabinet meeting of February 22, 2026).
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