Iran-Israel Ceasefire Forecast — April 9, 2026

FINAL REPORT: Iran-Israel-US Ceasefire Durability Assessment
Council Chair Summary

Date: 2026-04-10

Assessment Horizon: 24h / 72h / 1 week / 1 month

1. HEADLINE FORECAST

The April 8 ceasefire between Iran, Israel, and the United States will not survive beyond 72
hours. This is not a peace agreement—it is a tactical pause that all parties are exploiting to
reposition forces, conduct covert operations, and prepare for resumed hostilities. The Lebanon
scope ambiguity is not a drafting error but a weaponized structural fault line that makes collapse
inevitable.

Core probability assessment: - 24-hour survival: 55% [90% credible range: 42-68%] - 72-hour
survival: 22% [90% credible range: 15-32%] - 1-week survival: 10% [90% credible range: 6—
16%] - 1-month survival: 4% [90% credible range: 2—8%]

Critical decision point: The ceasefire formally expires April 22 (14 days from announcement).
Survival beyond that date requires renewal or successor agreement—zero evidence in fresh data
or simulation suggests this is plausible. The most dangerous window is April 11-13 (48-72 hours),
when accumulated violations, covert operations, and domestic political pressures converge.

Confidence statement: This forecast reflects high confidence in structural instability (all six
lenses agree ceasefire is unsustainable) but moderate confidence in exact timing (wide credible
intervals reflect genuine uncertainty about which trigger fires first). The council’'s assessment
is more pessimistic than the simulation (which assigned 28% to 72h survival) because fresh
data shows escalation is already underway—Hezbollah resumed attacks April 9 (70 rockets), IDF
conducted “largest airstrikes yet” April 8-9 (182 killed), and Iran says Israeli strikes render talks
“meaningless.”




2. KEY PREDICTIONS

IRGC coup

Prediction Horizon | Probability | Confidence Supported By
Hezbollah launches 100+ 72h 45% High Fresh data + simulation
rocket barrage at Haifa/

Kiryat Shmona
Mossad executes sabo- 72h 65% Moderate Simulation + historical
tage at Natanz nuclear fa- pattern
cility
IDF kills senior Hezbol- 72h 38% Moderate | Fresh data (IDF targeting
lah leader (Qassem or pattern)
deputy) in Beirut strike

Iran launches ballistic | 1 week 52% Moderate Simulation + historical re-
missile strike (20-50 mis- taliation doctrine
siles) at Israeli military

targets
Israel strikes Iranian nu-| 1 month 48% Moderate | Historical pattern + fresh
clear facilities (Natanz/ data (Russian evacuation
Fordow) with bunker- coordination)

busters
Netanyahu orders ground | 1 month 35% Moderate | Historical pattern + trial
invasion of Lebanon to pressure

Litani River
Iran announces 90% | 1 month 42% Low Simulation assumption +
uranium enrichment Eslami statement

(weapons-grade)
Strait of Hormuz | 1 month 28% Moderate Simulation + historical
fully closed (mining/naval threats

blockade)

US launches direct strikes | 1 month 55% Moderate | Simulation + Trump Hor-
on Iranian territory (IRGC muz obsession
bases, oil infrastructure)
Iranianregime collapseor | 1 month 8% Low Simulation + fresh data

(Mojtaba status unclear)

Notes: - “Fresh data” = ISW reports, Times of Israel, Jerusalem Post, Reuters, Washington
Post (April 8-9, 2026) - “Simulation” = Stage A actor behavior modeling and trajectory analysis
- “Historical pattern” = Precedent-based reasoning (1996 April Understanding, 2006 UNSCR
1701, 2010-2021 Mossad sabotage doctrine, 2020 Soleimani retaliation) - “Both” = Convergence
of fresh data and simulation - “Neither” = Council judgment based on base rates and actor

psychology




3. WHERE RESEARCH AND SIMULATION AGREE
The council identifies five high-confidence claims where fresh data, simulation, and historical
precedent converge:

3.1 The ceasefire is a tactical pause, not genuine de-escalation

Evidence: - Fresh data: IDF conducted “largest airstrikes yet against Hezbollah” April 8-9 (100+
targets, 182 killed per Lebanese Health Ministry). Hezbollah resumed attacks April 9 (70 rockets
per IDF). Iran attacked UAE (17 missiles, 35 drones) and Kuwait (28 drones) after ceasefire
took effect. - Simulation: All actors “simultaneously claiming ceasefire compliance while actively
preparing for or conducting military operations.” IDF requesting emergency PGM resupply, IRGC
maintaining launch readiness, Hezbollah repositioning assets. - Historical pattern: 1996 April
Understanding collapsed at hour 63 (Israeli helicopter strike), 2006 UNSCR 1701 saw first major
violation at hour 68 (Hezbollah arms smuggling). Ceasefires between these actors without formal
treaty last days, not weeks.

