Iran Regime Change Forecast — April 10, 2026

FINAL REPORT: FORCED REGIME CHANGE IN IRAN

Six-Lens Forecasting Council Assessment

Question: Probability of IRGC removal and replacement by non-autocratic government recogniz-
ing Israel

Date: 2026-04-10

Horizons: +1 week (April 17) | +1 month (May 10) | +1 year (April 10, 2027)

1. HEADLINE FORECAST

Forced regime change in Iran remains highly unlikely across all time horizons. The council
assigns <1% probability at one week, 1-3% at one month, and 4-9% at one year. Despite
unprecedented military degradation (85% of defense industrial base destroyed), extreme public
dissatisfaction (92% per leaked internal polls), and active diplomatic/covert pressure, the IRGC
maintains institutional cohesion and internal control. The most probable pathway—if regime
change occurs—involves cascading failures across military humiliation, economic collapse, and
elite fracture, requiring 9-18 months to materialize. The current ceasefire creates diplomatic
space but no evidence suggests imminent internal fracture.

Confidence Statement: HIGH confidence in low near-term probability (<3% at one month);
MODERATE confidence in one-year range (4-9%) due to deep uncertainty about IRGC cohesion
under sustained pressure, Russian commitment depth, and opposition mobilization capacity.
The probability band reflects genuine epistemic uncertainty, not hedging—the upper bound (9%)
assumes multiple low-probability events converge; the lower bound (4%) weights historical base
rates of authoritarian regime survival.




2. KEY PREDICTIONS



Prediction Horizon | Probability | Confidence Supported By
Pakistan talks produce no | +1 week 85-90% High Fresh data (ceasefire
breakthrough agreement fragility, Lebanon dispute)

+ simulation (15% suc-
cess rate)
Ceasefire collapses, hos-| +1 month 40-55% Moderate | Fresh data (Israel contin-
tilities resume uing Lebanon strikes, Iran
threatening withdrawal)
+ simulation (Hezbollah
847-rocket barrage sce-
nario)

Iran achieves 90% ura-| +1 month 60-75% Moderate | Simulation (82% proba-
nium enrichment at For- bility) + fresh data (nu-
dow clear escalation trajec-

tory, Parchin strikes)
No significant IRGC de-| +1 month | 90-95% High Fresh data (expert con-
fections occur sensus: “internal frac-
tures have not material-
ized”) + historical prece-

dent

Israeli strike on Iranian | +1year 45-60% Moderate | Simulation (58% proba-
nuclear facilities bility) + fresh data (Ne-
tanyahu authorization,
ISW reporting 80% indus-

trial base already hit)
Khamenei succession cri-| +1 year 25-35% Low Actuarial risk (age 85+)
sis occurs + simulation (Mojtaba

Khamenei leadership)
1. fresh data (no current
health crisis reported)
Major economic deterio-| +1vyear 65-75% Moderate | Fresh data (Strait restric-
ration in Iran tions, sanctions) + simu-
lation (oil market leverage

dynamics) + both
Opposition achieves | +1vyear 15-25% Low Simulation (CIA covert
meaningful coordination funding) contradicted by
fresh data (“lack of cohe-
sive opposition”)
Russian direct military in-| +1 year 30-45% Low Simulation (68% proba-
volvement escalates bility, S-400 integration)
contradicted by fresh
L

IRGC maintains dominant  +1 year 85-92% High E?é%t@;(é;&géﬂ;&gﬁi
political control 3 sensus, regime harden-

ing) + historical prece-

dent (survived Iran-Iraq

War, 2009 protests) +
both




3. WHERE RESEARCH AND SIMULATION AGREE
High-confidence claims supported by both fresh data and simulation:

1.

IRGC institutional resilience exceeds external military degradation. Fresh data confirms
85% defense industrial base destroyed (State Dept, April 8) and “Iran can no longer arm its ter-
rorist proxies,” yet expert consensus states “recent conflicts have only strengthened the IRGC’s
hold, with new, hardline leaders emerging.” Simulation models IRGC rebuilding capabilities
(3,500 PGMs to Hezbollah, covert nuclear facilities) despite losses. Verdict: IRGC’s economic
entrenchment (controls 40%+ of economy), ideological selection, and internal security appa-
ratus (Basij, IRGC Intelligence) remain intact despite external military setbacks.

. Opposition fragmentation is binding constraint. Fresh data explicitly states “lack of a cohe-

sive opposition” and “internal fractures necessary for regime change have not materialized.”
Simulation flags assumption: “Can external support translate to regime pressure?” and models
CIA covert funding but no organized resistance emerging. Verdict: 92% public dissatisfaction
does not equal organized capacity for regime-threatening action. No parallel governance struc-
tures, unified leadership, or military coordination visible.

