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In the wake of a recent and intense conflict
between Iran and Israel, the geopolitical
landscape of the Middle East remains precarious.
As both sides navigate the aftermath of their
military engagements, questions loom about
the durability of the current ceasefire and
the implications of this short but fierce war.
In this review, we turn to our international
experts to gain insights into these pressing
issues. We explore whether the ceasefire has
a chance of holding amidst underlying tensions
and analyze which side emerged with the upper
hand in this complex confrontation. Join us as
we delve into the dynamics of this conflict and
its potential ramifications for regional stability.
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The Iranian side certainly outperformed the
Israeli side.

It is true that the Israeli side did cause huge damage
to Iran. A number of Iranian high-level commanders
had been assassinated, some military infrastructure
had been damaged, and some civilian facilities had
also been damaged. One of the main reasons why
Israel succeeded in doing this is that they did not
observe basic human ethics. They launched the strike
in a preemptive way while negotiation was still going
on. They could explode communication devices. And
Israel is the only entity in the world that had employed
assassination as a national strategy. There were
shameless deceptions.

The retaliation on the Iranian side is impressive. It is
the first time since the 1948 that Israel has been struck
by missiles from a country sharing no border. Israel’s
defense system was nullified before Iran’s missile rains.
As a result of Israel’s system to hide the damage, the
real damage on the Israeli side is not fully known to the
world. Nevertheless, it is noticed some of Israel military
facilities and oil refineries had been seriously damaged
in addition to some human losses.

It is not easy for Iran to achieve the victories. Iran had
been able to supplement the positions shortly after the
martyrdom of high-level commanders, and had been
able to launch retaliation the very same day, which
suggests that Iran’s political system is effective and
efficient. And ruling elites are loyal to the system.
Iran is huge country with a territory 100 times that of
Israel and with a population 1o ten times of Israel. If the
war continues for another 5-3 days, Iran’s win could be
even bigger as Iran is far more resilient than Israel.
None of the three sides want to continue the war, but
Netanyahu is vulnerable in domestic politics while
Trump is unpredictable. The ceasefire could be expected
but the situation is still fragile.




I saw Iran’s military and strategic performance in
the recent conflict reflecting a complex blend of
capability, restraint, and calculated signaling.
Tehran demonstrated its capacity to coordinate
multi-domain responses, drawing on proxy
networks, ballistic missiles, and UAVs, while
deliberately calibrating escalation to avoid
triggering a full-scale war with Israel or the United
States. To my mind, this suggests an increasingly
coherent doctrine of asymmetric deterrence, aimed
at preserving regional influence while retaining
plausible deniability. However, at the same time,
the confrontation exposed critical vulnerabilities in
Iran’s air defense architecture and limitations in its
capacity to absorb precision strikes. Strategically,
Iran sought to move deterrence from rhetorical
posture to operational demonstration yet without
crossing thresholds that could risk regime
survival. Whether such calibrated ambiguity can
be sustained in a future crisis remains uncertain.
Should the ceasefire fail, the risk is not just renewed
conflict, but the potential normalization of missile
exchanges as instruments of statecraft. More
significantly, Iran may respond by inching closer
to a nuclear breakout capability. It might not do so
through overt weaponization, but by shortening
timelines to hedge against future threats. This
would certainly heighten regional proliferation
anxieties and place unprecedented strain on the
non-proliferation regime.
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During the recent twelve-day war sparked by an
Israelistrike onIran andlater joined by the United
States the world witnessed an unprecedented
direct exchange of aerial strikes between Iran
and Israel.

Iran demonstrated credible deterrence capabilities
by deploying advanced, domestically developed
ballistic missiles that managed to challenge Israel’s
sophisticated air defense systems. However, the
scale of destruction was lower than anticipated,
largely due to Israel's heightened preparedness
following Iran’s earlier missile and drone attacks
in April and October 2024. Notably, Iran also
exercised considerable restraint and refrained from
deploying its full military capabilities.

A key takeaway for Iran is the urgent need to
strengthen its defensive posture both through
domestic advancements and deeper partnerships
with countries like Russia. A notable success for
Tehran was its ability to rally domestic support and
avoid internal unrest by invoking national unity
during the external threat.

