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Executive Summary

From Israel’s perspective, the current Lebanon front extends beyond a simple campaign
to eliminate Hezbollah. Although Hezbollah is the formal target of engagement, the
actual pattern of strikes is unfolding in a direction that disrupts Lebanon’s spatial order
as a whole and erodes its internal cohesion. This is more plausibly read not merely as
an effort to remove a specific armed organization, but as a strategic move to intensify
centrifugal forces within Lebanon and thereby secure a more advantageous position in
any future process of regional reordering. At the same time, this offensive is colliding
with multiple restraining mechanisms, namely the United States, Iran, and international
public opinion, making it structurally difficult for the course of the conflict to converge
solely along a path favorable to Israel.

The core issue, ultimately, is that the two countries stand on the same front while
operating under different cost structures and objective functions. Israel has a strong
incentive to minimize its long-term security costs through the fundamental removal
of the northern threat. The United States, by contrast, occupies a payoff structure in
which preserving interventionary legitimacy and regional influence in the Middle East
at low cost is more advantageous than achieving the complete destruction of the anti-
Western armed axis, provided that instability remains within manageable bounds. This
cost asymmetry is likely to surface with greater clarity as regional corridor structures
become entrenched and peripheral networks become materially operationalized.

1 / 5



The Formal Appearance of the Hezbollah Front and the Substantive
Reality of Pressure on Lebanon

At present, Israel presents Hezbollah’s military strongholds, command structures,
weapons depots, and border corridors as its official strike targets. Yet the actual
configuration of the front does not stop at the precise suppression of a single armed
organization. The broad territorial space of Lebanon as a whole has entered the radius
of pressure, and the physical shock of that pressure is extending beyond military targets
into civilian infrastructure and the sphere of everyday life.

This discrepancy in the pattern of strikes is not an accidental byproduct of military
operations, but a reflection of the strategic substance underlying them. If the sole
purpose were simply the elimination of Hezbollah’s military capabilities, the incentive
to expand the front to the point of destabilizing Lebanon’s entire political and social
foundation would remain limited. In other words, while Hezbollah remains the nominal
target of engagement, the substantive pattern of maneuver is closer to a form of
structural strike aimed at fundamentally dismantling the internal order and social
cohesion within Lebanon that sustain Hezbollah.

The Incentive to Weaken Internal Cohesion and Apply Early Pressure

Accordingly, there are clear limits to interpreting the current high-intensity pressure
solely through the tactical framework of eliminating an external hostile actor. Lebanon
is a field of complex sectarian dynamics that cannot be reduced to the single variable
of Hezbollah. Israel’s broad offensive exploits the characteristics of a multi-sectarian
state in which Shiite, Sunni, and Christian forces are held together by a fragile equilibrium,
compelling other groups to reinterpret Hezbollah as an excessive cost-generating actor
that threatens the security of the broader community. In an asymmetric battlefield
environment where direct military annihilation is difficult, a strategy that erodes the
adversary’s support base and political legitimacy from within offers considerably greater
strategic utility.

Behind this multilayered pressure campaign lies a core driving force, namely the political
time constraint within Israel itself. The essential crisis confronting the Netanyahu
government goes beyond the question of whether it can prolong its rule. The deeper
issue is that the long-term stability of the present political order has already been
damaged. Where the political foundation is fragile, convergence pressure toward rapidly
producing visible short-term results intensifies sharply, rather than sustaining the drawn-
out management of a protracted war. In short, the escalation of the Lebanon front
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is not merely the product of military necessity. It is a structural outcome in which
Israel’s internal political instability has pushed both the threshold and the speed of
external military action to their upper limits. Because delay translates directly into the
accumulation of domestic and international risk, Israel has little choice but to tighten the
reins of its offensive in order to consolidate the battlefield as early as possible.

The American Standard, Managed Instability Rather Than Complete
Elimination

By contrast, the strategic calculus through which the United States views the same front
is structured in a fundamentally different way. At a moment when the center of gravity
of U.S. strategy has shifted toward balancing China and prioritizing the Indo-Pacific, the
Middle East is no longer a singular core theater into which all available resources must
be projected in order to construct a flawless order. Both the establishment of complete
peace in the Middle East and the pursuit of a large-scale total war would demand political
and military sunk costs that exceed what the current American framework for managing
national power can reasonably sustain.