Ceasefire is fragile and likely temporary. Fresh data shows Iran threatening withdrawal over
Israeli Lebanon strikes, Israel maintaining Lebanon outside ceasefire scope, and IDF killing
200+ Hezbollah fighters April 8. Simulation models ceasefire collapse with 85% probability and
Hezbollah resuming major attacks (847-rocket barrage scenario). Verdict: Diplomatic process
decoupled from military reality. Pakistan talks create pause, not resolution.

. Nuclear escalation trajectory continues. Fresh data confirms strikes on Parchin weaponiza-

tion facility (ISW, April 8), IAEA warnings about attacks on nuclear sites, and Iran’s “nuclear
gamble” (Fox News headline). Simulation assigns 82% probability to 90% enrichment at
Fordow and models three covert facilities under construction. Verdict: Iran pursuing nuclear
breakout despite 80% industrial base destruction, using multi-site hedging strategy to survive
Israeli interdiction.

. Economic pressure intensifying but not yet critical. Fresh data shows Strait of Hormuz

restrictions (15 ships/day limit), “major shipping companies remain cautious,” and oil market
volatility. Simulation models “oil market leverage dynamics” and notes Iran using Strait control
as negotiating tool. Verdict: Economic strain is real but IRGC maintains patronage networks
and has survived worse (1980s war, 1990s sanctions).

4. WHERE THEY DIVERGE
Critical uncertainties flagged as divergence points:

Hezbollah Reconstitution Capacity | CRITICAL UNCERTAINTY

Simulation: Models 847-rocket barrage in May, 3,500+ precision-guided munitions transferred
through Iraqi-Syrian corridor

Fresh Data: Only 70 rockets fired April 9; State Dept claims “Iran can no longer arm its terrorist
proxies”

Divergence: Simulation may overestimate Iranian resupply capacity by order of magnitude (847
vs. 70 = 12x difference)



- Impact: If simulation correct, Hezbollah barrage triggers Israeli ground invasion, collapsing
ceasefire and restarting direct US-Iran hostilities. If fresh data correct, Hezbollah degraded and
cannot provide regime protection through deterrence.

« Council Assessment: Fresh data more credible in near term (1 month); simulation plausible at
6-12 months if Iragi-Syrian corridor remains open. This is the single most important variable
for one-month forecast.

Russian Commitment Depth | CRITICAL UNCERTAINTY

« Simulation: 68% probability of direct Russian military involvement, joint air defense command
cell with IRGC, “potential direct military response to Israeli strikes”

« Fresh Data: Russia evacuated 198 staff from Bushehr (suggests risk aversion), no reporting of
joint command structures

- Divergence: Simulation models deep military integration; fresh data shows caution

- Impact: If simulation correct, Israeli strike options severely constrained and great power con-
frontation risk high. If fresh data correct, Israel retains freedom of action against Iranian nuclear
facilities.

« Council Assessment: Russia likely providing equipment (S-400s) and intelligence but unwilling
to risk direct confrontation with Israel/US. Simulation’s 68% probability appears too high.
Estimate 30-45% probability of escalated involvement over one year.

Opposition Mobilization Potential | CRITICAL UNCERTAINTY

- Simulation: Models “significantly increased covert support to Iranian opposition,” CIA funding
strengthening networks, 92% dissatisfaction as latent pressure

- Fresh Data: Expert consensus: “External pressure alone rarely leads to regime change,” “lack
of cohesive opposition,” “Former CIA operative: regime change much harder than US thinks”

- Divergence: Simulation assumes external support can rapidly activate dissatisfaction; fresh
data shows organizational deficit

« Impact: If simulation correct, opposition could exploit regime crisis within 6-12 months. If fresh
data correct, dissatisfaction remains latent indefinitely without triggering event.

« Council Assessment: Historical precedent (Polish Solidarity 1980-89, Iranian Green Movement
2009) shows opposition requires years to build capacity. One-year horizon insufficient for
meaningful mobilization absent major triggering event.

Covert Nuclear Facilities | MODERATE UNCERTAINTY

- Simulation: Three covert enrichment facilities under construction (Qom, Lorestan, Tabriz) within
12 months

« Fresh Data: No open-source confirmation; ISW/ISI reporting focuses on known sites (Natanz,
Fordow, Parchin)

- Divergence: Simulation assumes Iran can conceal major construction from US/Israeli ISR

- Impact: If facilities exist, Iran achieves nuclear breakout even after strikes on known sites. If
they don’t exist, Iran remains vulnerable to decapitation strike on Fordow.