Meanwhile, a hardline camp in Israel is now
advocating a ‘Hezbollah model’” approach pushing
for continued strikes regardless of ceasefires.
Should this strategy prevail, Iran may respond with
less restraint, seek greater regional coordination
against Israel and the U.., and perhaps even
accelerate its nuclear enrichment programme as a
means of deterrence.




The current ceasefire between Iran and Israel
remains extremely fragile. It is a tactical truce,
driven more by the need to contain regional
escalation than by any real willingness to resolve
deep-rooted tensions.

As long as key disputes (such as Iran’s nuclear
program, Israel’s deterrence strategy, and broader
geopolitical rivalries) are not addressed within
a credible de-escalation framework, the risk of
renewed confrontation remains high.

As for which side gained the upper hand, the
answer depends on the analytical lens. Israel,
supported by U.S. technological capabilities,
maintained apparent military  superiority.
However, Iran demonstrated its ability to retaliate
and endure, consolidating its image within the
“axis of resistance” and reinforcing its symbolic
capital among regional public opinion. Thus,
while tactical advantage may seem to lie with the
Israeli-American side, Iran can claim longer-term
strategic gains in this short but revealing conflict.
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Israel’s surprise attack on Iran’s nuclear and
military facilities, and targeting its top military
brass, underscored that Iran’s telegraphed missile
strikes in April and October 2024 had failed to
reinforce Iranian deterrence.

The threat of the direct US involvement on
the Israeli side has constrained Iran’s military
options vis-a-vis Israel. While Israel, confident
of the US support, has drawn on its superior
intelligence and technological capabilities to drive
the escalation against Iran, putting the latter in a
defensive posture. Despite the initial shock, Iran
restored its military command and opted for a
measured and non-escalatory response against
Israel. Iranian forces also demonstrated the
ability to deliver a symmetrical response to some
extent, which appears to be aimed at escalation
control. After Israel targeted the South Pars gas
field, Iran delivered strikes against the Haifa
refinery. However, the US entered the conflict with
escalation dominance. Its preference for calculated
strikes limited to Iran’s nuclear facilities, followed
by overtures for de-escalation, led Iran to opt for
a largely symbolic response. Though Iran had long
declared that an attack on its nuclear sites would
invite an escalatory response, such as closure of
the Strait of Hormuz or attacks on the US bases in
the Persian Gulf States, Tehran’s preferences were
determined by the imperative of state survival and
preserving relations with its neighbors.




1. Iran’s nuclear facilities were largely damaged, but the
potential is still there. Despite the fact that outside
observers cannot accurately assess the situation
under ground, it looks like Iran can restore much of
its enrichment capacity within several months. The
IAEA had pressed Iran on clarifying issues of the past
nuclear activities that took place more than 20 years
ago and issued both a report by Director General and a
resolution that accused Iran of noncompliance despite
the fact that there were no indication that the current
nuclear activities were diverted to military purposes.
By legitimizing Israel's and US’s concerns and following
attacks on Iran, the IAEA received the opposite result:
it has completely lost its verification capabilities in Iran
and had to withdraw inspectors, with no information as
to where 400 kg of highly enriched uranium is and how
many centrifuges can still operate today, and where is
the new Iranian facility that Tehran was about to declare.

2. Almost 30 IRGC generals lost their lives in the first days of
Israel's aggression. However, the structure is functioning;
there is no indication that the military refused to implement
commands, and - despite nearly full control of Israel over
Iran’s skies — Iran had the missile potential to continue
counterattacks. The damage on the Israeli side was obvious
and could not be ignored by the Israeli government or society.

3. If anybody came to the streets, it is only to protest against
the attacks by Israel and the United States ahead of the sixths
round of nuclear talks. Around 950 people, most of whom
are civilians, were reported to be killed in these attacks. The
prominent critics of the government in Iran faced he same
risk to their life as its strongest supporters, which made them
consolidate as patriots and move the political debate aside.