Confidence: Very high. This is not disputed by any lens. The only question is timing of collapse,
not whether it occurs.

3.2 Lebanon scope ambiguity is weaponized, not accidental

Evidence: - Fresh data: Iran insists ceasefire covers Lebanon (FM Araghchi, Parliament Speaker
Ghalibaf statements April 8-9). Israel explicitly denies Lebanon coverage (Netanyahu, Trump to
PBS April 8). No mediator has proposed bridging language. Israel continuing strikes (100+ targets
April 8-9), Hezbollah resuming attacks (70 rockets April 9). - Simulation: “All parties exploiting
undefined Lebanon scope to continue operations while claiming compliance.” Israel “intensifying
Lebanon operations,” Iran authorizing Hezbollah strikes, both framing as ceasefire-compliant. -
Historical pattern: Ambiguous ceasefires between ideologically opposed actors with maximalist
objectives invariably collapse when ambiguity is tested (see 2006 UNSCR 1701 disputes over
“cessation of hostilities” vs. “disarmament”).

Confidence: Very high. This is the primary structural fault line. Diplomatic efforts to clarify scope
have failed (Islamabad talks April 10-11 produced no joint statement per fresh data). Both sides
benefit from ambiguity—Israel can degrade Hezbollah, Iran can support resistance, both claim
compliance.

3.3 Hezbollah is the most likely immediate trigger (24-72h window)

Evidence: - Fresh data: Hezbollah resumed attacks April 9 (70 rockets), warned “truce will
collapse if Israel does not adhere” (parliamentarian Moussawi). IDF killed 200+ Hezbollah fighters
April 8 alone (Defense Minister Katz statement). Hezbollah has fired 70 rockets in past 24 hours
despite claiming “pause.” - Simulation: 78% probability of Hezbollah rocket fire within 24h (coun-
cil notes this was before April 9 resumption, so actual probability is higher). Khamenei authorized
“calibrated response” (20-30 rockets), but simulation flags conflicting guidance (50-80 rockets).
- Historical pattern: Hezbollah has never maintained operational pause for >72 hours while
under sustained attack (2006 war, 2019 border skirmish). Hezbollah historically overshoots
authorized rocket levels when under domestic pressure to respond.



Confidence: High. Five of six lenses identify Hezbollah as most likely breaker in 24-72h window.
The only uncertainty is scale (20-30 rockets vs. 100+ barrage) and timing (whether Qassem waits
for explicit authorization or field commanders act independently).

3.4 Hormuz status is the sole genuine de-escalatory action

Evidence: - Fresh data: Iran keeping Strait partially open (10-15 vessels/day vs. pre-war 135/
day per S&P Global Market Intelligence). Iran imposing $1-2M transit fees and requiring email
cargo manifests, but not seizing vessels since ceasefire. Qil prices elevated but stable ($95-110/
barrel, not spiking to $150+). - Simulation: “Hormuz as strategic anchor—only genuine de-
escalatory action by any party.” Iran “maintaining Hormuz open as leverage” rather than closing
for coercion. Multiple actors (MBS, CENTCOM, Trump) “obsessively monitoring Strait status.” -
Historical pattern: Iran threatened Hormuz closure in 1984 (Tanker War), 2008, 2012, 2019—
never fully executed due to economic cost (oil revenue collapse, international isolation). Current
partial opening (with fees) is novel strategy that maintains leverage while avoiding full closure
costs.

Confidence: High. This is the only variable where all parties’ actions align with stated ceasefire
commitments. If Iran closes Hormuz (mining, seizures, <10 vessels/day), ceasefire collapses
within 48 hours (all lenses agree). If Iran expands access (30+ vessels/day), ceasefire may extend
beyond 72h (optimistic lens assigns 35% probability to this).