« Council Assessment: Iran successfully concealed Fordow until 2009; underground construc-
tion in mountainous terrain (Lorestan) is feasible. Simulation’s assumption should be taken
seriously as 40-50% probability scenario, not dismissed.



Economic Threshold Effects | MODERATE UNCERTAINTY

- Simulation: Models economic pressure as creating gradual regime stress

- Fresh Data: Expert analysis notes regimes often survive until sudden collapse when military
can’t be paid

« Divergence: Simulation underweights threshold dynamics where economic crisis triggers rapid
military defection

- Impact: If threshold exists, regime could collapse suddenly rather than gradually weakening

« Council Assessment: Historical precedent (USSR 1991, Romania 1989) shows economic col-
lapse can trigger rapid cascade once critical threshold crossed. This is a potential black swan
—low probability but high impact if occurs.

5. SIMULATION BLIND-SPOT CHECK
Reaction chains the simulation surfaced that fresh data did not:

1. Covert-Overt Escalation Cycle

vV VALIDATED

« Simulation Insight: Mossad sabotage — Iranian nuclear acceleration — diplomatic pressure -
further sabotage creates self-reinforcing spiral

« Fresh Data Confirmation: ISW confirms Parchin strikes (March 24-April 1), IAEA warnings about
nuclear site attacks, Iran continuing enrichment despite 80% industrial base destruction

- Value Added: Simulation’s identification of this systemic pattern explains operational tempo
better than fresh data headlines alone. The cycle creates potential for miscalculation-driven
crisis.

2. Proxy Autonomy Problem

Vv VALIDATED

- Simulation Insight: “Hezbollah demonstrates independent escalation capacity that exceeds
Iranian handlers’ control”—847-rocket barrage as example

- Fresh Data Confirmation: Hezbollah resumed attacks April 8 after claiming ceasefire adher-
ence, fired 70+ rockets despite Iranian diplomatic engagement in Pakistan talks

- Value Added: Simulation correctly identifies command-and-control fragmentation post-lead-
ership decapitation creates unintended escalation risk. Fresh data confirms pattern but doesn’t
explain mechanism.

3. Russian Entanglement Tripwire

i, PARTIALLY VALIDATED

- Simulation Insight: “Russia’s deepening military integration with Iran (S-400 deployment, joint
air defense, intelligence sharing) creates potential for direct Russian-Israeli confrontation”

« Fresh Data Confirmation: Russia evacuating Bushehr staff (suggests preparation for escala-
tion), “aiding Iran missile program” (Fox News, April 9)

 Value Added: Simulation identifies tripwire dynamics where neither side intends full confronta-
tion but tactical engagement spirals. Fresh data shows Russian involvement but not yet at
tripwire level. This is a genuine blindside—low probability but catastrophic if occurs.



4. Nuclear Hedging Strategy
V VALIDATED

Simulation Insight: “Iran pursues simultaneous paths (overt enrichment at Fordow, covert
facilities in Qom/Loresten/Tabriz, weaponization at Parchin) making single-point interdiction
impossible”

Fresh Data Confirmation: ISW reports strikes on Parchin, continued Fordow operations, IAEA
concerns about multiple sites

Value Added: Simulation explains why Israeli strikes haven’t stopped nuclear program—Iran
built redundancy specifically to survive interdiction. This systemic insight not obvious from
individual strike reports.

5. Escalation-Restraint Paradox
Vv VALIDATED

Simulation Insight: “Actors authorize massive escalations while simultaneously seeking diplo-
matic off-ramps, suggesting uncertainty about optimal strategy”

Fresh Data Confirmation: Pakistan talks proceeding while Israel strikes Hezbollah while Iran
enriches uranium—all happening simultaneously

Value Added: Simulation identifies that all actors recognize mutual vulnerability and seek ne-
gotiated exit despite military operations. This explains current moment’s contradictions better
than treating diplomatic/military tracks as separate.

6. Simulation Missed: Catastrophic Accidents
x GAP IDENTIFIED

What Simulation Missed: Fog-of-war accidents in Strait of Hormuz (dense traffic, armed Iranian
vessels, mine threats, communication failures)

Why It Matters: Simulation models rational decision-making but doesn’t account for unin-
tended incidents triggering escalation neither side wants

Fresh Data Support: Iran requiring vessels to seek IRGC Navy approval and use routes “close
to Larak Island” (Seatrade Maritime, April 10) creates accident-prone environment

Council Assessment: 3-5% probability of major accident within one month; <1% probability
such accident triggers regime change, but 15-20% probability it triggers wider war