As one can see, Israel achieved none of the supposed goals of its
military operation. This leads to two conclusions: one positive,
and one negative. First, Iran’s survivability and resilience is far
stronger than had been assessed by the attacking side. Second,
once it has resorted to force with little tangible outcome, Israel
will be even more determined to resume active measures,
through limited subversions, hostilities of larger scale, and
social unrest, in order seek the destruction of Iran’s nuclear
program and destabilization of its government.
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The Iran-Israel war served as a profound test of Iran’s strategic calculus,
deterrence architecture, and the operational preparedness of its military,
revealing both strengths and weaknesses. To evaluate the Iranian military’s
performance during the conflict, one must compare the objectives achieved by
Iran’s Operation True Promise III with Israel’s Operation Rising Lion. Israel’s
surprise offensive exposed key vulnerabilities in Iran’s military operational
capabilities. In multi-layered conventional warfare, Israel demonstrated both air
superiority and territorial advantage, not only by penetrating Iranian airspace
but also by successfully assassinating senior commanders on the ground. This
highlights the failure of Iranian military intelligence to counter the effectiveness
and depth of Israel’s espionage network within Iran, as well as the inability of the
Iranian Air Force to defend its own skies.

However, Iran’s ability to swiftly fill the leadership vacuum and initiate a rapid
response mechanism is a noteworthy strength. From a military perspective, Iran’s
retaliatory strikes managed to challenge the myth of Israel’s impenetrable Iron
Dome by targeting and hitting high-value installations. That said, the absence of
air-to-air combat or fighter jet engagement revealed limitations in Iran’s air force,
reinforcing the perception that it is not adequately equipped to defend Iranian
skies in direct aerial warfare.

On a strategic level, Iran has long maintained deterrence through a policy of
strategic ambiguity, i.e.balancing its support for the Axis of Resistance with
parallel diplomatic engagements. This dual-track approach allowed Iran to
maintain leverage and unpredictability. Supporting the Axis of Resistance has
been a strategic necessity for forward defense and regional deterrence, while
regional diplomacy was a strategy of choice.

However, Israel’s recent aggression has disrupted this ambiguity. It has forced Iran
into a position where confrontation with Israel is both a strategic necessity and a
choice, thereby reducing Iran’s ability to simultaneously pursue rapprochement with
the United States. Before the conflict, Iran and the U.S. were reportedly close to
finalizing a deal. Israel’s actions have effectively sabotaged those diplomatic efforts and
positioned itself as the key actor shaping the terms of any future U.S.-Iran negotiation.
Given that Iran’s President recently declared that Tehran will not halt uranium
enrichment and is prepared for any war Israel might wage, Israeli Prime Minister
Netanyahu’s earlier statement to Trump that Tel Aviv would strike if Iran resumed
nuclear activity takes on new relevance. If the ceasefire collapses, Iran’s strategic
environment will grow increasingly complex. The current U.S.-Israel approach
does not appear aimed at regime change but rather at enforcing behavior change
through force and destruction.

Countries like Pakistan are attempting to mediate and push for diplomacy. This
is evident by the recent private meeting between Pakistan’s Army Chief, Field
Marshal Asim Munir, and U.S. President Trump, as well as the upcoming visit of
Iran’s President to Pakistan on July 26. Meanwhile, Pakistan’s Foreign Minister,
Ishaq Dar, is currently in the U.S. for talks with Secretary of State Marco Rubio.
By directly engaging in the conflict, the United States has effectively abandoned
any pretense of neutrality as a mediator between Iran and Israel. If Israel were
to launch Operation Rising Lion 2.0, the U.S. would likely re-engage militarily.
A renewed phase of the conflict would further destabilize the region, with
significant implications for neighboring countries.

This raises critical questions: Could the Iran-Israel conflict evolve into a broader
great-power rivalry between the U.S. and China? Might friendly neighboring
states like Pakistan or Turkey consider providing military support to Iran in
the event of an intensified conventional war with Israel? Equally important is
how Iran can prevent a collapse of the current ceasefire and deter future Israeli
aggression. What steps can Tehran take to strengthen its air power, overhaul its
intelligence network, and develop strategic defense partnerships with friendly
countries? Of course, Iran would have to offer something in return, but what
those incentives might be remains an open question.




First: Assessment of the performance of both sides (Iran and
Israel) in the recent conflict:

o Iran:

1. The Islamic Republic of Iran did not rely heavily on proxies (Hezbollah,
Hamas, Iraqi and Yemeni groups), as it did in previous conflicts; rather,
it employed its missile capabilities and direct drones against Israel, which
confused the enemy»s calculations and ended its aggression in the region.

2. Iran demonstrated its ability to coordinate multi-front attacks, but in
a calculated manner to avoid entering into a full-scale war.