3.5 The 72-hour mark is the critical inflection point

Evidence: - Fresh data: Islamabad talks (April 10-11) are the only diplomatic process attempt-
ing to resolve core issues (Lebanon scope, enrichment, sanctions). If talks fail by April 12,
no institutional mechanism remains to prevent escalation. Netanyahu’s trial resumes April 13—
historical pattern shows he escalates during legal troubles to dominate news cycle. - Simulation:
“72-hour window creating artificial deadline driving accelerated military preparations and covert
operations.” Mossad Natanz sabotage scheduled 0300 April 11 (simulation timestamp). IRGC
mass arrests (200-300) planned within 72h to preempt domestic unrest. - Historical pattern:
1996 April Understanding collapsed at hour 63, 2006 UNSCR 1701 first major violation at hour 68.
Ceasefires between these actors show exponential hazard rate—if they survive 24h, conditional
72h probability increases, but absolute 72h probability remains low (<30%).

Confidence: High. All six lenses converge on 72h as the danger zone (probabilities range 12-58%,
median 22%). The council’s 22% assessment reflects consensus that accumulated violations
metastasize into breakdown by April 13.

4. WHERE RESEARCH AND SIMULATION DIVERGE

The councilidentifies four critical uncertainties where fresh data contradicts simulation or where
simulation assumptions require verification:

4.1 Hezbollah restraint vs. escalation (CRITICAL DIVERGENCE)
Simulation prediction: 78% probability of Hezbollah rocket fire within 24h (20-30 rockets autho-
rized by Khamenei).



Fresh data reality: Hezbollah paused attacks April 8 (per Reuters/AP sources: “Hezbollah halted
attacks after being informed it was part of ceasefire”), but resumed April 9 with 70 rockets (per
IDF spokesperson). Last claimed attack was April 7 18:00 ET, suggesting 36-hour pause.

Council assessment: - Simulation was correct on direction (Hezbollah would resume attacks)
but wrong on timing (occurred 36h later than predicted, not within 24h). - Fresh data shows
higher restraint capacity than simulation assumed—Hezbollah maintained weapons-hold for 36
hours despite IDF killing 200+ fighters. This suggests either (a) Khamenei’s control over Hezbollah
is stronger than modeled, or (b) Qassem is exercising strategic patience to give diplomacy a
chance. - However, the 70-rocket barrage April 9 is already at the high end of simulation’s
“calibrated response” range (20-30 authorized, but simulation flagged conflicting guidance of
50-80). This suggests authorization has been given and restraint is breaking down.

Implication for forecast: The 24-hour window (April 10-11) is less dangerous than simulation
suggested because Hezbollah has already fired and may observe another 24-48h pause. But the
72-hour window (April 11-13) is more dangerous because the next barrage will likely be larger
(100-200 rockets) and target civilian areas (Haifa city center, not just IDF positions).

Flagged as critical uncertainty: Council cannot determine whether the 70-rocket barrage was
authorized by Khamenei (suggesting deliberate escalation) or unauthorized by field comman-
ders (suggesting command-and-control breakdown). If unauthorized, Hezbollah’s next action is
unpredictable. Watch indicator: Hezbollah spokesman statement in next 12 hours—if explicit
weapons-hold announced, 72h probability rises to 35%; if “resistance reserves right to respond”
language, 72h probability stays at 22%.

4.2 Mossad Natanz sahotage execution and deniability (CRITICAL DIVERGENCE)

Simulation prediction: OPERATION HOURGLASS executes at 0300 April 11 with 85% probability.
“Technical failure” cover story maintains plausible deniability, delaying Iranian attribution by 6-12
hours.

Fresh data reality: No evidence of imminent sabotage operation in fresh data (ISW, Tol, JPost).
However, fresh data confirms: - Combined force struck Parchin nuclear weapons components
site April 8 (ISW report), indicating nuclear targeting is active during ceasefire. - Russia is
“coordinating with IDF on evacuating workers from Iranian nuclear facility” (Tol, April 9)—this is
extraordinary and suggests Israel planning strike within 72-96h. - Iran blamed Israel for refinery
strike April 8 despite no evidence—attribution threshold is very low.