7. Simulation Missed: Psychological Breaking Points
x GAP IDENTIFIED

What Simulation Missed: Leaders making decisions that appear irrational to outside observers
but are internally consistent with ideology (messianic extremism, honor/revenge motivations)
Why It Matters: Simulation assumes cost-benefit rationality under extreme stress; fresh data
hints at ideological factors that override strategic logic

Fresh Data Support: “Inside Iran’s ruling ideology: How a ‘holy mission’ and messianic doctrine
fuel regime extremism” (Fox News, April 8)

Council Assessment: This creates potential for decisions that simulation doesn’t model (e.g.,
Khamenei refusing any compromise even if economically rational)



8. Simulation Missed: Environmental/Radiological Catastrophe

% GAP IDENTIFIED

- What Simulation Missed: Sabotage operations causing uncontrolled radiological release trig-
gering legitimacy crisis

« Why It Matters: Simulation models sabotage as precise military operations; doesn’t account for
unintended consequences

« Fresh Data Support: IAEA “deeply concerned” by attacks on Bushehr (UN News, April 4), warns
“nuclear power plant sites must never be targeted”

« Council Assessment: 2-4% probability of radiological incident within one year; if occurs,
30-40% probability it triggers regime crisis (public panic, IRGC blamed for security failure)

6. PER-LENS CONTRIBUTIONS

Neutral Lens (Response A) — 8.5/10

What It Added: Most comprehensive data integration, systematically citing Reuters, State Dept,
Jerusalem Post with dates. Provided three distinct regime change pathways with probability
breakdowns (Nuclear Crisis = Coup: 2-3%; Economic Collapse — Uprising: 3-5%; Negotiated
Transition: 1-2%). Excellent simulation divergence analysis identifying Hezbollah 847-rocket
overestimate.

Peer Review Scores: Ranked #2 by Probabilistic lens, #3 by Historical lens, #3 by Optimistic lens.
Consensus: “Strong neutral analysis with minor probability calibration issues.”

Key Insight: “Regime change is most likely as second-order effect of other crises rather than
primary objective of any actor.” This reframes the question correctly—regime change emerges from
cascading failures, not targeted operations.

Weakness: Probability range at one year (8-15%) appears optimistic relative to evidence mar-
shaled. Upper bound (15%) lacks justification given expert consensus that “regime change much
harder than US thinks.”

Pessimistic Lens (Response B) — 7.5/10

What It Added: Excellent catastrophic scenario modeling showing regime change attempts may
trigger regional disaster rather than success. Identified “failed regime change attempt triggers
Strait closure + oil shock + regional war” pathway with specific Month 7-8 timeline. Strong on
second-order effects and escalation dynamics.

Peer Review Scores: Ranked #5 by Neutral lens, #6 by Optimistic lens, #5 by Probabilistic lens.
Consensus: “Good worst-case scenario identification but conflates regime change with regional
war probability.”

Key Insight: “The pessimistic scenario is not regime change—it’s regional war. Regime change
attempts make catastrophe more likely, not less likely.” This correctly inverts the question for
pessimistic lens.

Weakness: Probability confusion (assigns <15% to regime change but 40-50% to catastrophic
escalation—these are different questions). Lens drift away from core question toward general
catastrophism. Excessive length (8,000+ words) dilutes key findings.



Optimistic Lens (Response C) — 7/10

What It Added: Identified positive indicators (92% dissatisfaction, 85% military degradation,
Saudi framework) and constructed detailed four-phase transition scenario. Strong simulation
divergence analysis noting simulation’s escalatory trajectory actually reduces regime change
probability by rallying nationalist sentiment.

Peer Review Scores: Ranked #6 by Neutral lens, #5 by Probabilistic lens, #5 by Historical
lens. Consensus: “FAILS LENS TEST—insufficiently optimistic; reads as neutral/pessimistic
forecast.”

Key Insight: “Simulation is MORE PESSIMISTIC than even the pessimistic lens should be”
because it shows military escalation continuing, Russian protection deepening, nuclear program
accelerating. This is valuable meta-observation about simulation’s framing.

Weakness: Probability estimates (<0.1%, 1-2%, 5-8%) barely distinguish from neutral assess-
ment. An optimistic lens should explore 15-25% probabilities at one year with aggressive
assumptions about opposition capacity and IRGC fragility. This response was too cautious.

Blindsides Lens (Response D) — 8/10

What It Added: Exceptional black swan identification: catastrophic Strait accident, Mossad as-
sassination of Khamenei, radiological incident from sabotage, IRGC internal coup, Russian-Israeli
tripwire confrontation, great power mutual exhaustion. Strong simulation gap analysis identifying
what simulation missed (fog-of-war accidents, psychological breaking points, environmental cat-
astrophe, threshold effects).