3. It was not deterred by the losses it suffered in military infrastructure
and some targets within Iran due to precise Israeli strikes.

4. It succeeded significantly in establishing the image of «regional
deterrence» before its domestic audience.

o The Zionist entity in Israel:

1. Ttused all its air and intelligence power, executing qualitative strikes
against major figures and first-class leaders who have an impact on
global media, whether in Lebanon, Gaza, or within Iran, to gain
alleged victories through media coverage.

2. The Israeli entity benefited from advanced air defense systems (Iron
Dome, David>s Sling) that intercepted a significant percentage of
missiles and drones; however, it incurred substantial economic and
military losses in return.

3. The Israeli government faced a challenge in managing a politically
and economically pressured domestic front, with increasing
international pressure to stop the escalation, in addition to the end
or death of the idea of attracting Jews to Israel as it was no longer safe
after the recent strikes carried out by Iranian drones and missiles.

4.  Israel was unable to demonstrate its capability to strike deep into
Iran, thus it sought assistance from U.S. President Donald Trump
to strike strategic targets (as in the attacks on Isfahan, Natanz, and
Fordow), but it avoided expanding the scope of direct war with Iran.

Second: The expected path for a ceasefire:

o A fragile ceasefire is likely, mediated internationally (by the United
Nations or regional parties such as Qatar or Turkey), along with
some understandings on important files.

. Mutual de-escalation: reducing Israeli strikes outside its borders, and
Iran controlling its armed groups.

o A package of humanitarian aid or facilities for Gaza and Lebanon to
alleviate popular pressure.

o  Tension will remain due to the roots of the crisis (the Iranian nuclear
issue, Iranian presence in Syria, the Hamas and Hezbollah file), so
the pattern of «limited short wars» will continue instead of slipping
into a full-scale war.

o Mediation efforts regarding the Iranian nuclear program may
resume, but with limited success unless significant concessions are
made by both sides that reflect on those confrontations.
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The recent military conflict with Israel did not happen abruptly
and was in the making for a long time.

In crude terms, Israel outdid Irans military capability in
unparalleled terms. The twelve days confrontation exposed
considerable weaknesses in Iran>s military capabilities. The air
defences, comprising Russian-supplied S300- systems, proved
mostly inadequate against Israeli and U.S. precision strikes,
resulting in significant damage to nuclear facilities and military
infrastructure, and causing the deaths of many Iranians, including
prominent commanders. On the other hand, Iran>s retaliatory
missile and drone assaults inflicted minimal damage in Israel,
resulting in 28 civilian fatalities, suggesting that its ballistic
missiles encountered difficulties breaching Israels formidable
defences. The disintegration of Irams counter-intelligence and
diminished proxy network—Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syrian
allies—further revealed strategic vulnerabilities, as these entities
failed to offer substantial assistance.

However, this assertion needs to be understood in a proper context.
Several decades of sanctions have considerably weakened Iran’s
economic and military capability. It could not buy the latest fighter
jets or technologies that could give it certain leverage against its
regional enemies. Therefore, Iran could not do much as its air
power was no match to Israel’s latest defence technology. Yet its
focus on building its ballistic missiles stockpiles for several decades
paid Iran handsomely as it was only through its non stop missiles
attack that Israel too faced some burns from its attack on Iran.
To be true, I don’t think the ceasefire with Israel will hold for very
long as neither Israel nor the US seems to be fully convinced that
Iran’s nuclear capability has been completely destroyed, despite
media posturing by President Trump. It needs to be understood
that the involvement of the US in attacking Iran has somewhat
altered the regional dynamics of West Asia. Despite criticism of the
attack on Iran by certain West Asian countries, their orientation
towards the US (and thereby, Israel) will not change much. In fact,
the regional powers like Saudi Arabia and Turkey would like a
weakened Iran that would strengthen the Sunni power regionally
and globally. Already Iran’s closest allies like Syria and Russia have
been weakened and its proxies like Hezbollah and Houthi’s do not
stand a chance against the might of US and Israel. China, another
ally of Iran, is known to play safe and will continue to do so. In a
nutshell, Iran will have to defend itself on its own if the next wave
of attacks take place. It has already lost its regional ally Syria last
year and no other country has stood by it in these troubles. The
Iranian regime has to find new friends and to convince its own
people that it is still capable of defending itself, itself.







