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Preamble: From Linear Expectations to Threshold Systems
Crises of this type are often interpreted linearly: pressure builds, negotiations begin, outcomes gradually
emerge. This model is intuitively appealing—and usually wrong.

What we are observing is better understood as a threshold-driven system: a structure that absorbs
stress while appearing stable, then reorganizes abruptly once internal constraints are satisfied. The
visible transition is sudden; the preparation is not.

In that sense, the present situation resembles a condensation process rather than a gradual flow. The
observable state of the system—war or de-escalation—is not continuously evolving but instead switches
regimes when underlying parameters cross a critical boundary.

Within this framework, three distinct resolution paths emerge. They are not equally likely, nor do they
evolve on the same timescale. But all three remain structurally possible.

Abstract

This paper analyzes three potential pathways for resolution of the Strait of Hormuz crisis:
1. Regime Continuity with Negotiated De-escalation
2. Regime Transition with Interim Government Formation
3. Prolonged Standoff with Cyclical Escalation

Each path is modeled as a nonlinear transition process with distinct structural requirements and time
constants. Particular attention is given to the possibility of abrupt observable change emerging from
hidden preparatory dynamics, creating the appearance of instantaneous resolution.

1. Structural Model of the System
The system consists of three tightly coupled layers:
e Control Layer (state authority, IRGC, command structure)
e Conflict Layer (military activity, deterrence, retaliation)
e Economic Layer (shipping, insurance, global flows)
A key constraint emerges:
Resolution requires alignment across all three layers—but not necessarily simultaneously.
This asymmetry is critical. Some paths require rebuilding all layers; others require only reconfiguration
of behavior within an intact structure.

2. Path I: Regime Continuity + Negotiated De-escalation

Mechanism

The governing structure remains intact. Pressure accumulates until survival optimization triggers
negotiation. A behind-the-scenes agreement is reached, followed by rapid behavioral inversion.
This is the closest analogue to a “quantum-like” observable jump.

Internal Requirements



e Cohesive control by the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps
e Absence of internal fracture

e Active mediation channels (e.g., Oman, Qatar)

e  Willingness to trade escalation for stability

Timeline (Best-Case)
Day -5 to Day 0 (Hidden Phase)
e Back-channel negotiations intensify
e Public rhetoric remains hostile
e Actual escalation rate stabilizes or subtly declines
Day 0 to Day 2 (Trigger Phase)
e Sudden reduction in incidents
e First indirect signals (insurance, routing adjustments)
Day 2 to Day 5 (Partial Reopening)
e Limited tanker movement resumes
e Risk pricing remains high but manageable
Day 5 to Day 10 (Stabilization)
e Broader shipping normalization
e Public framing emerges (“deconfliction,

n u

pause”)

Time Constant
e Observable shift: 2-5 days
e Functional reopening: ~1 week

Probability (Short-Term)
e Within 1 week: ~40-60% (partial reopening)
e Full normalization: slower, multi-week

Key Insight
The system does not change structure—it changes behavior.

3. Path II: Regime Transition + Interim Government

Mechanism

Internal destabilization leads to collapse or fragmentation of authority, followed by formation of an
interim governing structure capable of restoring order.

This is a true structural phase transition.

Internal Requirements
e Elite fracture (IRGC, political leadership)
e Emergence of alternative authority
e Rapid consolidation of command
External recognition or tolerance

Timeline (Best-Case)
Day 0-3 (Shock Phase)
e Breakdown of central authority
e Confusion, competing signals
Day 3-10 (Power Formation)



e Interim leadership emerges
e Partial control asserted
Week 2—4 (Stabilization)
e Command structure restored
e Policy decisions (including Strait reopening)

Time Constant
e Minimum viable stabilization: 2—4 weeks
¢ Reliable normalization: months

Probability (Short-Term)
¢ Within 1 week: <5%
e Within 1 month: ~10-20% (still uncertain)

Key Insight
Collapse is fast. Replacement is slow.

4. Path Ill: Prolonged Standoff

Mechanism

No agreement is reached; no regime change occurs. The system enters a dynamic equilibrium of
controlled escalation.

Internal Requirements
e Regime cohesion maintained
e External actors unwilling to concede
e Managed escalation below full war threshold

Timeline
Week 1-4
e Continued disruption
e High volatility in shipping
Month 1-3
e Partial adaptation (rerouting, escorts)
e Elevated but stable risk environment
Beyond
e Either gradual de-escalation
e Orsudden shift into Path | or Il

Time Constant
¢ Indefinite, with periodic shocks

Probability (Short-Term)
e Within 1 week continuation: ~40-50%

Key Insight
The system remains in a metastable oscillatory state, neither resolving nor collapsing.

5. Comparative Dynamics



Feature Path I: Deal Path Il: Transition Path Ill: Standoff

Structural Change None High None
Speed of Visible Shift Fast Slow None
Hidden Preparation High Medium Low
Time to Strait Reopening Days Weeks—Months  Indefinite
Short-Term Probability High Very Low Medium

6. The lllusion of Instantaneity
The central paradox is this:
The faster the visible change, the longer the invisible preparation.
Path | appears instantaneous because:
e Negotiation is hidden
e Decision thresholds are crossed silently
e Execution capacity already exists
This creates the impression of a quantum jump, while in reality the system has undergone a latent
reconfiguration.

7. Early Detection Signals
Across all paths, three observables provide leading indicators:
1. Behavioral-Rhetorical Divergence
Actions become less aggressive while language remains hostile.
2. Economic Micro-Signals
Insurance adjustments, routing experiments, limited tanker movement.
3. Mediator Activity
Indirect references to “channels,” “contacts,” or “constructive engagement.”
8. Conclusion
The question is not whether abrupt change is possible—it clearly is.
The real question is:
Which layers of the system must change for resolution to occur?
e |If structure must change - slow
e If only behavior must change - fast
e If neither changes - prolonged instability

Final Synthesis (in your style)

A sudden reopening of the Strait is entirely plausible—but only if the system remains intact and chooses
to behave differently.

A sudden replacement of the system itself is far less likely—because structure cannot be improvised at
the speed of decision.

What appears as a quantum jump is, in reality, a system revealing that it has already crossed the
threshold.