Peer Review Scores: Ranked #4 by Neutral lens, #3 by Optimistic lens, #4 by Historical lens.
Consensus: “Strong blindsides analysis with execution problems—organizational chaos and prob-
ability proliferation hurt clarity.”

Key Insight: “Regime change is most likely as second-order effect of other crises (nuclear strike
humiliation, great power clash, environmental catastrophe) rather than as primary objective of any
actor.” This parallels Neutral lens insight but adds specific black swan pathways.

Weakness: Probability aggregation unclear—lists seven scenarios with various probabilities but
doesn’t clearly sum to final forecast. Some scenarios stretch plausibility (Gorbachev Moment
reformist coup inconsistent with IRGC ideology). Needs better organization and clearer probability
math.

Probabilistic Lens (Response E) — 9/10

What It Added: Exceptional mathematical rigor with Bayesian framework, explicit likelihood
ratios, historical base rates, and confidence intervals. Systematic pathway decomposition: Nuclear
Crisis Cascade (4.5%), Economic Collapse (2.5%), Military Coup (2%), Popular Uprising (1.6%) =
10.6% combined, then discounted for constraints. Best simulation critique showing simulation’s
12% estimate is too high.

Peer Review Scores: Ranked #1 by ALL LENSES. Consensus: “Most rigorous quantitative analysis
—gold standard for probabilistic forecasting.”



Key Insight: “92% dissatisfaction = 92% probability of action. Historical precedent shows regime
change requires organized opposition with leadership, security forces defection, and triggering
event—none currently present.” This is the most important constraint on optimistic scenarios.

Weakness: False precision (confidence intervals to 0.1% imply unrealistic certainty given epis-
temic uncertainty). Pathway independence assumption (treats four pathways as additive but
they’re likely correlated). Could be more specific on named actors and operational details.

Historical Lens (Response F) — 8.5/10

What It Added: Exceptional historical grounding with specific precedents (Shah’s Iran 1978-79,
East Germany 1989, Libya 2011, Argentina 1983, Romania 1989). Strong base rate analysis:
“Authoritarian regimes with intact security services, 1945-2020: ~8% collapse within one year.”
Excellent IRGC resilience analysis comparing to Shah’s Artesh (conscript vs. ideological), Soviet
KGB (maintained cohesion through 1991).

Peer Review Scores: Ranked #2-3 across lenses. Consensus: “Strongest historical analysis with
excellent pattern recognition.”

Key Insight: “Regime change requires military defection. IRGC survived Iran-Iraq War (500,000+
casualties), 2009 Green Movement, multiple protest waves. Current military setbacks severe but
not existential compared to historical precedent.” This provides crucial constraint on probability
estimates.

Weakness: Probability too conservative (3-7% at one year) given unprecedented military degra-
dation (85% defense industrial base destroyed). Historical base rates may not fully account for
novel factors. Insufficient engagement with simulation’s operational details.

7. SIMULATION APPENDIX
Actor-by-Actor Behavior Patterns

Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei

« Consistent Actions: Accelerate nuclear enrichment (90% at Fordow), demand formal security
guarantees, authorize Hezbollah resupply through Syrian corridor, seek Russian military protec-
tion

« Variable Actions: Oscillates between covert operations and public nuclear announcements;
varies between seeking negotiations and authorizing escalation

- Redlines Crossed: Authorized 90% enrichment (weapons-grade), authorized 800+ rocket bar-
rage breaking ceasefire, requested Russian direct military intervention

« Empirical Probability: 82% probability of 90% enrichment within 6 months (simulation)

» Fresh Data Confirmation: v CONFIRMED—ISW reports continued enrichment despite 80%
industrial base destruction; Iran pursuing nuclear breakout

Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu
- Consistent Actions: Maintain pressure on Hezbollah through strikes, coordinate with Washing-

ton before major escalation, prioritize covert sabotage over overt strikes, demand US security
guarantees
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Variable Actions: Defers nuclear facility strikes repeatedly despite authorization; alternates
between ground operation planning and restraint

Redlines Crossed: Authorized systematic assassination campaign against Iranian nuclear sci-
entists, planned expanded ground incursion (Operation Northern Shield II)

Empirical Probability: 58% probability of unilateral strike on nuclear facilities within 1 year
(simulation)

Fresh Data Confirmation: | PARTIALLY CONFIRMED—Netanyahu stated Israel will strike
“with force, precision, and determination” but has deferred nuclear strikes multiple times; ISW
confirms 80% industrial base already hit

President Donald Trump

Consistent Actions: Maintain maximum pressure sanctions, support Israeli security needs,
retaliate proportionally against attacks on US forces, pursue diplomatic framework while main-
taining military options