As a result, the United States is situated within a structure in which managing instability
within a rigorously controllable range produces a far higher payoff than pursuing its
complete resolution. Fully excising the anti-Western armed axis stretching from Iraq
to Syria and Lebanon would require astronomical additional troop commitments, long-
term deployment, and the costs of geopolitical reorganization. By contrast, tolerating a
limited degree of instability allows Washington to preserve both its regional legitimacy
for intervention and its hegemony at minimal cost. Even the repeated American efforts
to restrain Israel’s ongoing attempts at escalation are therefore not merely a matter of
policy divergence. They are more plausibly understood as the operation of a structural
driver grounded in strict cost-benefit calculation, aimed at preserving the lower threshold
of U.S. intervention.

The Preservation of Corridor Structures and Strategic Friction
Between the United States and Israel

The friction that emerges between the two states at this point carries the character of
structural conflict rather than accidental disagreement. Israel has a strong incentive
to fundamentally dismantle both the northern threat and the corridor structure behind
it in order to reduce its long-term security costs. The United States, by contrast, has
weak motivation to directly bear the additional cost required to completely destroy
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that corridor. On the contrary, by tolerating a certain level of corridor persistence and
instability, Washington can use them as a medium through which to preserve leverage
over Israel and sustain regional hegemony, thereby arriving at a lower-cost equilibrium
point.

Accordingly, U.S. restraint is not exhausted by the surface-level criticism that Israel’s
military methods are excessive. It rests on a structural calculation aimed at minimizing
America’s own sunk costs. For the United States, the central issue is not the elimination
of the structure, but its manageability. For Israel, the central issue is the long-term
reduction of threat. Even though the two states share the same front, their substantive
payoffs and strategic directions of convergence are fundamentally misaligned.

The Paradox of U.S.-Iran Understanding and Corridor Reinforcement

If, in the future, the United States and Iran arrive at a certain degree of political
understanding, and if that outcome leads to the consolidation or strengthening of the
geopolitical corridor running from Iran through Iraq and Syria to Lebanon, Israel’s
security burden will intensify. Under such a scenario, Israel would face not merely
the threat of adjacent border forces, but the need to defend continuously against a
permanent and structurally organized form of corridor-based pressure.

The central paradox here is that even if the United States recognizes this danger, it
still lacks a strong incentive to pursue the complete dismantling of the structure. The
American strategic benchmark is not the total removal of threat structures, but the
low-cost management of existing conditions without additional resource expenditure.
Consequently, as regional corridor structures become more deeply entrenched, Israel’s
security burden rises, while the United States is more likely to maintain its existing
management-oriented posture by inertia than to invest costs preemptively to alleviate
that burden. This is the core mechanism through which cost asymmetry between the
two states deepens.

Linkage with Peripheral Networks and the Escalation of the Cost
Structure to a Higher Order

From a long-term perspective, a variable more consequential than the survival of the
Netanyahu system itself is whether this corridor becomes substantively linked to the
peripheral networks of non-Western states such as China and Russia. At present, only
weak signals of such an outcome are discernible, and it would be premature to describe
the process as having reached a definitive stage. Yet once this network surpasses the
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threshold at which it becomes concretized in the form of logistics, finance, energy, and
diplomatic shielding, the structure of the defense costs Israel must bear will be elevated
to a qualitatively different order.

From that point onward, the corridor would cease to function merely as a transit route
for armed actors. It would instead serve as an economic bypass route and a geopolitical
buffer zone for the non-Western camp. This would mean that Israel’s security role would
expand beyond localized counterterror deterrence into that of a forward breakwater
tasked with blocking the expansion of a vast non-Western network. Such structural
enlargement of role would, by necessity, translate directly into a massive expansion of
defense costs.

The Appearance of Shared Interest and the Entrenchment of Cost
Asymmetry

Even from Israel’s standpoint, the complete disappearance of hostile forces is not the
only enduring optimum. A controllable level of external threat carries utility insofar as
it reinforces internal political cohesion and supplies a justification for external support.
Yet the moment the scale of that threat exceeds Israel’s own capacity for control, the
security costs it must bear expand exponentially. The deeper problem lies in the fact
that the current geopolitical trajectory is moving precisely in the direction of continuously
raising that control cost.

The United States, by contrast, stands on the same front as Israel without facing
structural pressure to bear costs on the same level. Washington derives its greatest
payoff from maintaining instability at a manageable scale while restraining the cost of
intervention, whereas Israel seeks maximum utility in reducing surrounding threats that
bear directly on its survival and thereby easing its long-term security burden. On the
surface, the two countries appear to share the same interests. At the level of underlying
structure, however, a pattern is hardening in which Israel bears disproportionately
greater costs. This gap in cost-bearing can only deepen gradually and structurally as
regional corridor structures become more solidified.
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