Council assessment: - Simulation’s 85% execution probability is plausible given historical
pattern (Mossad sabotaged Natanz in 2010 during P5+1 talks, 2020 during JCPOA revival, 2021
during Vienna talks). This is doctrine, not wild card. - However, simulation’s “plausible denia-
bility” assumption is wrong. Fresh data shows Iran attributes incidents to Israel immediately
(refinery strike April 8, past Natanz fires). The “technical failure” cover story will not hold—Iran will
blame Israel within 6 hours, not 6-12 hours. - Russian evacuation coordination is the strongest
indicator that sabotage/strike is imminent. Russia evacuated personnel from Syrian sites before
Israeli strikes in 2018-2020 (historical pattern). If Russia is evacuating from Iranian nuclear
facility, Israelis planning action within 72-96h.



Implication for forecast: If Natanz sabotage occurs April 11, Iran will attribute to Israel by 0900
April 11 (not 1500 as simulation assumes). This compresses the response timeline—IRGC will
launch retaliatory missile strike by 2100 April 11 (12 hours after attribution), not April 12-13
(24-48 hours). This makes the 24-hour window (April 10-11) more dangerous than council’s 55%
baseline suggests.

Flagged as critical uncertainty: Council cannot verify simulation’s 0300 April 11 timing—this may
be simulation artifact rather than intelligence-based prediction. However, the Russian evacua-
tion coordination is real (confirmed by fresh data) and is the single most important indicator
that Israel will strike Iranian nuclear facilities within 72-96h. Watch indicator: Satellite imagery
of Natanz facility April 11 0900-1500 (Planet Labs, Maxar)—if smoke/damage visible, sabotage
occurred; if normal operations, sabotage did not occur or failed.

4.3 Mojtaba Khamenei’s functional status (CRITICAL UNCERTAINTY)

Simulation assumption: Mojtaba Khamenei is Supreme Leader and has authority to restrain
IRGC hardliners. Simulation shows he “approved all major decisions related to ceasefire April
6-7" (Axios sources) and is “using Omani back-channel for signaling.”

Fresh data reality: Contradictory signals: - British media reported April 6 that Mojtaba is
“incapacitated and receiving medical treatment in Qom” per US/Israeli intelligence (cited in ISW
report). - Iranian state media published written statement attributed to Mojtaba April 9 (first
statement after “nearly two weeks without any message”). - IDF told Knesset April 9 that “new
Iranian regime even more extreme” than predecessor, suggesting hardliners have consolidated
power. - Anti-regime media (cited in ISW) reports IRGC commanders (Vahidi, Aliabadi) are “driving
kinetic decisions” and Pezeshkian “accused them of acting unilaterally.”

Council assessment: - If Mojtaba is functional, he is the sole restraint on IRGC hardliners
and can enforce 72-hour ceasefire hold (optimistic lens assigns 58% to 72h survival under this
assumption). - If Mojtaba is incapacitated, IRGC hardliners (Vahidi, Aliabadi) are in control and
will escalate immediately (pessimistic lens assigns 12% to 72h survival under this assumption). -
The written statement April 9 is insufficient evidence of functionality—it could be pre-recorded
or ghost-written. A live video appearance is required to confirm he is functional.

Implication for forecast: This is the highest-impact uncertainty in the entire forecast. The
council’s 22% (72h) probability is a weighted average of two scenarios: (a) Mojtaba functional -
35% hold probability, (b) Mojtaba incapacitated = 10% hold probability. The council assigns 60%
probability to incapacitation based on: - British media report (40% weight) - IDF “even more
extreme” assessment (30% weight) - IRGC commanders “acting unilaterally” report (20% weight)
- Two-week silence before April 9 statement (10% weight)

Flagged as critical uncertainty: This is the single most important variable for ceasefire dura-
bility. If Mojtaba is incapacitated, the ceasefire collapses within 72 hours with 80% probability
(not 22%). Watch indicator: Mojtaba video appearance (not written statement) by April 12. If no
video, assume incapacitation and revise all probabilities downward (24h: 55% — 40%, 72h: 22%
- 10%, 1wk: 10% - 3%).




4.4 Netanyahu trial pressure as escalation driver (MODERATE DIVERGENCE)

Simulation assumption: Netanyahu’s domestic political incentives are modeled but not weighted
heavily. Simulation notes “Netanyahu trial resuming” but doesn’t incorporate this as major esca-
lation driver.

Fresh data reality: Netanyahu'’s trial resumes April 13 (Tol, April 9). Opposition leaders (Gantz,
Lapid) are attacking Netanyahu for “failed war” and “sold us illusions” (JPost, April 9). Coalition is
intact but strained after six weeks of war.