Variable Actions: Balances between restraining Israel and providing strike capabilities; oscil-
lates between diplomatic engagement and military posturing

Redlines Crossed: Authorized strikes on IRGC facilities in Irag and Iran (Qeshm Island), signif-
icantly increased covert support to Iranian opposition

Empirical Probability: 88% probability of US strikes on IRGC targets (simulation)

Fresh Data Confirmation: v CONFIRMED—Trump announced ceasefire but maintains “maxi-
mum pressure”; State Dept reports 13,000+ targets struck during war

IRGC Leadership

Consistent Actions: Rebuild weapons stockpiles, resupply Hezbollah through Iraqi-Syrian cor-
ridor, construct covert nuclear facilities, threaten Strait of Hormuz closure

Variable Actions: Alternates between direct confrontation and proxy operations; varies inten-
sity of Strait posturing

Redlines Crossed: Authorized transfer of 3,500+ PGMs to Hezbollah, conducted proxy attack
on US al-Asad base, deployed minelaying assets to Strait

Empirical Probability: 85% probability of Hezbollah major escalation (simulation)

Fresh Data Confirmation: X CONTRADICTED—Simulation models 847-rocket barrage; fresh
data shows only 70 rockets fired April 9. State Dept claims “Iran can no longer arm its terrorist
proxies.” This is major divergence.

Hezbollah Leadership

Consistent Actions: Maintain pressure on IDF through periodic strikes, coordinate timing with
Iranian handlers, rebuild command infrastructure

Variable Actions: Massive escalation (847 rockets simulated) followed by calibrated restraint
(65 rockets); inconsistent civilian warning protocols

Redlines Crossed: Launched largest barrage since 2006 (simulation), targeted Ben Gurion
Airport and critical infrastructure

Empirical Probability: 72% probability of Israeli ground incursion in response (simulation)

Fresh Data Confirmation: | PARTIALLY CONFIRMED—Hezbollah resumed attacks (70 rockets
April 9) but at much lower intensity than simulation models. IDF killed 200+ fighters April 8,
suggesting degradation.
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Crown Prince Mohammed bin Salman (MBS)

Consistent Actions: Position Saudi Arabia as indispensable mediator, offer oil market stability
guarantees, link normalization to Palestinian progress, maintain back-channel to Tehran
Variable Actions: Escalates personal diplomatic engagement over time; increases financial
commitments to framework

Redlines Crossed: None—consistently operates within diplomatic norms

Empirical Probability: 45% probability of Saudi framework implementation (simulation)

Fresh Data Confirmation: | UNCERTAIN—Fresh data shows Saudi Arabia positioning as
mediator but no confirmation of specific framework implementation

CENTCOM Commander

Consistent Actions: Maintain carrier presence in Gulf of Oman, enhance force protection at
forward bases, provide ISR support to partners, prepare graduated response options

Variable Actions: Adjusts force posture based on threat level; balances deterrence with avoid-
ing provocation

Redlines Crossed: None—operates within established military doctrine

Empirical Probability: 88% probability of US strikes on IRGC targets (simulation)

Fresh Data Confirmation: v CONFIRMED—State Dept reports 13,000+ targets struck; CENT-
COM maintaining carrier presence

IDF Chief of Staff

Consistent Actions: Conduct precision strikes on Hezbollah infrastructure, interdict Iranian
weapons convoys in Syria, coordinate with CENTCOM, maintain northern border defenses
Variable Actions: Strike frequency varies (2-3/month to 8-12/month); ground operation plan-
ning repeatedly deferred

Redlines Crossed: Expanded strike campaign into Syrian territory, prepared major ground
incursion plan

Empirical Probability: 72% probability of ground incursion into Lebanon (simulation)

Fresh Data Confirmation: v CONFIRMED—IDF Chief Zamir stated Lebanon is “main battle-
field”; Netanyahu instructed officials to negotiate Hezbollah disarmament

Mossad Director

Consistent Actions: Sabotage Iranian nuclear facilities, exfiltrate compromised assets, target
weaponization infrastructure, maintain deep-cover networks

Variable Actions: Shifts focus between enrichment and weaponization targets; varies opera-
tional tempo based on diplomatic context

Redlines Crossed: Operation Subtle Earthquake sabotage at Natanz/Fordow, planned system-
atic scientist assassination campaign, Parchin weaponization facility sabotage

Empirical Probability: 77% probability of sabotage success (simulation)

Fresh Data Confirmation: v CONFIRMED—ISW reports strikes on Parchin (March 24-April 1)
destroyed ventilation structure and penetrated main tunnel complex

Russian Leadership (Putin/Lavrov)

Consistent Actions: Accelerate S-400 delivery and integration, embed military advisors with
Iranian forces, provide intelligence on Western operations, disrupt US-Saudi-Israeli coordina-
tion
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Variable Actions: Increases commitment level over time; escalates from equipment to opera-
tional integration

Redlines Crossed: Established joint air defense command cell with IRGC, committed to
potential direct military response to Israeli strikes, active measures campaign against Saudi
framework

Empirical Probability: 68% probability of direct military involvement (simulation)

Fresh Data Confirmation: | CONTRADICTED—Russia evacuated 198 staff from Bushehr (sug-
gests risk aversion, not commitment). Fresh data shows equipment provision but not operational
integration. Simulation likely overestimates Russian commitment.
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Empirical Probabilities from Simulation
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Event Simulation Probabil-| Fresh Data Assess- Verdict
ity ment
Hezbollah major es- 85% X  CONTRADICTED | Simulation overesti-
calation (847 rock- (70 rockets  ob- mates by ~12x
ets) served)
Israeli ground incur- 72% v CONFIRMED (IDF Accurate
sion Lebanon planning, Netanyahu
authorization)
Iranian 90% enrich- 82% v CONFIRMED (ISW Accurate
ment reports continued en-
richment)
US strikes on IRGC 88% v CONFIRMED Accurate
targets (13,000+ targets
struck per State
Dept)
Mossad sabotage 77% v CONFIRMED Accurate
success (Parchin strikes veri-
fied by ISW)
Russian direct mili- 68% X  CONTRADICTED | Simulation overesti-
tary involvement (Bushehr evacuation mates
suggests caution)
Saudi framework im- 45% i, UNCERTAIN (no Cannot verify
plementation confirmation in fresh
data)
Pakistan talks pro- 15% Vv CONFIRMED (talks Accurate
ducing agreement proceeding but frag-
ile per Reuters)
Iran nuclear breakout 62% v CONFIRMED (nu- Accurate
within 6 months clear escalation tra-
jectory verified)
Israel unilateral 58% i PARTIALLY CON- Plausible
strike on nuclear fa- FIRMED (Netanyahu
cilities authorized but de-
ferred)
Strait of Hormuz clo- 35% i PARTIALLY CON- Plausible
sure FIRMED (restrictions
but not closure)
Regime change suc- 12% X CONTRADICTED | Simulation overesti-
cess in Iran (expert consensus: mates
3-9%)
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Simulation Flags for Council & Fresh Data Verification

FLAG 1: “Mossad maintains multiple deep-cover assets inside Natanz, Fordow, and Parchin”

« Fresh Data Verdict: v VERIFIED—ISW confirms strikes on Parchin destroyed ventilation struc-
ture and penetrated main tunnel complex (March 24-April 1). This level of precision requires
intelligence enabling targeting.

« Council Assessment: Simulation assumption is supported. Mossad has demonstrated repeated
access to Iranian nuclear facilities.

FLAG 2: “Hezbollah can launch 800+ precision-guided missiles despite months of Israeli

strikes”

» Fresh Data Verdict: X CONTRADICTED—Fresh data shows 70 rockets fired April 9, not 847.
State Dept claims “Iran can no longer arm its terrorist proxies.”

« Council Assessment: Simulation’s 847-rocket barrage is upper bound of capability, not sustain-
able rate. This is simulation’s most vulnerable assumption.

FLAG 3: “Russia willing to risk direct confrontation with Israel over Iranian nuclear facilities”

« Fresh Data Verdict: X CONTRADICTED—Russia evacuated 198 staff from Bushehr (suggests
risk aversion). No reporting of joint air defense command cell.

« Council Assessment: Russian commitment level remains key uncertainty. Likely providing
equipment but unwilling to risk direct confrontation. Simulation’s 68% probability appears too
high.

FLAG 4: “Iran can construct three covert enrichment facilities in geographically dispersed
locations within 12 months”

* Fresh Data Verdict: i UNCERTAIN—No open-source confirmation but Iran successfully con-
cealed Fordow until 2009. ISW confirms Parchin weaponization work.

« Council Assessment: Underground construction in mountainous terrain (Lorestan) is feasible.
Simulation’s assumption should be taken seriously as 40-50% probability scenario.

FLAG 5: “Iranian regime stability holds despite 92% dissatisfaction”

« Fresh Data Verdict: v VERIFIED—Expert consensus: “The regime has shown resilience” and
“internal fractures necessary for regime change have not materialized.”

« Council Assessment: Simulation correctly identifies dissatisfaction # instability dynamic.
IRGC’s internal security apparatus remains intact.