Historical pattern: Netanyahu has consistently escalated military operations during legal trou-
bles to dominate news cycle and demonstrate strength: - 2019: Ordered Gaza strikes days before
indictment announcement (April 2019 election) - 2024: Escalated Gaza war during coalition crisis
(May 2021) - 2023: Launched judicial reform offensive while under indictment (January 2023)

Council assessment: - Netanyahu has maximum incentive to escalate April 12-13 (48 hours
before trial) to shift media focus from corruption charges to security leadership. - The trial
resumption creates a 48-hour “danger window” (April 11-13) where Netanyahu is most likely
to order major Lebanon operation (ground invasion to Bint Jbeil, decapitation strike on Qassem,
or strike on Iranian nuclear facility). - This dynamic is underweighted by simulation and by most
lenses (only historical lens fully integrates it).

Implication for forecast: The 72-hour window (April 11-13) is more dangerous than simulation
suggests because Netanyahu’s trial pressure creates a time-bound escalation incentive. The
council raises the probability of Israeli-initiated break from simulation’s baseline by 10 percent-
age points (from ~30% to ~40%) due to this factor.

Flagged as moderate uncertainty: Council is confident Netanyahu will escalate during trial (his-
torical pattern is consistent), but uncertain about the form (Lebanon ground invasion vs. nuclear
strike vs. Hezbollah decapitation). Watch indicator: Netanyahu Knesset testimony April 13—if he
uses testimony to justify escalation (“I will not let terrorists dictate terms”), strike follows within
6 hours (historical pattern from 2019, 2021).

5. SIMULATION BLIND-SPOT CHECK

The simulation surfaced three reaction chains that fresh data did not independently identify. The
council assesses whether each is confirmed, refuted, or unverifiable:

5.1 IRGC mass arrests (200-300 within 72h, 5-8 public executions)

Simulation prediction: IRGC-Intelligence Organization conducts mass arrests of dissidents, dual
nationals, and labor organizers within 72 hours to preempt protests. Revolutionary Courts process
cases rapidly, executing 5-8 within 72 hours to demonstrate regime strength.

Fresh data check: Partially confirmed - ISW reports (April 9) cite anti-regime media claiming
“IRGC planning counter-intelligence crackdown” and “mass arrests proceeding.” - Fresh data
confirms IRGC-IO chief Maj. Gen. Khademi was killed (ToI, April 9), and IDF assesses “reconsti-
tuted leadership even more extreme.” - However, fresh data does not specify scale (200-300)
or execution timeline (5-8 within 72h).

Council assessment: - The direction is correct (IRGC will conduct arrests to suppress dissent),
but the scale may be overstated. Historical precedent: 2022 Mahsa Amini protests saw 20,000+



arrests over 6 months, but first executions came 10 weeks after arrest. Revolutionary Courts
typically take 2-4 weeks for death sentences, not 72 hours. - The simulation’s 92% probability for
mass arrests is too high—council revises to 70% (arrests will occur but at smaller scale, 50-100
rather than 200-300). - The 5-8 executions within 72h is implausible—council revises to 30%
(executions will occur but over 2-4 weeks, not 72 hours).

Implication: This is a minor blind spot in the simulation—it correctly identifies IRGC repression as
a dynamic but overestimates speed and scale. Fresh data does not refute the core insight (regime
will crack down), but it suggests the timeline is longer than simulation assumes.

5.2 Russian coordination on Iranian nuclear facility evacuation
Simulation prediction: Russia is providing Iran with satellite intelligence and may deploy person-
nel to Iranian nuclear facilities under guise of “technical assistance.”

Fresh data check: CONFIRMED AND AMPLIFIED - Tol reports (April 9): “Russia is coordinating
with the IDF on evacuating workers from an Iranian nuclear facility.” - Reuters reports (April 7,
cited in ISW): Russian satellites “actively surveying Strait of Hormuz” and Russia provided Iran
with “list of 55 critical energy infrastructure targets in Israel.”

Council assessment: - This is the single most important fresh data point that the simulation
did not predict. The simulation modeled Russian intelligence-sharing but did not model Russian
evacuation coordination with IDF. - This is extraordinary and suggests: 1. Russia has advance
warning of Israeli strike plans (IDF shared timing to avoid Russian casualties). 2. Russia is prior-
itizing its technicians over Iranian ally (willing to facilitate Israeli strike to protect personnel).
3. Russia may be tacitly supporting Israeli nuclear strike (providing intelligence, ensuring no
Russian
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