FLAG 6: “US can restrain Israeli unilateral action through equipment provision and coordina-

tion agreements”

* Fresh Data Verdict: | UNCERTAIN—Netanyahu stated Israel will strike “with force, precision,
and determination” despite US coordination. But Netanyahu has deferred nuclear strikes multi-
ple times.

« Council Assessment: US has some restraining influence but Netanyahu’s domestic political
pressure may override coordination at critical juncture.
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FLAG 7: “Iranian opposition movements can be significantly strengthened through CIA covert

funding”

» Fresh Data Verdict: X CONTRADICTED—Expert consensus: “External pressure alone rarely
leads to regime change,” “lack of a cohesive opposition,” “Former CIA operative: regime change
much harder than US thinks.”

« Council Assessment: Simulation overestimates how quickly external support can translate 92%
dissatisfaction into organized resistance. This is critical constraint on regime change proba-
bility.

FLAG 8: “IRGC can transfer 3,500 precision-guided munitions through Iraqi-Syrian corridor

despite Israeli interdiction campaign”

« Fresh Data Verdict: X CONTRADICTED—State Dept claims “Iran can no longer arm its terrorist
proxies.” IDF conducting systematic interdiction.

« Council Assessment: Simulation likely overestimates transfer volume. Some weapons getting
through but not 3,500+ PGMs in near term.

FLAG 9: “All actors maintain rational cost-benefit calculations amid escalation”

* Fresh Data Verdict: | UNCERTAIN—Fresh data hints at ideological factors (messianic extrem-
ism, honor/revenge) that may override strategic logic.

- Council Assessment: Simulation assumes rationality but doesn’t model psychological factors
under extreme stress. This creates potential for decisions simulation doesn’t anticipate.

Conclusion: Simulation Accuracy Assessment

What Simulation Got Right: 1. vV Nuclear escalation trajectory (82% enrichment probability
confirmed) 2. V Mossad sabotage operations (77% success rate confirmed by Parchin strikes) 3.
Vv US military strikes (88% probability confirmed by 13,000+ targets) 4. v Israeli ground incursion
planning (72% probability confirmed by Netanyahu authorization) 5. v Pakistan talks fragility
(15% success rate confirmed by ceasefire strain) 6. vV IRGC resilience despite dissatisfaction
(regime hardening confirmed)

What Simulation Got Wrong: 1. X Hezbollah reconstitution capacity (847 rockets vs. 70 actual =
12x overestimate) 2. X Russian commitment depth (68% direct involvement vs. Bushehr evacu-
ation) 3. X Opposition mobilization potential (simulation overestimates CIA funding impact) 4. X
Iranian weapons transfer capacity (3,500 PGMs vs. State Dept interdiction claims) 5. X Regime
change probability (12% vs. expert consensus 3-9%)

What Simulation Missed: 1. x Catastrophic accidents in Strait of Hormuz (fog-of-war, unintended
escalation) 2. x Psychological breaking points (ideological factors overriding strategic logic) 3.
x Environmental/radiological catastrophe (sabotage unintended consequences) 4. x Economic
threshold effects (sudden collapse vs. gradual weakening)

Overall Assessment: Simulation is excellent on military/operational dynamics (nuclear pro-
gram, strikes, ground operations) but overestimates regime fragility (opposition capacity,
Hezbollah reconstitution, Russian commitment, regime change probability). The 12% regime
change estimate should be discounted to 4-9% based on fresh data constraints.

17



FINAL COUNCIL VERDICT

Forced regime change in Iran (IRGC removal + non-autocratic government + Israel recogni-
tion) has <1% probability at one week, 1-3% at one month, and 4-9% at one year.

The simulation correctly models military pressure mechanisms but overestimates their effective-
ness in producing regime change. The IRGC’s institutional resilience, opposition fragmentation,
and historical precedent of authoritarian regime survival under external pressure are binding
constraints. The most likely outcome is regime survival in weakened form, not regime change
meeting the question’s specific definition.

If regime change occurs, it will emerge from cascading failures (nuclear humiliation + economic
collapse + elite fracture) requiring 9-18 months to materialize, not from any single targeted oper-
ation. The current ceasefire creates diplomatic space but no evidence suggests imminent internal
fracture.

Key indicators to monitor: 1. IRGC officer defections (none currently observed) 2. Opposition
coordination under unified leadership (Reza Pahlavi attempting but no success yet) 3. Economic
threshold crossing (IRGC unable to pay security forces) 4. Khamenei succession crisis (25-35%
probability within one year) 5. Israeli nuclear facility strike success (45-60% probability within
one year)

The council’s assessment is that decision-makers should not plan on regime change as a
probable outcome. Any strategy assuming regime change should have robust contingency for
regime survival.
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